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About DEVELOPMENT Solutions
DEVELOPMENT Solutions (DS) is a European consultancy which serves the international
donor and business community in support of sustainable development and sustainable
investment objectives world-wide. Our expertise is built on our strong grounding in
project design and management, research, policy and regulatory analysis, and the
management of capacity strengthening programmes for governments.
Our primary projects are in support of EU external policies and cooperation in third
countries, which includes deep experience in the area of trade policy, environment and
sustainable solutions. This work has served as a valuable demonstration as to how trade
and environmental policies can support developing countries to transition towards
sustainable growth, which can bring economic efficiency and contribute to local and
international efforts for sustainable development outcomes.
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Abstract
This Mid-Term Evaluation seeks to analyse the functioning and impact of Regulation (EU)
No. 978/2012 applying a scheme of generalised tariff preferences (‘the GSP Regulation’).
This Final Interim Report presents the preliminary findings on the economic, social,
human rights and environmental impact in the beneficiary countries. The Mid-Term
Evaluation finds that in some respects the positive economic impact of the reform can
already be witnessed. The economic impact of the scheme in terms of coverage,
utilisation and export diversification differs per beneficiary country and per arrangement.
However, due to the recent entry into force of the reform, it is difficult to assess the
GSP’s impact on sustainable development. The research and case studies suggest that
the scheme has had an overall positive impact on social development and human rights
in the beneficiary countries, but only a limited impact on sustainable development and
environmental protection. The GSP should be considered as a facilitator, because the
nature and extent of the positive impact is critically co-determined by the domestic
priorities of the beneficiary countries as reflected in the human rights, socio-economic
and environmental policies adopted and implemented.
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Executive summary
In 1971, the European Community first introduced a Generalised Scheme of Preferences
(GSP) following a resolution of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD) to create a system of preferences to support developing countries.
Throughout the following decades, the scheme saw a number of reforms on product
coverage and beneficiary countries and introducing special arrangements to support
developing countries in their engagement concerning human and labour rights,
environmental rights and protection and good governance, including combatting drugs
production and trafficking.
Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 (‘the GSP Regulation’) introduced further reforms to the
scheme, including on the number of beneficiary countries, product coverage,
mechanisms for graduation and temporary withdrawal and the Special Incentive
Arrangement for Sustainable Development and Good Governance (‘GSP+’). The reform
aimed to adapt the scheme to better reflect the current global landscape and to focus
better on the countries most in need. The objectives of the scheme are (i) to contribute
to poverty eradication by expanding exports from countries most in need; (ii) to promote
sustainable development and good governance; and (iii) to ensure better safeguards for
the EU’s financial and economic interests. The GSP Regulation entered into force on 1
January 2014 for a period of ten years. The scheme offers three different preference
arrangements:
1. A general arrangement (‘Standard GSP’);
2. A Special Incentive Arrangement for Sustainable Development and Good
Governance (‘GSP+’) for vulnerable countries; and
3. An Everything But Arms (‘EBA’) arrangement for Least Developed Countries
(LDCs).
Following Article 40 of the Regulation, the European Commission will submit a report on
the application of the Regulation to the European Parliament and the Council by 21
November 2017. In this context, the Directorate General for Trade of the European
Commission (DG Trade) contracted DEVELOPMENT Solutions Europe Limited to carry out
the Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s GSP. In the study, the Project Team evaluates the
functioning of the GSP Regulation, the extent to which it is on track to achieve its
objectives and its impact on the beneficiary countries and the EU.
The Project Team has conducted a comprehensive analysis of the functioning and impact
of the GSP in the beneficiary countries and the EU using two complementary
approaches: quantitative and qualitative desk research and analysis and an inclusive and
extensive stakeholder consultation process. Given the large number of beneficiaries
under review, an in-depth analysis of the impact of the GSP was carried out in six case
studies: on the impact of GSP on the textiles and machinery sectors, on the impact of
GSP+ in Bolivia and Pakistan and on the impact of EBA in Bangladesh and Ethiopia.
Both quantitative and qualitative desk research and analysis have been employed to
assess the economic, social, environmental and human rights impact of the reformed
scheme. The Project Team has conducted an economic analysis of the scheme using the
most up-to-date and detailed economic, trade and tariff data provided by the European
Commission. Additionally, the Project Team has used indicators, where available, to
analyse the social, environmental and human rights impact in the beneficiary countries.
This research has been complemented by qualitative research based on literature
sources.
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To complement the data analysis and literature review and to raise awareness of the
scheme among relevant stakeholders, a comprehensive and inclusive stakeholder
consultation process has been implemented. Its aim was to collect invaluable information
and insights from a wide range of stakeholders. The consultation consisted of a wide
range of activities and tools, including national workshops in Bangladesh, Ethiopia,
Bolivia and Pakistan, several Civil Society Dialogue meetings in Brussels, an Online
Public Consultation with a dedicated questionnaire, face-to-face interviews and meetings,
an on-going dialogue with the Inter-Service Steering Group, all supported by a dedicated
project website and electronic outreach tools.
This Final Interim Report presents the key preliminary findings of the research, analysis
and stakeholder consultation on the functioning and impact of the GSP at the time of
writing. This Report presents an analysis of the economic, social, environmental and
human right impacts on the beneficiary countries. These have been assessed by drawing
on carefully selected quantitative and qualitative indicators from national and
international sources as well as the extensive stakeholder consultation mentioned above.
The key preliminary findings that have resulted from the quantitative and qualitative
analysis, as well as from the stakeholder consultation process for the Mid-Term
Evaluation of the EU’s GSP may be summarized as follows:
Key preliminary findings


Positive economic impacts of the 2012 GSP Regulation can already be witnessed.
However, due to the large number of beneficiaries, the different arrangements and
the heterogeneity of beneficiary countries, it is difficult to generalize about the
economic impact of the scheme. The main preliminary findings to date can be
summarised as follows:
o

Between 2011 and 2016, trade under preferential arrangements (GSP,
FTAs/PTAs and Other Agreements) accounted for less than 20 per cent of total
EU imports per year, of which those imported under GSP arrangements
accounted for around 5 per cent of total EU imports per year.

o

The shares of imports under the GSP+ and the EBA arrangements of total EU
imports have increased since 2014, while the share of imports under the
Standard GSP arrangement in total EU imports has decreased.

o

As a result of the large decline in share of Standard GSP scheme in total EU
imports, there was a decline in the share of overall GSP imports in total EU
imports in the post-regulation period.

o

Following an assessment of compositional changes post GSP reform, it has
been found that the 80 GSP beneficiary countries under investigation have in
fact increased their exports collectively under the respective arrangements.
This has been especially the case for the 49 EBA countries and the 8 GSP+
countries. It has also been found that there has been a marginal increase in
the exports of the 23 Standard GSP countries since 2014.

o

Overall, there were no major changes in applicable tariffs across the GSP
arrangements post reform. This is in keeping with the 2012 Regulation’s
objectives. Changes in the distribution of tariffs were only evident in the cases
of the Standard GSP countries where 19 tariff lines were granted duty-free
access, and the GSP+ countries where 4 tariff lines were granted similar
treatment.

6

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

o

There was an increase in the EU preferential duty-free imports from EBA
countries. Preferential duty-free imports jumped from 25.8 per cent in 2011 to
65.4 per cent in 2016 (a 39.6 percentage point increase). The extent of the
increase in the usage of preferential duty-free rates for EBA countries reveals
the growing importance of such preferences in their overall exports to the EU.

o

There were no major changes in preference margins 1 that existed in the preand post-regulation periods. Hence, any additional impact from the new GSP
scheme would not come from changing margins on individual products, but
from the changing composition of countries that are included and/or excluded
from the GSP scheme.

o

Preference margins were the highest for agriculture and foodstuffs, textiles and
clothing and footwear imports, while the margins were negligible for works of
art, pulp of wood and other fibrous cellulosic material, and pearls, precious,
semi-precious stones.

o

Notably, preference erosion2 occurred in 7 out of 21 sectors. In such instances,
it occurred across each of the three schemes, leaving the larger preference
margins of both the EBA and GSP+ nearly unchanged during the period under
review.

o

The main product sections imported under the GSP are textiles, footwear and
machinery and mechanical appliances. Between 2014 and 2016, textile imports
grew by 24.5 per cent, compared to 6.5 per cent between 2011 and 2013.

o

EBA countries are consistently high utilization rates 3 across all three GSP
arrangements. The countries that lead the pack are the Solomon Islands (99.2
per cent); Laos (96.9 per cent); Senegal (96.7 per cent); Bangladesh (96.6
per cent) and Sudan (96.3 per cent).

o

Both EBA and GSP+ beneficiaries have significantly increased their utilisation
rate since 2014, indeed by more than 10 percentage points. However for
eligible Standard GSP beneficiaries, utilisation rates have decreased since
2014.

o

The level of export diversification 4 , measured by number of tariff lines for
which non-zero exports have been recorded, has been the highest for EBA
beneficiaries, but decreased considerably at all sector levels for Standard GSP
beneficiaries. The heterogeneous GSP+ beneficiaries differ significantly in their
performance on export diversification.

o

Calculations of Herfindahl indices5 across the three GSP arrangements confirm
that EBA countries have the least diversified export portfolios at the product
and sectoral levels, with 18 countries experiencing an improvement during the

1

A margin of preference is the difference between the duty payable under a GSP arrangement and the duty
that would be accessible under MFN conditions.
2
Preference erosion refers to the process by which the preferences granted to a specific good loses its nominal
or relative value.
3
Utilization rate refers to a country’s preferential exports divided by its eligible preferential exports under a
free trade agreement.
4
Export diversification refers to changes in a country’s export structure, which is typically reflected in the
range of goods that is exported from the same sector or from different sectors.
5
The Herfindahl Index is calculated as the sum of shared squares of each product in total export. A country
with a perfectly diversified export portfolio will have an index close to zero, whereas a country which exports
only one export will have a value of 1, whereas a country which exports only one export will have a value of 1
(least diversified).
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period of review and 31 countries not realizing any change or even
deterioration in their export diversification profiles at the product level. The
results were very similar for diversification measured at the sectoral level.
o

Unlike EBA countries, Standard GSP countries that exhibited highly diversified
portfolios at the product level were also similarly diversified at the sectoral
level. The majority of GSP+ countries reflected only minor changes in export
diversification at the product level in the post regulation period, with the
exception of Paraguay that exhibited significant positive changes.

o

The results of the gravity model 6 vary according to the regression technique
that is utilized; however, the fixed effects model 7 is preferred as it controls for
time-invariant variables (such as distance, history and language) in order to
focus on year-to-year changes. Estimates of the fixed effects model reveals a
positive relationship between a country’s world exports at the sectoral level
and specific product exports to the EU. It also reveals that countries that have
a trade agreement with the EU have exported more than non-GSP and nonFTA countries.

o

Results also reveal that those countries that exited the EBA scheme as well as
those that exited the Standard GSP arrangement exported less to the EU in
comparison to non-GSP and non-FTA countries. Following GSP reform, the
countries that exited the EBA scheme (The Maldives) and the Standard GSP
arrangement (i.e. over 80 countries) transitioned either on account of special
market access arrangements with the EU or were designated as high-income
or upper-middle income countries. These results were to be expected as nonGSP and non-FTA countries have relatively more developed economies, and as
such, trade flows with the EU would be more robust.

o

Additionally, countries that entered into and exited the GSP+ arrangement
had positive coefficients, indicating that they exported more to the EU in
comparison with countries that did not belong to any specific grouping. The
countries that entered into the GSP+ arrangement in the post-regulation
period were Pakistan in 2014, the Philippines in 2015 and Kyrgyzstan in 2016,
while the countries that exited the GSP+ arrangement were Azerbaijan in
2014, Ecuador in 2015, and Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Panama, and
Peru in 2016. In the case of the latter countries, there was a transition to free
trade agreements, which was found to have stimulated exports in comparison
to countries that did not belong to any grouping.

o

Lastly, countries that have entered into varying forms of regional trade
agreements over the period, as well as all those which collectively exited the
GSP Scheme post-2013 (i.e. countries that were previously EBA, Standard
GSP and GSP+ beneficiaries), have all increased their exports in comparison
to countries that did not participate in the GSP scheme or an FTA
arrangement. This finding reveals that the EU’s GSP reform was effective in
the sense that the countries that graduated from the scheme, as well as those
that transitioned to FTAs were able to increase their trade in relation to
countries that did not belong to any grouping.

6

The gravity model is typically referred to as the ‘workhorse’ of international trade policy analysis. The model
predicts bilateral trade flows to be positively related to economic sizes (often using GDP measurements) and
negatively related to distance between two countries.
7

A fixed effects model is a statistical model that is used primarily to remove omitted variable bias by
measuring change within a group. It controls for unobserved heterogeneity when heterogeneity is constant
over time and correlated with independent variables.
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Positive social and human rights impacts of the 2012 GSP Regulation can
already be witnessed. However, in some cases the impact has been limited or
negative. The main preliminary findings can be summarised as follows:
o

The GSP’s legal conditionality through the temporary withdrawal mechanism
and the GSP+ arrangement has incentivised beneficiary countries to adhere to
fundamental labour and human rights; even though in practice, the temporary
withdrawal mechanism under Regulation 978/2012 has not been applied during
the period under review.

o

The GSP can be considered as a facilitator of social development and
adherence to fundamental labour and human rights. While the increased
exports and resulting economic growth could contribute to social development
and poverty reduction, the positive impact depends on whether the beneficiary
countries have policies in place to effectively channel the extra resources to
social and distribution-improving policies as well as adaptation and mitigation
measures to limit the potential detrimental effects of increased production on
the environment.

o

The country case studies suggest that all four beneficiary countries studied
have made progress on a number of social and human rights indicators. There
is no empirical evidence to support the proposition that GSP+ beneficiaries
have performed better than EBA beneficiaries.

o

The case studies and national stakeholder workshops confirm that the
governments of the beneficiary countries explicitly acknowledge the
importance of trade and economic growth for social development and poverty
reduction.

o

However, in several cases, economic growth and export opportunities did not
go hand-in-hand with adherence to fundamental labour and human rights (e.g.
instances of land grabbing and the violation of fundamental labour rights were
reported in several of the country case-studies).

o

The impact of the GSP reform could take several years to fully become visible
in the social and human rights indicators.

o

In addition to the GSP, there are numerous other domestic and international
factors that may influence social development outcomes as well as adherence
to fundamental political, civil, social, economic and environmental rights in the
beneficiary countries.

Environmental impacts of the 2012 GSP Regulation are difficult to determine due
to a lack of available data on environmental indicators as well as long-time lags in
their availability. The scheme has contributed to both positive and negative
environmental developments in beneficiary countries. The main preliminary findings
may be summarised as follows:
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o

The legal conditionality of the GSP+ to ratify and implement international
conventions on environmental protection and climate change has incentivised
beneficiary countries to adhere to environmental protection.

o

The GSP can be considered as a facilitator of environmental protection and
sustainable development. While the increased exports and resulting economic
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growth could contribute to sustainable development, the impact will only be
positive if the beneficiary countries have policies in place to effectively direct
their resources to environmental policies and mitigation measures to limit any
potentially detrimental effects of increased economic activity on the
environment.
o

The case studies suggest that all four beneficiaries have experienced negative
environmental impacts related to increased trade and economic growth.
Environmental protection is often not accorded a sufficient priority in the
beneficiary countries.

o

However, the case studies and local stakeholder workshops suggest that the
need to find a balance between economic growth and environmental protection
is increasingly recognized as an important priority in the beneficiary countries.

o

Textile and clothing are the main import products under the GSP. Their
production and trade tends to have a detrimental effect on the environment in
absence of adequate environmental and waste management mechanisms.

o

The impact of the GSP reform on environmental indicators is likely to take
several years to materialise and the present mid-term evaluation lacks data to
measure this in a satisfactory fashion.

o

In addition to the GSP, there are numerous other domestic and international
factors that may influence sustainable development and adherence to
conventions on environmental protection and climate change.

o

The 2015 ND-GAIN Index reveals that the majority of GSP beneficiary
countries were revealed to be quite vulnerable to the effects of climate change
and lack the overall capacity to take advantage of investments and convert
them into adaptation actions.

o

Generally speaking, the best performers in the ranking were found amongst
the GSP+ countries. In 2015, Armenia had the most impressive score, ranking
64th out of 181 countries. Not surprisingly, given their high levels of
vulnerability and resource constraints, the EBA countries are the lowest ranked
of the three GSP arrangements. In the case of the Standard GSP countries,
Ukraine, Vietnam and Indonesia are noteworthy as they were found to be the
least vulnerable and most adaptable of all the countries.

o

There have been modest environmental improvements in the four case-study
countries based on the estimates of the ND-GAIN Index. Ethiopia
demonstrated the highest year-on-year changes, which were sustained by a
general improvement in its readiness capacity. Similarly, Bangladesh and
Bolivia have shown modest improvements. However, Pakistan was the highest
ranked of the four countries in 2015, placing 125th out of 181 countries.

Scope of the Final Interim Report
Chapter 1 Introduction, Chapter 2 Background and Chapter 3 Methodology draw
extensively on the research and analysis earlier presented in the Inception Report dated
early May 2017. Chapters 4, 5 and 6 on the Case Studies and Chapters 7, 8 and 9 on
Impact Analyses provide new findings from the six case studies, the consultation process
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as well as from the desk-research and the data-analysis undertaken during this phase of
the evaluation.
Chapter 7 on the economic impact provides a thorough and comprehensive analysis of
the tariff and trade data for the period 2011 through to 2016, contrasting impact before
the introduction of the new GSP Regulation with the period of implementation of the new
GSP during 2014 to 2016. It includes econometric analyses of impact of the GSP scheme
using the gravity model. All impact analysis is preliminary at this stage of preparation of
the present Final Interim Report and further in-depth analysis is being undertaken for
presentation in the Final Report foreseen for November 2017.
Annexes I through VII provide up-to date information on the GSP implementation. Most
importantly, Annex VII provides the ‘master table’ with the detailed analysis of trade,
coverage and utilisation for all countries eligible under the GSP regulation.

Preliminary
Regulation

Recommendations

for

Ongoing

Implementation

and

Future

The 2012 GSP reform is on track and has led to noticeable improvements in the design
and implementation of the GSP. However, a number of recommendations flow from the
Interim Report of the Evaluation. These relate to both ongoing implementation of the
present GSP regulation 978/2012 as well as issues flagged for possible consideration in
the formulation of future regulation(s) on the EU’s unilateral trade preferences. For this
Report, six areas of recommendations are noted, whereas elaboration of these will be
made for the Final Report.
Recommendations focusing on ongoing implementation would need to focus on (i) the
trigger mechanism for temporary withdrawal of preferences; (ii) the scope for extending
the monitoring of implementation of ratified conventions; and (iii) the criteria and
mechanism through which ‘sensitive sectors’ are identified.
As for possible future regulation, subsequent to completion of the timeframe for the
present regulation due to expire on 31 Dec 2023, it is observed that (i) the relevance of
Standard GSP is diminishing and this component of the Standard GSP may not be
retained after the expiry of the present 978/2012 Regulation; (ii) the present list of
conventions for which ratification is sought appears incomplete and dated and needs to
be reviewed and updated, in particular with regards to the adoption of the SDGs as well
as the Paris Climate Change Agreement in 2015; and (iii) definition of a suitable
transition period upon graduation from the LDC category and hence loss of the eligibility
for EBA’s duty-free quota free preferences.

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

Table of contents
Executive summary ............................................................................................ 5
Table of contents.............................................................................................. 12
List of tables .................................................................................................... 16
List of figures ..................................................................................................... 1
List of abbreviations ........................................................................................... 4
List of key concepts ............................................................................................ 6
1.

Introduction .............................................................................................. 9

1.1.

The Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s GSP..................................................... 9

1.2.

Progress to date ....................................................................................... 9

1.2.1.

Inception phase .................................................................................. 9

1.2.2.

Implementation phase ....................................................................... 10

1.2.3.

Main challenges and mitigation measures ............................................ 11

2.

Background ............................................................................................. 13

2.1.

Historical development of the GSP ............................................................ 13

2.2.

The 2012 reform of the GSP with Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 ................... 14

2.2.1.

Objectives of the reform .................................................................... 15

2.2.2.

Operational objectives and implementation activities ............................. 17

2.2.3.

Intermediate effects and expected results ............................................ 26

2.3.

Provisions under the EU’s GSP .................................................................. 28

2.3.1.

The GSP arrangements ...................................................................... 28

2.3.2.

Beneficiary countries ......................................................................... 31

2.3.3.

Product coverage .............................................................................. 32

2.3.4.

Tariffs ............................................................................................. 33

2.3.5.

Graduation mechanism ...................................................................... 33

2.3.6.

Withdrawal mechanism ...................................................................... 34

2.3.7.

Safeguard mechanism ....................................................................... 34

3.

Methodology ........................................................................................... 35

3.1.

Analytical framework and approach ........................................................... 35

3.2.

Approach to impact analysis ..................................................................... 35

3.2.1.

Economic impact analysis .................................................................. 42

3.2.2.

Social impact assessment, including human rights ................................ 44

3.2.3.

Environmental impact assessment ...................................................... 46

3.3.

Approach to case studies ......................................................................... 47

3.4.

Stakeholder consultation .......................................................................... 49

3.4.1.

Electronic stakeholder outreach and engagement tools .......................... 50

3.4.2.

Online Public Consultation .................................................................. 51
12

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
3.4.3.

Interviews and meetings .................................................................... 52

3.4.4.

Civil Society Dialogue ........................................................................ 52

3.4.5.

Local workshops in Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Bolivia and Pakistan ............... 53

3.4.6.

Meetings with the European Commission and ISSG ............................... 55

4.

Case studies on textile and machinery sectors ........................................ 57

4.1.

Impact of GSP on textile sector ................................................................. 57

4.1.1.

Introduction ..................................................................................... 57

4.1.2.

Trade in textile and clothing under the GSP .......................................... 60

4.1.3.

Impact on producers in the EU ........................................................... 68

4.2.

Impact of GSP on machinery sector ........................................................... 70

4.2.1.

Introduction ..................................................................................... 70

4.2.2.

Trade in machinery under the GSP ...................................................... 71

4.2.3.

Impact on producers in the beneficiary countries .................................. 82

4.2.4.

Impact on producers in the EU ........................................................... 83

5.

Case studies on Bolivia and Pakistan ...................................................... 85

5.1 Impact of GSP+ on Bolivia ........................................................................... 85
5.1.1.

Introduction to the country in focus .................................................... 85

5.1.2.

Trade under the GSP+ arrangement .................................................... 88

5.1.3.

Impact of the GSP+ arrangement ....................................................... 92

5.1.4.

Implementation of GSP+ covered conventions .................................... 107

5.2.

Impact of GSP+ on Pakistan ................................................................... 115

5.2.1.

Introduction to the country in focus .................................................. 115

5.2.2. Trade under the GSP+ arrangement ..................................................... 118
5.2.3. Impact of the GSP+ arrangement ......................................................... 121
5.2.4. Implementation of GSP+ covered international conventions ..................... 138
6.

Case studies on Bangladesh and Ethiopia ............................................. 149

6.1. Impact of EBA on Bangladesh .................................................................... 149
6.1.1.

Introduction to the country in focus .................................................. 149

6.1.2.

Trade under the EBA arrangement .................................................... 152

6.1.3.

Impact of the EBA arrangement ........................................................ 156

6.1.4.

Unintended consequences ................................................................ 166

6.2.

Impact of EBA on Ethiopia ...................................................................... 168

6.2.1.

Introduction to the country in focus .................................................. 168

6.2.2.

Trade under the EBA arrangement .................................................... 171

6.2.3.

Impact of the EBA arrangement ........................................................ 177

6.2.4.

Unintended consequences ................................................................ 191

7.

Economic impact analysis ..................................................................... 193

7.1. Lessons learnt from literature .................................................................... 193

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

7.2. Identification of policy changes .................................................................. 195
7.2.1. Synopsis of policy changes under the reformed GSP ............................... 195
7.2.2

Identification of changes in the rules of origin..................................... 197

7.3. Descriptive and diagnostic analysis ............................................................ 198
7.3.1. Tariff and preference margin analysis ................................................... 198
7.3.2. Trade flow analysis ............................................................................. 208
7.3.3. Analysis of trade diversification ............................................................ 215
7.4.

Econometric analysis using the Gravity Model ........................................... 226

7.4.1.

Specification and data ..................................................................... 226

7.4.2.

Results of the Gravity Model ............................................................. 227

7.4.3.

Interpretation of the Gravity Model ................................................... 230

8.

Social and human rights impact analysis .............................................. 232

8.1. Lessons learnt from literature .................................................................... 232
8.2.

Social and human rights impact of the GSP .............................................. 234

8.3.

Social and human rights impact of the GSP+ ............................................ 237

8.4. Good governance impact of GSP+ .............................................................. 242
9.

Environmental impact analysis ............................................................. 244

9.1. Lessons learnt from literature .................................................................... 244
9.2. Environmental impact of the GSP ............................................................... 245
9.3. Environmental impact of the GSP+ ............................................................. 247
9.4. Review of environmental progress using ND-GAIN index ............................... 250
9.4.1. Overview of progress in case study countries ......................................... 253
10.

Project timeline .................................................................................... 255

10.1. Implementation phase ............................................................................ 255
10.2.
11.

Finalisation phase .............................................................................. 255

Conclusions ........................................................................................... 256

11.1. Economic impact .................................................................................... 256
11.2.

Social and human rights impact ........................................................... 259

11.3.

Environmental impact ......................................................................... 260

Annex I: GSP+ covered conventions .............................................................. 263
Annex II: Ratification of GSP+ conventions by Bolivia ................................... 264
Annex III: Ratification of GSP+ conventions by Pakistan ............................... 266
Annex IV: Graduated countries by reason for graduation............................... 268
Annex V: Graduated and reinstated countries ................................................ 270
Annex VI: New tariff lines benefitting from preferences as non-sensitive
products ......................................................................................................... 271
Annex VII: Imports and utilisation rate by GSP beneficiary (in millions of euros)
272
Annex VIII: List of country movements in GSP scheme (2011-2016) ............ 284
14

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
Annex IX: List of EU import partners by tariff regime (2011- 2016) .............. 287
Annex X: Overview of trends in EU imports from GSP beneficiary countries
under review (2011-2016) ............................................................................. 296

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

List of tables
Table 1: Summary overview of the three GSP arrangements .................................... 28
Table 2: Beneficiary countries by GSP arrangement included in the study................... 31
Table 3: Analytical framework for the Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s GSP ................ 36
Table 4: EU imports of textile and clothing from GSP beneficiaries in millions of euros
(2011-2016)....................................................................................................... 60
Table 5: EU imports of machinery from GSP beneficiaries in millions of euros (20112016) ................................................................................................................ 72
Table 6: Graduated product sections per country .................................................. 196
Table 7: Share of EU imports by tariff regime (2011-2016) .................................... 199
Table 8: Preferential access under GSP arrangements by number and share of tariff lines
(2014) ............................................................................................................. 201
Table 9: Evolution of preferential access under GSP arrangements by share of tariff lines
(2008-2014)..................................................................................................... 202
Table 10: Distribution of tariffs under the MFN and GSP regimes (2011 and 2014) .... 203
Table 11: Share of EU imports from GSP beneficiary countries by tariff regime (20112016) .............................................................................................................. 205
Table 12: Preference margins by HS section compared to MFN tariffs (2011 and 2014)
....................................................................................................................... 207
Table 13: GSP imports as a share of total EU imports by HS section (2011-2016) ..... 209
Table 14: Utilisation rate per Standard GSP beneficiary (2011-2016) ....................... 213
Table 15: Utilisation rate per GSP+ beneficiary (2011-2016) .................................. 213
Table 16: Utilisation rate per EBA beneficiary (2011-2016) ..................................... 214
Table 17: Diversification by number of tariff lines for EBA beneficiaries .................... 216
Table 18: Diversification by number of tariff lines for Standard GSP beneficiaries ...... 218
Table 19: Diversification by number of tariff lines for GSP+ beneficiaries ................. 218
Table 20: Diversification in the number of tariff lines utilised per product section* .... 220
Table 21: Herfindahl Index for EBA Countries (2011-2016) .................................... 222
Table 22: Herfindahl Index for Standard GSP Countries (2011-2016)....................... 224
Table 23: Herfindahl Index for GSP+ Countries (2011-2016) .................................. 225
Table 24: Results of the Bilateral Gravity Model at the Product Level ....................... 229
Table 25: Recent ratification of human rights and labour rights conventions ............. 238
Table 26: Ratification of international conventions on human rights and labour rights by
GSP+ eligible countries ...................................................................................... 238
Table 27: Ratification of international conventions on good governance by GSP+ eligible
countries .......................................................................................................... 242
Table 28: Ratification of international conventions on climate change and environmental
protection by GSP+ eligible countries................................................................... 248
Table 29: Overview of vulnerability indicators under ND-Gain Index ........................ 250
Table 30: Overview of readiness indicators under ND-Gain Index ............................ 251
Table 31: Country ranking under ND-Gain Index (2015) ........................................ 252

16

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

List of figures
Figure 1: Intervention logic for the Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012............................. 16
Figure 2: Overview of the stakeholder consultation activities and tools ...................... 50
Figure 3: EU imports of textile and clothing (2011-2016) ......................................... 59
Figure 4: EU imports of textile and clothing from GSP beneficiary countries by tariff
regime (2016) .................................................................................................... 61
Figure 5: EU imports of textiles and clothing under Standard GSP (2011-2016) .......... 62
Figure 6: Share of EU imports of textile and clothing from India (2011-2016) ............. 62
Figure 7: Annual growth rates of textiles and clothing exports for GSP+ beneficiaries
(2011-2016)....................................................................................................... 63
Figure 8: EU imports of textile and clothing under GSP+ (2011-2016) ....................... 64
Figure 9: EU imports of textile and clothing from GSP+ beneficiary countries by tariff
regime (2016) .................................................................................................... 64
Figure 10: Share of EU imports of textile and clothing goods from Pakistan (2011-2016)
......................................................................................................................... 65
Figure 11: Value and annual growth rate of textile and clothing imports under EBA
(2010-2016)....................................................................................................... 66
Figure 12: EU imports of textile and clothing under the EBA (2011-2016) .................. 66
Figure 13: Utilisation of textiles and clothing preferences under the EBA regime (2016)67
Figure 14: Share of EU imports of textile and clothing goods from Bangladesh (20112016) ................................................................................................................ 68
Figure 15: Value and annual growth rate of EU machinery imports (2011-2016) ......... 71
Figure 16: EU imports of machinery from GSP beneficiary countries by tariff regime
(2016) ............................................................................................................... 73
Figure 17: EU imports of machinery under GSP (2011-2016) .................................... 74
Figure 18: EU imports of machinery under the GSP by beneficiary country (2016) ....... 75
Figure 19: EU machinery imports from Standard GSP beneficiaries by tariff regime
(2011-2016)....................................................................................................... 75
Figure 20: EU machinery imports under Standard GSP (2011-2016) .......................... 76
Figure 21: Share of EU machinery imports from Vietnam (2011-2016) ...................... 77
Figure 22: EU machinery imports from GSP+ beneficiaries by tariff regime (2011-2016)
......................................................................................................................... 78
Figure 23: EU machinery imports under GSP+ (2011-2016) ..................................... 79
Figure 24: Share of EU machinery imports from the Philippines (2011-2016) .............. 79
Figure 25: EU machinery imports under EBA in millions of euros (2011-2016) ............ 80
Figure 26: EU machinery imports under EBA by selected originating countries (20112016) ................................................................................................................ 81
Figure 27: Machinery imports from Ethiopia and Angola in millions of euros (2011-2016)
......................................................................................................................... 81
Figure 28: Share of EU machinery imports from Ethiopia (2011-2016) ....................... 82
Figure 29: Country profile .................................................................................... 85
Figure 30: Main export destinations by share in total exports (2016) ......................... 88
Figure 31: Bolivia’s total exports to the EU (2011-2016) .......................................... 89
Figure 32: Composition of Bolivia's exports under GSP+ by HS Section (2016) ........... 90
Figure 33: Bolivia's exports and GSP+ preference utilisation (2011-2016) .................. 91
Figure 34: Preferential utilisation for 10 top exports (2016) ...................................... 92
Figure 35: GDP and GDP growth (2010-2015) ........................................................ 93
Figure 36: Added value of different sectors as percentage of GDP ............................. 93
Figure 37: FDI inflows (2011-2015) ....................................................................... 94
Figure 38: HDI development (2011-2015) .............................................................. 94
Figure 39: Labour force (2010-2016) ..................................................................... 95

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

Figure 40: Unemployment rate (2010-2016) .......................................................... 96
Figure 41: Poverty headcount ratio by national poverty lines (as percentage of
population) ......................................................................................................... 97
Figure 42: Public expenditure on education (as percentage of GDP) (2011-2014) ........ 98
Figure 43: Public expenditure on health as percentage of GDP (2010-2014) ............... 99
Figure 44: Bolivia’s Environmental Performance Index score (2010-2016) ................ 100
Figure 45: ND-GAIN Index Vulnerability and Readiness (1995-2015) ....................... 100
Figure 46: CO2 and GHG emissions per capita in Bolivia and the world average (20092013) .............................................................................................................. 101
Figure 47: Fertiliser consumption in kg per hectare of arable land. .......................... 102
Figure 48: Forest area as a percentage of land area (2005-2015) ........................... 103
Figure 49: Democracy Index (2011-2016) ............................................................ 104
Figure 50: Worldwide governance indicators ......................................................... 105
Figure 51: Corruption Perception Index (2012-2016) ............................................. 106
Figure 52: Country profile .................................................................................. 115
Figure 53: Main export destinations in percentage of total exports (2016) ................ 117
Figure 54: Pakistan’s total exports to the EU (2011-2016)...................................... 118
Figure 55: Composition of Pakistan’s exports under GSP+ by HS Chapter (2016) ...... 119
Figure 56: GSP+ preference utilisation (2011-2016) .............................................. 120
Figure 57: Preference utilisation for the top 10 exports in 2016 .............................. 121
Figure 58: GDP and GDP growth (2011-2015) ...................................................... 122
Figure 59: Added value of different sectors as percentage of GDP (2011, 2015) ........ 122
Figure 60: FDI inflows (2011-2015) ..................................................................... 123
Figure 61: HDI development (2011-2015) ............................................................ 124
Figure 62: Labour force (2010-2016) ................................................................... 125
Figure 63: Employment by sector in percentages. ................................................. 125
Figure 64: Children in the primary school age out of school (2010-2015) ................. 129
Figure 65: Life expectancy at birth (2011-2015) ................................................... 130
Figure 66: Pakistan’s Environmental Performance Index Score (2010-2016) Source: Yale
University......................................................................................................... 131
Figure 67: ND-GAIN Index Vulnerability and Readiness (1995-2015) ....................... 133
Figure 68: GHG and CO2 emissions per capita in Ethiopia and the world average (20102013) .............................................................................................................. 134
Figure 69: Democracy Index (2011-2016) ............................................................ 135
Figure 70: Worldwide governance indicators ......................................................... 138
Figure 71: Country profile .................................................................................. 149
Figure 72: Main export destinations as percentage of total exports (2016) ............... 152
Figure 73: Bangladesh's total export to the EU (2011-2016) ................................... 153
Figure 74: Composition of Bangladesh's export under EBA by HS Chapter (2016) ..... 154
Figure 75: EBA preference utilisation (2011-2016) ................................................ 155
Figure 76: Preference utilisation for top ten exports in 2016 ................................... 155
Figure 77: GDP and GDP growth (2010-2015) ...................................................... 156
Figure 78: Added value of different sectors as percentage of GDP (2011, 2015) ........ 157
Figure 79: FDI inflows (2011-2015) ..................................................................... 157
Figure 80: HDI value (2011-2015) ...................................................................... 158
Figure 81: Bangladesh’s Environmental Performance Indicator score (2010-2016) .... 161
Figure 82: CO2 and GHG emissions per capita in Bangladesh and the world average
(2009-2013)..................................................................................................... 162
Figure 83: ND-GAIN Index Vulnerability and Readiness (1995-2015) ....................... 162
Figure 84: Democracy Index (2011-2016) ............................................................ 164
Figure 85: Worldwide governance indicators ......................................................... 165
Figure 86: Bangladesh’s score in Corruption Perception Index (2012-2016) .............. 166
Figure 87: Country profile .................................................................................. 168
2

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
Figure 88: Main export destinations as percentage of total exports (2016) ............... 170
Figure 89: Ethiopia’s exports to the EU (2011-2016) ............................................. 172
Figure 90: Composition of Ethiopia’s exports under EBA by HS chapter (2016). ........ 173
Figure 91: EBA preference utilisation (2011-2016) ................................................ 174
Figure 92: Preference Usage: Ethiopia's Top 10 exports (2016) .............................. 175
Figure 93: GDP and GDP growth (2011-2015) ...................................................... 177
Figure 94: Added value of different sectors as percentage of GDP (2011, 2015) ........ 178
Figure 95: FDI inflow (2011-2015) ...................................................................... 179
Figure 96: HDI development (2011-2015) ............................................................ 179
Figure 97: Labour force (2011-2016) ................................................................... 180
Figure 98: Adult and youth literacy rate (2007 and 2015) ...................................... 184
Figure 99: Life expectancy at birth (2011-2015) ................................................... 185
Figure 100: EPI (2010-2016) Source: Yale University ........................................... 186
Figure 101: ND-GAIN Index Vulnerability and Readiness (1995-2015) ..................... 187
Figure 102: GHG and CO2 emissions per capita in Ethiopia and the world average (20102013) .............................................................................................................. 188
Figure 103: Democracy Index (2011-2016) .......................................................... 189
Figure 104: Worldwide governance indicators ....................................................... 191
Figure 105: Analysis of compositional effects under the GSP scheme (2011-2016) .... 200
Figure 106: Share of EU imports under the GSP scheme ........................................ 211
Figure 107: Utilisation rate per GSP arrangement .................................................. 212
Figure 108 ND-GAIN Index for selected countries (2010-2015) ............................... 253

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

List of abbreviations
AA

Association Agreement

ACP
AGOA

African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States
African Growth and Opportunity Act

CAT

Convention Against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment

CBD
CDM

Convention on Biological Diversity
Clean Development Mechanism

CEDAW

Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
Against Women

CERD

International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial
Discrimination

CPEC
CITES
CN
CPI

China-Pakistan Economic Corridor
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora
Combined Nomenclature
Corruption Perception Index

CPIA

Country Policy and Institutional Assessment

CPPCG

Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide

CRC
CSD

Convention on the Rights of the Child
Civil Society Dialogue

DCFTA

Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement
The Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural Development of
the European Commission
The Directorate General for Internal Market, Industry,
Entrepreneurship and SMEs of the European Commission
The Directorate General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries of the
European Commission

DG AGRI
DG GROW
DG MARE
DG TRADE

The Directorate General for Trade of the European Commission

DS
EBA

Development Solutions
Everything but Arms

EC
EEAS

European Commission
European External Action Service

EEC

European Economic Community

EPA
EPI

Economic Partnership Agreement
Environmental Performance Index

EU

European Union

FDI
FTA

Foreign Direct Investment
Free Trade Agreement

GATT
GIBF

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
Global Biodiversity Information Facility

GHG

Greenhouse Gas

GNI
GSP

Gross National Income
Generalised Scheme of Preferences

GSP+

Special Incentive Arrangement for Sustainable Development and
Good Governance
4

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

GTP
HDI
HI
HS

Growth and Transformation Plan
Human Development Index
Herfindahl Index
Harmonized System

ICCPR
ICESCR

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
International Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights

IEA

International Energy Agency

ILO
IMF

International Labour Organization
International Monetary Fund

INCB
ISSG
ITC
LDC

International Narcotics Control Board
Inter-Service Steering Group
International Trade Centre
Least Developed Country

MFN

Most Favoured Nation

NGO
OECD

Non-governmental Organisation
Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development

PCD

RoO

Policy Coherence for Development
Regulation on Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and
Registration of Chemicals
Rules of Origin

SAFTA
SME

South Asian Free Trade Area
Small and Medium Sized Enterprise

SPS

Sanitary and Phytosanitary Standards

ToR
UN

Terms of Reference
United Nations

UNCAC

United Nations Convention Against Corruption

UNCTAD
UNDP

United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
United Nations Development Programme

UNFCCC
US

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
United States of America

WB

World Bank

WCO
WTO

World Customs Organization
World Trade Organization

REACH

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

List of key concepts
Economic Concepts/Indicators
Eligible preferences

Goods that can access preferential tariff treatment
under a given trade agreement

Utilisation rate

preferential imports as a percentage of eligible imports
under a trade agreement

Coverage rate

Eligible preferential imports divided by total dutiable
imports

Margin of preference

The difference between the duty payable under a GSP
scheme and the duty that would be accessible under
MFN conditions.

Preference erosion

The process by which the preferences granted to a
specific good loses its nominal or relative value

Most-Favoured-Nation
(MFN) tariff

The highest amount of duty that a country can impose
on imports from a non-preferential trading partner.

Trade volumes

The amount of goods traded between two countries
measured as in terms of value or quantity

Terms of trade

Relative price of exports in terms of imports

Intensive margins

The increase in the quantity of a good traded as a
result of a reduction of exporting costs

Extensive margins

The increase in the number of goods traded as a result
of a reduction of exporting costs.

Sectoral output

The output of an industry at a given level of
aggregation

Export diversification

Export diversification refers to a change in a country’s
export structure, which is typically reflected in the
range of goods that is exported from the same sector
or from different sectors.

Herfindahl index

It is the sum of squared shares of each product in total
export. A country with a perfectly diversified export
portfolio will have an index close to zero, whereas a
country which exports only one export will have a value
of 1 (least diversified)

Gravity model

The gravity model is typically referred to as the
‘workhorse’ of international trade policy analysis. It is
generally used to analyse the determinants of bilateral
trade flows. The model predicts bilateral trade flows to
be positively related to economic sizes (often using
GDP measurements) and negatively related to distance
between two countries.

Fixed effects model

A fixed effects model is a statistical model that is used
primarily to remove omitted variable bias by measuring
change within a group. It controls for unobserved
heterogeneity when heterogeneity is constant over
time and correlated with independent variables.
Social Concepts/Indicators

Employment

Employment-to-population ratio to measure the
proportion of the country’s working age population that

6

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

is employed.
Female employment

Share of women in wage employment

Youth unemployment

The unemployment rate for the age group 15 to 24
years.

Wages

Average real wages; and average real wage growth.

Social Protection Rating

Assessment of government policies in social protection
and labour market regulation that reduce the risk of
becoming poor, assist those who are poor to better
manage further risks and ensure a minimum level of
welfare to all people

Social Inclusion Rating

Assessment of policies for social inclusion and equity
cluster, including gender equality, equity of public
resource use, building human resources, social
protection and labour and policies and institutions for
environmental sustainability

Poverty rate

Proportion of the population below the international
poverty line of $ 1.90 per day

Civil Liberties Index

Assessment of civil liberties in a country covering
indicators on freedom of expression and belief;
associational and organisational rights; rule of law; and
personal autonomy and individual rights

Gender Equality Rating

Assessment of the extent to which a country has
installed institutions and programs to enforce laws and
policies that promote equal access for men and women
in education, health, the economy and protection under
law
Assessment of citizens’ ability to select their
government, freedom of expression, freedom of
association and a free media covering indicators on
human rights, press freedom, electoral process,
freedom of association and assembly etc.
Assessment of the likelihood of political instability and
politically motivated violence, including terrorism
covering indicators on armed conflict, social unrest,
violent demonstrations, government stability etc.
Assessment of the quality of public services, civil
service, policy formulation and implementation, and
the government’s commitment to its policies covering
indicators on bureaucracy, quality of education, citizen
satisfaction etc.
Assessment of the government’s ability to formulate
and implement policy and regulations that permit and
promote
private
sector
development
covering
indicators on discriminatory tariffs and taxes, price
controls, investment freedom, burden of government
regulations etc.
Assessment of agents’ confidence in and abide by the
rules of society and likelihood of crime and violence
covering indicators on crime, property rights,
confidence in the police force and judicial system, the
informal sector etc.
Assessment of the perceived level of public sector
corruption in a country on a scale of 0 (highly corrupt)
to 100 (very clean).

Voice and Accountability
Index

Political Stability Index

Government Effectiveness
Index

Regulatory Quality Index

Rule of Law Index

Corruption Perceptions
Index (CPI)

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

Control of Corruption Index

Assessment of the extent to which public power is
exercised for private gain and involvement in the state
by elites and private interests covering indicators on
corruption, irregular payments, public trust etc.
Political Rights Index
Assessment of political rights in a country covering
indicators on the electoral process; political pluralism
and participation; and functioning of government
Environmental Concepts/Indicators
Waste generation
Environmental
Sustainability Rating
Forest Area Coverage

Land use and competition

Land tenure and ownership
rights
Terrestrial and freshwater
biodiversity
ND-GAIN index

Biodiversity

Municipal waste per capita, municipal waste recovery
rates
Assessment of the extent to which environmental
policies foster the protection and sustainable use of
natural resources and management of pollution
Forest area as a percentage of land area, tree cover
loss/gain, tree cover %, deforestation/reforestation
rates, LULUCF-related CO2 emissions, carbon stocks
Increased competition for land resources (and potential
resource scarcity) between staple crops, commodity
crops and livestock; leading to either intensification of
crop/livestock production (where inputs are available)
or agricultural expansion for increased cropland and
grassland (leading to deforestation, soil erosion, loss of
biodiversity and various others) and/or urbanization.
Private ownership of land and further investments in
land improvements (i.e. increased economic returns
per unit of land)
UN SDG indicator on the proportion of important sites
for terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity that are
covered by protected areas
Navigation tool that helps manage risks exacerbated by
climate change such as over-crowding, food insecurity,
inadequate infrastructure and civil conflicts, Notre
Dame - Global Adaptation Index
Proportion of terrestrial and marine areas protected,
number of threatened species

Climate change

Climatology indexes including precipitation, humidity,
temperature, weather extremes, GHG emissions and
concentrations, etc.

CO2 emissions

UN SDG indicator on total CO2 emissions and per
capita emissions

Biofuels

Use of biofuels

Renewable energy

UN SDG indicator on the renewable energy share in the
total final energy consumption

Proportion of fish stocks

UN SDG indicator on the proportion of fish stocks
within biologically sustainable levels

Biodiversity

Proportion of terrestrial and marine areas protected,
number of threatened species

Climate change

Climatology indexes including precipitation, humidity,
temperature, weather extremes, GHG emissions and
concentrations, etc.

8

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

1. Introduction
This section will provide an introduction to the Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s
Generalised Scheme of Preferences (GSP) and its objectives. It will furthermore discuss
the progress on the Mid-Term Evaluation to date, including the main challenges
encountered and the mitigation measures taken to overcome them.

1.1.

The Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s GSP

On 2 May 2016, the Directorate General for Trade of the European Commission (DG
Trade) published an Evaluation and Fitness Check Roadmap 8 to announce its interim
evaluation of Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 on a scheme of generalised tariff
preferences (‘the GSP Regulation’). The Commission will present its findings on the
application of the GSP Regulation to the European Parliament and the Council by 21
November 2017, which will be used to assess the need to review the GSP scheme. The
2017 GSP Evaluation Report will provide a full assessment of the scheme, covering all
three arrangements and all beneficiary countries.
In order to support the 2017 GSP Evaluation, the Commission mandated the Mid-Term
Evaluation of the GSP. The evidence-based report that will result from this study will
provide relevant data and will feed into the Commission’s Evaluation Report. The goal of
this study is to assess the current scheme’s effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and
relevance, and to formulate conclusions and recommendations based on this analysis.
The scope applied for the Mid-Term Evaluation is comprehensive and will consider the
trade, economic, social, environmental and human rights impacts of the current GSP in
all beneficiary countries and the EU, thereby taking into account all essential features
and elements of the current GSP.

1.2.

Progress to date

This section will provide an overview of the progress made on the Mid-Term Evaluation
to date. Firstly, it will introduce the activities and accomplishments during the inception
phase and the implementation phase of the project to date. Secondly, it will present the
main challenges encountered and the mitigation measures applied by the Project Team.
1.2.1.
Inception phase
The activities conducted by the Project Team during the inception phase were largely of
a planning and preparatory nature. At the outset of the project, on 17 November 2016,
the Inter-Service Steering Group (ISSG) convened a meeting where the Project Team
presented the approach to the Mid-Term Evaluation and set out the scope of the study.
The Project Team has conducted a two-step process consisting of a first selection and
review of relevant literature and data sources. Based on the review of literature and
data, the preliminary intervention hypothesis has been formulated and the
methodological approach to the study further developed. Additionally, the Project Team
has composed a descriptive account of the GSP with detailed information on the
historical development, objectives and functioning of the scheme.

8

European Commission. (2016). Roadmap: Interim Evaluation of the Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 on a
scheme of generalised tariff preferences (GSP Regulation). Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/smartregulation/roadmaps/docs/2016_trade_021_evaluation_gps_regulation_en.pdf
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The Project Team has also developed a Stakeholder Consultation Strategy 9 and
commenced consultation work with the stakeholder network through initial contact. The
Consultation Strategy includes an overview of the consultation process’ objectives,
activities and principal stakeholders to be consulted. As an essential part of the
consultation process, the Project Team has designed and developed the dedicated GSP
website,10 which serves as an important tool in raising awareness about the scheme and
collecting stakeholder input.
The Project Team also had a first meeting with the Inter-Service Steering Group (ISSG)
to discuss the Draft Inception Report in January 2017. Additionally, the Project Team
met with European civil society at the Civil Society Dialogue on 19 January 2017.
Section 3.4 will describe these meetings in more detail.
To summarise, the Project Team has conducted the following activities during the
Inception phase:










Kick-off meeting with the ISSG;
Preliminary literature review;
Descriptive account of the GSP;
Preliminary intervention hypothesis;
Finalisation of the methodological approach;
Finalisation of the Stakeholder Consultation Strategy;
Launch of the dedicated project website;
First Civil Society Dialogue in Brussels on 19 January 2017; and
First ISSG meeting on the Draft Inception Report.

These activities resulted in the Final Inception Report, which was published on the
dedicated website on 25 April 2017.11
1.2.2.
Implementation phase
The activities conducted by the Project Team during the implementation phase have
been largely centred on quantitative and qualitative analysis, as well as stakeholder
engagement and consultation.
The Project Team has conducted extensive research guided by preliminary analysis of
relevant literature and data sources. The Project Team has carried out an assessment of
the economic, social, environmental, and human rights impact of the reformed scheme
based on relevant and available data since 2011. To support the assessment, the impact
of the different GSP arrangements has been analysed through six case studies: the
impact of the Standard GSP on the textile industry and machinery, the impact of GSP+
in Pakistan and Bolivia, and the impact of EBA in Ethiopia and Bangladesh.
After initial contact with relevant stakeholders during the inception phase, the Project
Team has actively involved stakeholders in the evaluation process through a range of
tools and activities. The Project Team has conducted stakeholder consultation activities,
including local workshops, an Online Public Consultation and targeted interviews and
surveys to complement and feed into the case studies and the overall study. The Project
Team has reached out to a wide range of stakeholders to ensure a comprehensive and
inclusive stakeholder consultation strategy.

9

The Stakeholder Consultation Strategy is available here:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2017/february/tradoc_155383.pdf
10
The website can be accessed here: www.gspevaluation.com
11
The Final Inception Report is available here: http://www.gspevaluation.com/resources/
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To summarise, the Project Team has conducted the following activities at the time of
writing:
-

-

Quantitative and qualitative analysis of the impact of the GSP, including
economic, social and environmental data and econometric modelling to identify
the trade and tariff impact on the EU and beneficiary countries of the GSP
Regulation 978/2012;
Local workshop in Bangladesh on 7 February 2017;
Local workshop in Ethiopia on 7 March 2017;
Local workshop in Bolivia on 26 April 2017;
Local workshop in Pakistan on 16 May 2017;
Launch of the Online Public Consultation; and
Meetings and interviews with relevant stakeholders.

The outcome of these activities will be fully processed and incorporated in the Final
Report.
1.2.3.
Main challenges and mitigation measures
This section describes the main challenges encountered by the Project Team to date and
presents the mitigation measures applied to minimise their impact on the
implementation of the Mid-Term Evaluation.
Delay in the availability of trade data for 2016
At the outset of the project, trade data on the current GSP was only available for 2011 to
2015. Trade data for 2016 only became available in the applicable format in May 2017.
The trade data had to (i) cover all GSP, GSP+ and EBA countries; (ii) indicate the eligible
and preferential imports; and (iii) provide a sufficient level of sectoral disaggregation to
track the preferential imports of the machinery and the textile sectors (at least at HS-6
digit codes).
Project Team approach: In order to present an up-to-date and relevant Interim
Report, it was essential that trade data for 2016 was included. The Project Team started
analysing trade data for 2014 and 2015 and updated the database when data for 2016
became available. The Interim Report includes the preliminary analysis of trade data
from 2011 to 2016. A complete analysis of the data will be presented in the Final Report.
Lack of up-to-date data on social, environmental and human rights indicators
The Project Team encountered a delay in data availability on social, environmental and
human rights indicators. While a wide variety of indicators and indexes are available
from international organisations such as the International Labour Organization (ILO), the
United Nations (UN) and the World Bank, most of the data is only available up until 2014
or 2015. This has left a relatively short timeframe to assess the social, environmental
and human rights impact of the reformed scheme.
Project Team approach: The Project Team has made use of the most up-to-date and
readily available indicators and indexes where possible. This data has been
complemented by in-depth qualitative analysis of national and international sources as
well as stakeholder consultation through the local workshops, Online Public Consultation
and interviews and meetings. This approach allows the Project Team to present a more
complete picture of the scheme’s impact.
Sub-optimal involvement of stakeholders in local workshops
To gather a full range of views and insights on the impact of the GSP in the respective
case–study countries, the Project Team invited a wide range of stakeholders, including
from the government, business and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) to the
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workshops. The involvement of this wide range of stakeholders sometimes resulted in
broad discussions and left stakeholders to feel impeded to speak freely on sensitive
issues such as labour and human rights.
Project Team approach: In order to ensure that stakeholders could speak freely on the
topics of their concern, DG Trade and the Project Team set up separate bilateral meeting
with trade unions, NGOs and business associations in the workshop countries. Through
this approach, the Project Team was able to gather invaluable insights and contributions
from stakeholders who spoke candidly in bilateral settings; whereas, they had otherwise
expressed concerns about speaking openly in a workshop setting attended by
government representatives and/or aligned stakeholders.
Low response rate to the Online Public Consultation
The challenges related to the Online Public Consultation concern the low response rate
and rigidity in the type of feedback received through the consultation tool. Initially, the
Project Team received a very low number of responses to the Online Public Consultation.
Project Team approach: The Project Team has actively promoted the Online Public
Consultation through the project website, the project’s social media channels, the local
workshops and meetings with stakeholders. The Project Team has also followed up with
emails to ensure that every stakeholder has had a chance to provide their input in the
Mid-Term Evaluation.
Large number of stakeholder consultation activities
The Mid-Term Evaluation covers a large and diverse number of beneficiary countries. It
furthermore conducts six case studies for an in-depth assessment of the functioning and
impact of the scheme. The large scope of the project required a large number and wide
range of stakeholder consultation activities. In this respect, the Project Team has
organised four local workshops, launched an Online Public Consultation and conducted
numerous interviews and meetings with stakeholders. At the time of writing, the Project
Team has not yet concluded its extensive stakeholder consultation process.
Project Team approach: Where possible and appropriate, the Project Team has
included the outcomes of the stakeholder consultation activities in the Final Interim
Report. Furthermore, the Project Team is conducting a number of interviews and
stakeholder contributions that will be included in the Final Report. Lastly, the Online
Public Consultation was available until 9 June 2017. A comprehensive analysis of the
outcomes of the consultation activities is still ongoing and the Project Team has not yet
included all the results in the Final Interim Report.

12

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

2. Background
This section will provide a detailed overview of the EU’s GSP, starting with its historical
development over the past decades. Secondly, it will discuss the reform of the scheme
with Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012, including the context and logic behind the
Regulation, the scheme’s objectives and its expected results and impact. Lastly, the
section provides an overview of the provisions under the current legal framework,
including a list of beneficiary countries that benefit from the trade preferences.

2.1.

Historical development of the GSP

In 1968, the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), following
the international consensus on the contribution of autonomous preferences to
sustainable development, adopted a resolution on the creation of a generalised system
of preferences:
“… the objectives of the generalized, non-reciprocal, non-discriminatory
system of preferences in favour of the developing countries, including
special measures in favour of the least advanced among the developing
countries, should be:
(a) to increase their export earnings;
(b) to promote their industrialization; and
(c) to accelerate their rates of economic growth.” 12
In 1971, a waiver to Article 1 on General Most-Favoured-Nation Treatment of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) enabled developed countries to create
their own system of preferential market access. The same year, the European
Community implemented its GSP scheme through regulations for industrialised products,
textile products, agricultural products and products covered by the Treaty on the
European Coal and Steel Community. The scheme was adopted for an initial period of 10
years, after which it was extended for another decade, during which yearly revisions of
product coverage, quotas, ceilings and beneficiaries were made.13
After the negotiations for the GATT Uruguay Round were concluded in 1994, the third
phase of the European Community’s GSP entered into force on 1 January 1995. The
separate Council Regulations for industrial products and agricultural products were
replaced by Council Regulation (EC) No. 2820/98, applying a multiannual scheme of
generalised tariff preferences for the period 1 July 1999 to 31 December 2001. 14
This scheme was succeeded by Council Regulation (EC) No. 2501/2001, applying a
scheme of generalised tariff preferences which introduced five different arrangements: 15
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

a general arrangement;
a special incentive arrangement for the protection of labour rights;
a special incentive arrangement for the protection of the environment;
a special arrangement to combat drug production and trafficking; and
a special arrangement for the least developed countries (LDCs): the
Everything but Arms (EBA) initiative.

12

UNCTAD. Available at: http://unctad.org/en/Pages/DITC/GSP/About-GSP.aspx
UNCTAD. (2015). Generalized System of Preferences: Handbook on the Scheme of the European Union, p. 2.
Available at: http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/itcdtsbmisc25rev4_en.pdf
14
Ibid., p.2
15
Ibid., p.2
13
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The special arrangement to combat drug protection and trafficking was contested by
India in 2002, which argued that the arrangement was (i) inconsistent with the Most
Favoured Nation (MFN) clause, (ii) not justified by the waiver to Article 1 and (iii) was
not justified as a necessary measure to protect human life or health in the EU. 16 The
WTO Appellate Body in 2004 concluded that the special arrangement was inconsistent
with the MFN clause and that the EU failed to prove that the arrangement is justified
under the enabling clause or as a necessary measure to protect human life. In July 2005,
the EU announced the repeal of the special arrangement and the introduction of
Regulation (EC) No. 980/2005.17
Council Regulation (EC) No. 980/2005 simplified the GSP by reducing the number of
arrangements to the current three: a general arrangement (Standard GSP), a special
incentive arrangement for sustainable development and good governance (‘GSP+’) and
EBA for LDCs. This scheme was extended until 31 December 2013, after which the
current legal framework for the GSP entered into force. 18

2.2.

The 2012 reform of the GSP with Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012

Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 on applying a scheme of generalised tariff preferences 19
was adopted on 25 October 2012 and entered into force on 1 January 2014. The reform
introduced major changes to the scheme:
1. Expiration period – Extended from 3 to 10 years for the GSP and GSP+ schemes,
while the EBA scheme has no expiration date.
2. Number of beneficiary countries – Reduced from 177 to 88 countries, in
accordance with the country graduation criteria.
3. Tariff rates – The current scheme differentiates between sensitive and nonsensitive products and incorporates this distinction in the method for calculating
tariff rates.
4. Graduation mechanisms – The reformed GSP scheme expands the set of criteria
for removal of beneficiary countries from the list, and for the removal of certain
product sections for a given beneficiary country. Likewise, the thresholds of these
criteria have been increased.
5. Product coverage – Slightly expanded, increasing preference margins for the
products included, mainly for raw materials.
6. GSP+ scheme – Further incentives were introduced in the reformed scheme for
countries to join the GSP+. Monitoring measures to ensure compliance with
international conventions are enhanced in the current scheme.
Furthermore, the procedural requirements for temporary withdrawal and the safeguard
mechanism have been amended, empowering the Commission to act rapidly in urgent
cases. The provisions of the current GSP scheme will be discussed in more detail in
Section 2.3.

16

Kennedy, K.C. (2012). The Generalized System of Preferences after Four Decades: Conditionality and the
Shrinking Margin of Preference. Available at:
http://digitalcommons.law.msu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1094&context=ilr
17
WTO. (2005). European Communities – Conditions for the Granting of Tariff Preferences to Developing
Countries. Available at: https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds246_e.htm
18
UNCTAD. (2015). Generalized System of Preferences: Handbook on the Scheme of the European Union, p. 2.
Available at: http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/itcdtsbmisc25rev4_en.pdf
19
Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 2012 applying a
scheme of generalised tariff preferences and repealing Council Regulation (EC) no. 732/2008, available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/october/tradoc_150025.pdf
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2.2.1.
Objectives of the reform
The 2011 Impact Assessment set out the three general objectives of the GSP Reform of
2012: (i) to contribute to poverty eradication by expanding exports from countries most
in need; (ii) to promote sustainable development and good governance; and (iii) to
ensure a better safeguard for the EU’s financial and economic interest.
These general objectives were translated into six specific objectives for the Regulation
978/2012:
1. To better focus the preferences on the countries most in need;
2. To remove disincentives for diversification for countries most in need;
3. To enhance consistency with overall trade objectives, whether bilateral or
multilateral;
4. To strengthen the support for sustainable development and good governance;
5. To improve the efficiency of safeguard mechanisms ensuring that the EU’s
financial and economic interests are protected; and
6. To enhance legal certainty, stability and predictability of the scheme.
The intervention logic aims to link the various elements of the scheme and will thereby
demonstrate the channels through which the scheme achieves its objectives.
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Figure 1: Intervention logic for the Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012
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2.2.2.
Operational objectives and implementation activities
The 2011 Impact Assessment sets out seven operational objectives to help achieve the
specific and general objectives:
1. To revise the beneficiary country list by deferring benefits to those countries,
which based on their development, financial and trade needs, no longer need the
preferences;
2. To target graduation on the prime beneficiaries ensuring that GSP preferential
rates are withdrawn from competitive products;
3. To redefine product sections to reflect more homogeneous product categories;
4. To simplify GSP+ entry mechanism;
5. To develop a more effective and transparent mechanism for monitoring and
evaluating the GSP+ countries' commitment and progress in the implementation
of GSP+ conventions;
6. To develop credible and efficient procedures for temporary withdrawal of the
preferences and procedures for renewal of the preferences; and
7. To improve the administrative procedures of safeguard mechanisms.
These operational objectives have to be considered in line with the changes to the
legislative framework of the GSP. They form the basis for the implementation activities
carried out by the Commission to enforce the current Regulation.
Revision of the beneficiary country list
In order to address the low level of utilisation, insufficient support to diversification of
exports, suboptimal targeting of beneficiary countries and inconsistency with overall
trade objectives, the Commission honed the conditions under which a country can be
granted preferential market access under the GSP. Compared to the 2008 Regulation,
the current framework for the GSP excludes upper-middle income countries (Article 4(a))
and countries that benefit from the same tariff preferences through another preferential
market access arrangement (Article 4(b)), such as an FTA.
Regulation (EC) No. 732/2008

Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012

Article 3
1. A beneficiary country shall be removed from
the scheme when it has been classified by the
World Bank as a high-income country during
three consecutive years, and when the value
of imports for the five largest sections of its
imports covered by the GSP into the
Community represents less than 75 % of the
total
GSP-covered
imports
from
that
beneficiary country into the
Community.

Article 4
An eligible country shall benefit from the tariff
preferences provided under the general
arrangement referred to in point (a) of Article
1(2) unless:

2. When a beneficiary country benefits from a
preferential
trade
agreement
with
the
Community which covers all the preferences
provided for by the present scheme to that
country, it shall be removed from the list of
beneficiary countries.

(b) it benefits from a preferential market access
arrangement which provides the same tariff
preferences as the scheme, or better, for
substantially all trade

(a) it has been classified by the World Bank as a
high-income or an upper-middle income country
during three
consecutive years immediately preceding the
update of the list of beneficiary countries; or

These tightened eligibility criteria have significantly reduced the number of countries that
can receive trade preferences under the GSP. When the Regulation was published in
October 2012, the number of beneficiaries was initially reduced from 176 to 89
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countries.20 The countries which ceased to benefit from the scheme were countries that
were either classified by the WB as high or upper-middle income countries for 3
consecutive years (for example Brazil and Russia) or that benefitted from other EU
preferential market access measures (for example Mexico through the EU-Mexico FTA,
and Egypt through the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership).
To effectively enforce the eligibility criteria, the Commission has to monitor the WB
classification of the beneficiary countries to ensure that the preferences are targeted at
the countries most in need. Furthermore, it has to exclude the countries it has signed an
agreement with that provides equal or better preferential market access to the EU. Since
the Regulation was published, the Commission has consequently adopted a number of
Delegated Regulations to exclude, include and change the status of the beneficiary
countries.
Date

No.

Description

17/12/2012

No. 154/201321

Delegated Regulation to remove Azerbaijan and Iran from the
beneficiary list because the countries have been classified as
upper-middle income countries for three consecutive years.

30/10/2013

No.
1421/201322

Delegated Regulation to remove Croatia from the beneficiary
list because the country became a member of the EU; and to
remove China, Ecuador, the Maldives and Thailand from the
beneficiary list because the countries have been classified as
upper-middle income countries for three consecutive years.
The Delegated Regulation further includes South Sudan as an
EBA beneficiary because it has become an independent state
that is classified as an LDC.

22/07/2014

No.
1015/201423

Delegated Regulation to remove Turkmenistan from the
beneficiary list because the country has been classified as an
upper-middle income country for three consecutive years.
The Delegated Regulation further excludes Peru, Colombia,
Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, Costa Rica, El Salvador and
Guatemala because the countries have other preferential
market access arrangements in place with the EU.

28/08/2015

2015/197924

Delegated Regulation to remove Fiji, Iraq, the Marshall Islands
and Tonga from the beneficiary list because the countries have
been classified as upper-middle income countries for three
consecutive years; and to remove Georgia and Cameroon
because the countries have other preferential market access
arrangements in place with the EU.
The Delegated Regulation further removes Samoa as an EBA
beneficiary because it no longer classifies as an LDC.

05/12/2016

2017/21725

Delegated Regulation to remove Tonga from the beneficiary
list, because the country has been classified as upper-middle
income country for three consecutive years; and to remove

20

Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 2012. Available
at: http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/october/tradoc_150025.pdf
21
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 154/2013 of 18 December 2012. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2013/february/tradoc_150585.pdf
22
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 1421/2013 of 30 October 2013. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2014/january/tradoc_152059.pdf
23
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 1015/2014 of 22 July 2014. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2014/october/tradoc_152817.pdf
24
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2015/1979 of 28 August 2015. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/march/tradoc_154350.pdf
25
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2017/217 of 5 December 2016. Available at: http://eurlex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017R0217&from=EN
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Ukraine from the beneficiary list as of 1 January 2018, because
the EU-Ukraine Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area
(DCFTA) provides better tariff preferences for substantially all
trade.

Reform of the graduation mechanism
In order to address the insufficient support of export diversification, suboptimal targeting
of beneficiary countries and the inconsistency with overall trade objectives, the
Commission reformed the scheme’s graduation mechanism to better reflect the
competitiveness of product sections.
The reformed graduation mechanism in Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 aims to reflect the
revised eligibility criteria set out above. The graduation thresholds were increased from
15 per cent to 17.5 per cent of total EU imports within a specific product section and
from 12.5 per cent to 14.5 per cent for textiles (Sections S-11a and S-11b) (Article 8(1)
and Annex VI). This increase in the thresholds has to be considered in the context of the
significant reduction in the number of beneficiary countries.
Furthermore, the Regulation no longer includes an exception for beneficiaries of which
the specific product section represents more than 50 per cent in value of all GSP covered
imports from that country. However, while in the 2008 Regulation the graduation
mechanism was a common provision, in the 2012 Regulation it only applies to the
Standard GSP arrangement.
On 17 December 2012, the Commission adopted Commission Implementing Regulation
(EU) No. 1213/201226 to enforce the provisions regarding the graduation mechanism set
out in the Regulation. The Implementing Regulation establishes a list of products of GSP
sections for which the tariff preferences are suspended. It suspends preferences for
China, Costa Rica, Ecuador, India, Indonesia, Nigeria, Ukraine and Thailand for specific
product sections. This list is reviewed by the Commission every three years (Article
8(3)), to ensure that competitive product sections are excluded and to re-establish trade
preferences for those product sections that have lost their competitiveness.
On 28 August 2015, the Commission adopted Delegated Regulation (EU) 2015/1978 27 to
amend the graduation threshold to reflect the removal of China, Ecuador, the Maldives
and Thailand from the beneficiary list. To maintain the same weight of the thresholds,
the following amendments were made:





The overall graduation threshold increased from 17.5 per cent to 57 per cent;
The graduation threshold for vegetable products, animal or vegetable oils, fats
and waxes, and mineral products (Sections S-2a, S-3, S-5) remains at 17.5 per
cent; and
The graduation threshold for textiles (Sections S-11a and S-11b) increased from
14.5 per cent to 47.2 per cent.

On 8 March 2016, the Commission adopted a second list of products of GSP sections for
which the tariff preferences are suspended. The list adopted with Commission
Implementing Regulation (EU) 2016/330 28 suspends trade preferences for India,
Indonesia, Kenya and Ukraine for specific product sections.
26

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No. 1213/2012 of 17 December 2012. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/december/tradoc_150166.pdf
27
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2015/1978 of 28 August 2015. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/march/tradoc_154347.pdf
28
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2016/330 of 8 March 2016. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/march/tradoc_154349.pdf

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

Redefinition of product sections
In order to improve the GSP’s support for countries most in need, the Commission
redefined the scheme’s product sections to reflect more homogeneous product
categories.
Annex V and Annex IX to Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 set out the product lines and
product sections covered by the Standard GSP and the GSP+, respectively. The reform
has expanded the number of product sections from 21 to 32, by dividing existing
sections to create more homogeneous categories. This has helped to create a better
graduation mechanism, reflecting better when a beneficiary has become highly
competitive in a specific product or product section.
Additionally, the reform has slightly expanded product coverage under the Standard GSP
and the GSP+ arrangement, by adding several product lines to the scheme.
Simplification of the GSP+ entry mechanism
In order to address the suboptimal targeting of countries most in need and insufficient
support to sustainable development and good governance, the EU simplified the GSP+
entry mechanism in the new Regulation.
The conditions under which a GSP beneficiary can be granted preferences under the
GSP+ arrangement are laid out in Article 9 of Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012. The revised
Regulation has eased the conditions under which a country is to be considered
vulnerable and insufficiently integrated within the international trading system. Annex
VII states that a country is considered to be vulnerable if the GSP-covered imports to the
EU represent less than 2 per cent in value of the total GSP-covered imports to the EU, as
opposed to 1 per cent in the 2008 Regulation.
Furthermore, the Regulation took into consideration the difficulty of assessing whether
the GSP+ covered conventions are ‘effectively implemented’ by the beneficiary country.
The reformed GSP therefore clarified the language of the Regulation and GSP+
preferences can be granted if the relevant monitoring bodies do not identify a serious
failure to effectively implement the GSP+ covered conventions.
Regulation (EC) No. 732/2008

Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012

Article 8
1. The special incentive arrangement for
sustainable development and good governance
may be granted to a country which:
(a) has ratified and effectively implemented all
the conventions listed in Annex III

Article 9
1. A GSP beneficiary country may benefit from
the tariff preferences provided under the special
incentive
arrangement
for
sustainable
development and good governance referred to
in point (b) of Article 1(2) if:
(…)
(b) It has ratified all the conventions listed in
Annex VIII (the ‘relevant conventions’) and the
most recent available conclusions of the
monitoring bodies under those conventions (the
‘relevant monitoring bodies’) do not identify a
serious failure to effectively implement any of
these conventions

Additionally, while previously beneficiaries could only apply for GSP+ preferences every
18 months, the new Regulation allows countries to apply for the GSP+ arrangement at
any time.
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On 18 December 2012, the Commission adopted Delegated Regulation (EU) No.
155/201329 establishing rules related to the procedure for granting GSP+ preferences.
The Delegated Regulation aims to simplify the GSP+ entry mechanism and ensure
transparency and predictability of the process. When a Standard GSP beneficiary
requests GSP+ status, the country will have to submit a dossier on the ratification of the
GSP+ conventions, the reservations made by the requesting country and the objections
to these reservations made by other parties to the convention. Additionally, the country
has to sign a binding undertaking stating its commitment to the ratification and effective
implementation of the GSP+ conventions, the reporting requirements imposed by each
convention and cooperation with the Commission GSP+ monitoring procedure. The
Commission will then examine whether the country meets the conditions set out in
Article 9(1), making use of recent conclusions from the ILO and UN monitoring bodies. It
will then formulate a decision on whether the country is eligible for GSP+.
On 9 February 2015, the Commission adopted Delegated Regulation (EU) 2015/602 30 to
amend the vulnerability threshold to reflect the removal of China, Ecuador, the Maldives
and Thailand from the beneficiary list. To maintain the same weight of the vulnerability
threshold, it has been revised from 2 per cent to 6.5 per cent of the total GSP-covered
imports to the EU.
Additionally, the Commission adopted Delegated Regulations to grant GSP+ preferences
to a number of beneficiaries.
Date

No.

Description

28/08/2013

No. 1/201431

Delegated Regulation to grant GSP+ status to Armenia,
Bolivia, Cape Verde, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Georgia, Mongolia,
Pakistan, Paraguay and Peru.

17/12/2013

No. 182/201432

Delegated Regulation to grant GSP+ status to El Salvador,
Guatemala and Panama.

19/08/2014

No. 1386/201433

Delegated Regulation to grant GSP+ status to the Philippines.

25/11/2015

2016/7934

Delegated Regulation to grant GSP+ status to the Kyrgyz
Republic.

11/01/2017

2017/83635

Delegated Regulation to grant GSP+ status to Sri Lanka.

Reform of the GSP+ monitoring mechanism
In addition to the simplification of the GSP+ entry mechanism, the Commission reformed
the GSP+ monitoring mechanism to address the scheme’s insufficient support for
sustainable development and good governance.
The reformed GSP strengthens the GSP+ monitoring mechanism and the responsibilities
for the beneficiary country. Article 9 of the Regulation explicitly specifies that a GSP+

29

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 155/2013 of 18 December 2012. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2013/february/tradoc_150584.pdf
30
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2015/602 of 9 February 2015. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2015/august/tradoc_153730.pdf
31
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 1/2014 of 28 August 2013. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2014/january/tradoc_152057.pdf
32
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 182/2014 of 17 December 2013. Available at: http://eurlex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014R0182&from=EN
33
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 1386/2014 of 19 August 2014. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2015/august/tradoc_153731.pdf
34
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2016/79 of 25 November 2015. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/march/tradoc_154348.pdf
35
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2017/836 of 11 January 2017. Available at: http://eurlex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017R0836&from=EN
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beneficiary should give a “binding undertaking to participate in and cooperate with the
monitoring procedure referred to in Article 13.”
Regulation (EC) No. 732/2008

Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012

Article 8
3. The Commission shall keep under review
the status of ratification and effective
implementation of the conventions listed in
Annex III by examining available information
from relevant monitoring bodies. The
Commission shall inform the Council if this
information indicates that there has been a
diversion, by a beneficiary country, from the
effective implementation of any of the
conventions.

Article 13
1. As of the date of the granting of the tariff
preferences provided under the special
incentive
arrangement
for
sustainable
development and good governance, the
Commission shall keep under review the status
of ratification of the relevant conventions and
shall monitor their effective implementation,
as well as cooperation with the relevant
monitoring
bodies,
by
examining
the
conclusions and recommendations of those
monitoring bodies.
2. In this context, a GSP+ beneficiary country
shall cooperate with the Commission and
provide all information necessary to assess its
respect of binding undertakings referred to in
points (d), (e) and (f) of Article 9(1) and its
situation as regards point (c) of Article 9(1).

Article 13 of Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 sets out the conditions for a more effective
and transparent mechanism to monitor the GSP+ beneficiaries’ progress on the effective
implementation of the relevant conventions. It has expanded the scope of the monitoring
by including cooperation with the relevant monitoring bodies in addition to the
ratification and effective implementation of the conventions. Furthermore, the GSP+
beneficiary countries are obliged to cooperate with the Commission and provide relevant
information on the implementation of the international conventions and the fulfilment of
the reporting requirements and cooperation.
Article 14 of the reformed Regulation has made the monitoring mechanism of the
Commission more independent. While previously monitoring was based on conclusions
and recommendations from relevant monitoring bodies, the Commission may now also
include its own conclusions on whether a beneficiary respects its binding undertakings to
comply with reporting and cooperation and information from third parties, including civil
society, social partners, the European Parliament or the Council. The Commission will
present their findings in biannual reports to the European Parliament and the Council.
Regulation (EC) No. 732/2008

Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012

Article 8(3)
In time for discussion on the next Regulation,
the Commission shall present, to the Council, a
summary report on the status of ratification
and available recommendations by relevant
monitoring bodies

Article 14
1. By 1 January 2016, and every two years
thereafter, the Commission shall present to the
European Parliament and to the Council a report
on the status of ratification of the relevant
conventions, the compliance of the GSP+
beneficiary countries with any reporting
obligations under those conventions and the
status of the effective implementation thereof.

In line with these provisions, the Commission – in close cooperation with the European
External Action Service (EEAS) – has set up a structured monitoring process consisting
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of two interrelated tools: a scorecard and an on-going GSP+ dialogue between the EU
and the beneficiary country.36
The scorecard identifies shortcomings in the compliance with and implementation of the
GSP+ conventions. The first scorecard is prepared by the Commission based on
assessments by the UN, ILO and other international monitoring bodies. The scorecard is
updated annually based on documentation provided by the beneficiary country. The
scorecards are discussed with the relevant authorities in the beneficiary country and the
beneficiary is expected to actively engage in improving the identified shortcomings.
The on-going GSP+ dialogue aims to promote compliance with and implementation of
the GSP+ conventions. The dialogue involves relevant local, regional and central
authorities, business, social partners, civil society and local offices of international
organisations. The Commission furthermore engages the European Parliament, the
Council and civil society in the EU in the process. The dialogue firstly involves formal
visits, field visits and local workshops aimed to (i) discuss with the beneficiary country’s
authorities the issues regarding the implementation of the GSP+ covered conventions;
(ii) gather first-hand information; (iii) establish a connection with local stakeholders; (iv)
improve the mutual understanding on the impact of the GSP+; and (v) encourage
cooperation between local stakeholders and the authorities to address the shortcomings.
Secondly, it consists of written exchanges with the relevant stakeholders.
In the monitoring process, the Commission takes into account the beneficiary’s identified
constraints to full compliance and implementation. In this context, the Commission may
support a beneficiary country by promoting administrative capacity to fulfil its
commitments and obligations under the GSP+ conventions. 37 The monitoring process
further takes note of the beneficiary’s political commitment to comply with the GSP+
provisions. This commitment is equated with the country’s institutional coordination and
set-up dedicated to adhere to its obligations under the conventions.
The GSP+ monitoring occurs in two-year cycles, after which a report is published on the
beneficiary countries’ performance regarding the compliance with and implementation of
the international conventions. The reports are based on the scorecards, scorecards
documentation and outcomes of the dialogues. 38
Reform of the temporary withdrawal procedures
In order to further address the scheme’s insufficient support to sustainable development
and good governance, the Commission reformed the procedures for temporary
withdrawal from the scheme.
The reformed Regulation furthermore introduces the temporary withdrawal of GSP+
preferences in Article 15. The Commission can withdraw the preferences where a country
does not respect its binding undertakings to reporting and monitoring or where they
have adopted or formulated a reservation which is prohibited or incompatible with the
relevant conventions. Otherwise, the burden of proof lies with the beneficiary country.

36

European Commission. (2017). European Union’s GSP+ scheme. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2017/january/tradoc_155235.pdf
37
An example of such efforts are the 2015 joint projects with the ILO to support GSP+ beneficiaries’
administrative capacity to effectively implement and report on the fundamental ILO conventions.
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European Commission. (2016). Report on the Generalised Scheme of Preferences covering the period 20142015. COM (2016) 29 final. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/january/tradoc_154180.pdf
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Regulation (EC) No. 732/2008

Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012

Article 15
2. Without prejudice to paragraph 1, the
special incentive arrangement referred to in
Section 2 of Chapter II may be withdrawn
temporarily, in respect of all or of certain
products included in this arrangement and
originating in a beneficiary country, in
particular if the national legislation no longer
incorporates those conventions referred to in
Annex III which have been ratified in fulfilment
of the requirements of Article 8(1) and (2) or if
that legislation is not effectively implemented.

Article 15
1. The special incentive arrangement for
sustainable development and good governance
shall be withdrawn temporarily, in respect of all
or of certain products originating in a GSP+
beneficiary country, where in practice that
country
does
not
respect
its
binding
undertakings as referred to in points (d), (e)
and (f) of Article 9(1), or the GSP+ beneficiary
country has formulated a reservation which is
prohibited by any of the relevant conventions or
which is incompatible with the object and
purpose of that convention as established in
point (c) of Article 9(1).
2. The burden of proof for compliance with its
obligations resulting from binding undertakings
as referred to in points (d), (e) and (f) of Article
9(1), and its situation as referred to in point (c)
of Article 9(1), shall be on the GSP+ beneficiary
country.

The ILO and UN monitoring bodies still hold a prominent role in the reformed Regulation,
but the Commission no longer relies only on the identification of systematic violations of
labour and human rights by these monitoring bodies. Third parties, including civil society
organisations, may submit contributions and evidence to be considered in the monitoring
and evaluation process. Information provided by Delegation of the EU in the beneficiary
countries, the European Parliament and the EU Member States may also be considered.

Regulation (EC) No. 732/2008

Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012

Article 15
1. The preferential arrangements provided for
in this Regulation may be withdrawn
temporarily, in respect of all or of certain
products originating in a beneficiary country,
for any of the following reasons:

Article 19
1. The preferential arrangements referred to in
Article 1(2) may be withdrawn temporarily, in
respect of all or of certain products originating
in a beneficiary country, for any of the following
reasons:

(a) the serious and systematic violation of
principles laid down in the conventions listed in
Part A of Annex III, on the basis of the
conclusions of the relevant monitoring bodies;

(a) serious and systematic violation of principles
laid down in the conventions listed in Part A of
Annex VIII;

The independence of the Commission is further increased by the reformed Regulation. In
the 2008 Regulation, a Member State could request consultations from the Generalised
Preferences Committee, made up of Member States’ representatives. The Commission
would need to report to this Committee and Member States could request to be involved
in the investigations. The proposal for temporary withdrawal ultimately had to be
accepted by the Council. Additionally, regarding non-compliance with RoO, a Member
State could refer a decision to the Council, who could then reverse the decision for
temporary withdrawal. These provisions have not been included in the reformed
Regulation.
Lastly, the time span for the temporary withdrawal procedure has been reduced.
Previously, the Commission or a Member State would have to request consultations from
24
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the Committee. After a one-month consultation process, the decision to initiate a oneyear investigation would be made. As necessary, the investigation would be followed by
a Commission announcement on its intention to propose temporary withdrawal and a
six-month period for monitoring and evaluation. The Commission would then submit its
proposal to the Council, which would have two months to make a decision. Under the
current legislative framework, the Commission adopts an implementing act to initiate the
temporary withdrawal procedure, after which it will monitor and evaluate the country for
six months. After at the latest three months, the Commission will submit a report on its
findings and conclusions. Within six months after the monitoring and evaluation period,
the Commission will decide whether to withdraw the tariff preferences. It will then adopt
an implementing act to terminate the procedure or a delegated act to withdraw the tariff
preferences and amend the list of beneficiaries.
The period of temporary withdrawal cannot exceed six months. After six months, the
Commission will decide whether to terminate or extend the temporary withdrawal.
Before this, the Commission can reconsider its decision and the beneficiary country can
submit a written request for reinstatement of preferences. The Commission will adopt a
delegated act to reinstate the tariff preferences.
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 1083/2013 of 28 August 2013 39 established
the rules for the temporary withdrawal procedure to ensure the procedure’s
transparency and predictability. The most notable provisions are that third parties are
invited to provide information for the monitoring and evaluation period and GSP+
beneficiaries will need to submit all necessary information providing proof of compliance
with the binding undertaking.
In line with these provisions, the Commission will have to monitor whether there are
serious and systematic violations of labour and human rights, prison labour,
shortcomings in customs control on drug export and transit, failures to comply with antiterrorism and money laundering conventions, unfair trading practices, infringements of
Regional Fishery Organisations’ objectives and compliance with RoO on the part of the
beneficiaries. The Commission can first engage in dialogue with the beneficiary countries
to address concerns about this. Then the Commission may decide to initiate an
investigation.
To date, the Commission has not initiated a procedure for temporary withdrawal of tariff
preferences pursuant to the GSP Regulation. However, on 30 October 2013, the
Commission adopted Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 1421/2013 40 to reinstate EBA
preferences for Myanmar/Burma.
Revision of the safeguard mechanisms
In order to address the insufficient safeguarding of EU economic interests by the 2008
Regulation, the Commission improved the administrative procedure of the safeguard
mechanisms.
Chapter VI of Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 lays out the specific provisions for
safeguard mechanisms under the GSP, with specific provisions on safeguards in
textile, agriculture and fisheries sectors in Section II of the Chapter. Overall,
changes made to these provisions aimed to simplify and clarify its procedures
provisions, while simultaneously increasing the transparency of the mechanism.

the
the
the
and
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Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 1083/2013. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2014/january/tradoc_152058.pdf
40
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 1421/2013 of 30 October 2013. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2014/january/tradoc_152059.pdf
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In order to clarify and simplify the administrative procedures of the safeguard measures,
the new Regulation expanded the right to call for investigation of safeguard measures
from merely the Commission or a Member State to legal persons, associations or
representatives of EU producers (Article 24(2)). Furthermore, the Regulation clarifies
that ‘serious difficulties’ are considered to be a deterioration of the economic and/or
financial situation of EU producers.
The special provisions on safeguards for agriculture, fisheries and textile decreased the
threshold for these automatic safeguards from an increase in volume by 20 per cent, to
an increase in volume by 13.5 per cent. Furthermore, where initially the country would
need to trigger a 12.5 per cent share in value of the total EU imports, the reformed
Regulation reduced this to 6 per cent. These thresholds were reduced to reflect the
reduction in the number of beneficiary countries.
On 28 August 2013, the Commission adopted Delegated Regulation (EU) No.
1083/201341 on the adoption of general safeguard measures. It sets out the provisions
regarding the procedure to call for safeguard measures, including on submitting a
request for investigation, the investigation procedure, verification visits, non-cooperation
and review of the safeguard measures.
In line with these provisions, the Commission will each year evaluate whether the
safeguards in the textile, agriculture and fisheries sector have been triggered, and
accordingly adopt an implementing act to abolish the tariff preferences. Additionally, the
Commission will have to evaluate requests for investigations from Member States, legal
persons or associations on behalf of Union producers that claim to suffer deterioration in
their economic and financial situation. It would furthermore need to consider prima facie
evidence to start an investigation on its own initiative. It would then need to investigate
the claim and if necessary adopt an implementing act to reintroduce the Common
Customs Tariff duties.
2.2.3.
Intermediate effects and expected results
The reformed GSP Regulation and the activities to implement and enforce the scheme
create a specific set of incentives in the intermediate term (the intermediate effects) for
the GSP beneficiaries. These incentives will influence the behaviour of the beneficiary
countries (the expected results) in order to achieve the scheme’s specific objectives
(impact).
The following section will set out the intermediate effects of the reformed GSP and the
Commission’s implementation activities and the expected results linked to them.
Reduced competitive pressures on the countries most in need
The Commission has reduced the number of beneficiaries by excluding upper-middle
income countries and those with other preferential market access to the EU, excluded
highly competitive industries through a reformed graduation mechanism, redefined
product sections and simplified access to the GSP+ arrangement. These reforms to the
legislative framework and the Commission activities linked to this aim to reduce the
competitive pressures faced by the beneficiary countries, in particular for the EBA and
GSP+ beneficiaries.
The reduced competitive pressures will be an incentive for beneficiaries to benefit more
from the scheme. Consequently, it is expected that the beneficiary countries will increase
41

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 1083/2013 of 28 August 2013. Available at:
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their exports to the EU under the scheme, diversify their exports and that they will
better utilise the trade preferences provided by the scheme.
Reduced Preference Erosion
Through the tightened eligibility criteria for the scheme, countries that receive
preferential market access to the EU through another arrangement and highly
competitive countries have been excluded. Furthermore, the Commission aims to better
focus the preferences on countries most in need by excluding highly competitive
industries through graduation. Additionally, the simplified entry mechanism for the GSP+
arrangement allows vulnerable beneficiaries to enjoy a duty suspension for
approximately 66 per cent of the tariff lines.
These reforms and Commission activities aim to create an incentive for beneficiaries by
increasing the preference margin. An increased preference margin makes it more
attractive for beneficiaries to export to the EU. This is expected to result in an increase in
exports to the EU market, an increased utilisation rate and export diversification.
Enhanced ease-of-use of the scheme
The reform of the GSP has clarified definitions and used less ambiguous text in the
provisions. Additionally, the legislative framework includes redefined product sections,
simplified entry to the GSP+ arrangement and improved administrative procedures for
the safeguard mechanism. This aimed to enhance the understanding and ease-of-use of
the scheme for all parties involved.
This has created an incentive for beneficiaries to make more use of the preferential
market access, thereby increasing the utilisation rate of the trade preferences. It is
furthermore expected to result in an increase in exports to the EU and increased export
diversification. Additionally, it is expected to have a positive impact on the overall legal
certainty, stability and predictability of the scheme.
Decreased competition between GSP and FTA preferences
The Commission has tightened the eligibility criteria and thereby excludes beneficiaries
that receive preferential market access to the EU through another arrangement, such as
an FTA or EPA. This change should decrease the competitive pressure between GSP and
FTA preferences.
Countries that receive other preferential market access to the EU can thus no longer
export under the GSP, reducing the competitive pressure within the scheme. The
expected result of this would be that beneficiaries increase their exports to the EU
market, make more use of the preferences under the scheme and increasingly diversify
their exports.
Increased pressure to effectively implement international conventions
In order to better support sustainable development and good governance in the
beneficiary countries, the Commission has simplified the GSP+ entry mechanism,
allowing vulnerable countries to join the special incentive arrangement based on
straightforward entry-criteria (Article 9(1) of the GSP Regulation). Furthermore, the
Commission and the EEAS have strengthened the GSP+ monitoring mechanism to better
evaluate whether the beneficiaries are effectively implementing and complying with the
GSP+ conventions. Additionally, the Commission improved the temporary withdrawal
procedure, especially with regard to temporary withdrawal in case of severe and
systematic violations of labour and human rights. This has created additional pressure on
beneficiary countries to correctly implement and comply with international conventions.
As a result of the legislative reforms and Commission activities, the beneficiary countries
are expected to have increased their compliance with and effective implementation of
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the GSP+ covered international conventions. Furthermore, they are expected to better
cooperate with the UN, ILO and other international monitoring bodies governing these
conventions. Additionally, it is expected that the social, environmental and human rights
conditions in the countries have improved as a result of this increased pressure.
Improved ease-of-use of the safeguard mechanism
The Commission has simplified and improved the administrative procedures linked to the
safeguard mechanisms. The increased transparency and simplicity of the safeguard
mechanism will have improved its ease-of-use and understanding of the provisions.
This will have created an incentive for the Member States, legal persons and business
associations representing EU producers to increase the use of the safeguard mechanism
when they face deterioration of their economic and financial situation as result of the
trade preferences.

2.3.

Provisions under the EU’s GSP

This section will provide an overview of the main provisions of the GSP under the current
legal framework.
2.3.1.
The GSP arrangements
The current GSP offers three different preference arrangements:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

a general arrangement (‘Standard GSP’);
a Special Incentive Arrangement for Sustainable Development and Good
Governance (‘GSP+’); and
an Everything but Arms (‘EBA’) arrangement.

Table 1 provides a summary overview of provisions and beneficiaries under these
arrangements.
Table 1: Summary overview of the three GSP arrangements42
Standard GSP

GSP+

EBA

Beneficiaries

low or lower-middle
income countries

vulnerable Standard
GSP beneficiaries in
terms of export
diversification and
import volumes

LDCs

Number of
beneficiaries43

23

8

49

Non-sensitive
goods

duty suspension

duty suspension

duty suspension

Sensitive goods
specific duty
ad valorem duty

duty reduction:
30 per cent
3.5 percentage points

duty suspension

duty suspension

The Standard GSP
The Standard GSP arrangement is targeted at developing countries that are classified by
the World Bank as lower or lower-middle income countries and that do not have equal
42
43

Situation as of 1 January 2017.
At time of writing, December 2016.
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preferential access to the EU market through another arrangement or measure – for
example an Association Agreement (AA), Free Trade Agreement (FTA) or Economic
Partnership Agreement (EPA). Countries that are eligible for trade preferences under the
Standard GSP are listed in Annex II of the Regulation, which is reviewed on a yearly
basis. If beneficiaries no longer meet the requirements set out above, they will no longer
be granted trade preferences under the Standard GSP. 44 As of Dec 2016, there are 23
beneficiaries under the Standard GSP arrangement and 8 under the GSP+.
The Standard GSP beneficiary countries can benefit from duty suspension for nonsensitive products, except for agricultural components, as well as from duty reduction for
sensitive products across approximately 66 per cent of all EU tariff lines. A beneficiary
country can lose its trade preferences for a specific product group if Union imports of
products exceed the thresholds set out in the Regulation for three consecutive years
(‘the graduation mechanism’).45
The GSP+ arrangement
The GSP+ arrangement was introduced in 2006 to support vulnerable developing
countries in assuming the requirements tied to the ratification and effective
implementation of 27 international conventions on human rights, labour rights,
environmental protection and climate change, and good governance (please refer to
Annex I for an overview of the conventions covered by the GSP+).
While the overall number of GSP beneficiaries has been reduced under the reform, the
aim of the GSP+ scheme was to increase the number of applications by GSP countries.
For this objective, the number of conventions included has not been expanded; the
graduation by section no longer applies to GSP+ countries and applications are accepted
at any time rather than once every 18 months. 46 The removal of more advanced
developing countries and highly competitive sectors from the general GSP scheme has
relaxed competition for GSP+ beneficiaries.
Furthermore, the current GSP Regulation relaxes the eligibility criteria for the GSP+. In
the 2008 Regulation, GSP beneficiaries were eligible for GSP+ if their GSP covered
imports represented less than 1 per cent in value of total GSP imports to the EU. This
was increased to 2 per cent with Regulation (EU) 978/2012. 47 The threshold was further
increased to 6.5 percent by Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2015/602 of 9
February 2015.48
GSP beneficiary countries can apply for GSP+ preferential market access if they satisfy
the following conditions:
1. The beneficiary is considered to be vulnerable due to a lack of export
diversification and insufficient integration within the international trading system.
Annex VII of the Regulation mentions the following thresholds:
a. The seven largest sections of GSP covered exports represent more than 75
per cent of its total GSP covered exports to the EU as an average during
the last three consecutive years; and
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Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012, Chapter II: General Arrangement, Article 4-5.
Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012, Chapter II: General Arrangement, Article 7-8.
46
European Commission. (October 2014) The EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences (GSP), p. 12. Available
at: http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2014/november/tradoc_152865.pdf
47
UNCTAD. (2015). Generalized System of Preferences: Handbook on the Scheme of the European Union, p. 2.
Available at: http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/itcdtsbmisc25rev4_en.pdf
48
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2015/602 amending Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 of the European
Parliament and the Council as regards the vulnerability threshold defined in point 1(b) of Annex VII to that
Regulation, Article 1
45
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b. The beneficiary’s GSP covered imports represent less than 6.5 per cent of
the total GSP covered imports to the EU as an average during the last
three consecutive years.
2. The beneficiary has ratified the 27 GSP+ covered conventions and the relevant
monitoring bodies do not identify serious failure to effectively implement any of
the relevant conventions in their most recent conclusions; and
3. The beneficiary gives its binding undertaking to maintain ratification of the
relevant conventions and to ensure the effective implementation thereof, to
accept the reporting requirements imposed by each of those conventions and to
accept regular monitoring and review under said conventions and to participate in
and cooperate with the GSP+ monitoring process. 49
If the beneficiary country no longer fulfils the conditions set out in Regulation (EU)
978/2012, they can be (temporarily) withdrawn from the scheme.
There are currently 8 beneficiaries under the GSP+ arrangement. GSP+ beneficiary
countries can benefit from complete duty suspension for products across approximately
66 per cent of all EU tariff lines.50 The graduation mechanism for the Standard GSP does
not apply to the GSP+ arrangement.
Another important reform introduced by Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 is the improved
monitoring mechanism. In line with the objective of policy coherence, this mechanism
aims to implement the commitments for sustainable development and good governance
of the beneficiary countries. This is carried out through two interrelated tools: (i) the
"scorecard" – an annual list of issues covering shortcomings in implementation of the
international conventions and cooperation with international monitoring bodies; and (ii)
the GSP+ dialogue – where the EU engages with the respective beneficiary countries –
focuses on the beneficiary’s shortcomings, achieving progress on these shortcomings
and on overcoming challenges. The GSP+ dialogue builds on existing bilateral fora,
which allows focus on the specific country’s national context.51
On top of these mechanisms, the reformed GSP+ scheme establishes the following
practices to improve monitoring:52
1. Reports are now required every two rather than every three years. Scrutiny by
the European Parliament is added to that of the Council of the EU.
2. Beneficiary countries are strictly required to fully cooperate with international
monitoring bodies and fulfil their reporting requirements, without reservations.
3. Specific criteria for withdrawal have been provided for by the current GSP
Regulation. These criteria rely on conclusions and reports from relevant
monitoring bodies and are supplemented by sources beyond the reports if
necessary. Moreover, the burden of proof has been reversed, so that the
beneficiary country is responsible for demonstrating how it has improved on
issues previously identified as problematic.
The EBA arrangement
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Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012, Chapter III: Special Incentive Arrangement for Sustainable Development and
Good Governance, Article 9.
50
Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012, Chapter III: Special Incentive Arrangement for Sustainable Development and
Good Governance, Article 12.
51
European Commission (2016). GSP+ Report on sustainability, human rights and good governance. Questions
and Answers, p. 3.
52
European Commission. (October 2014) The EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences (GSP), p. 12. Available
at: http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2014/november/tradoc_152865.pdf
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The EBA is a permanent arrangement, covering the LDCs as classified by the United
Nations (UN), numbering 49 at the time of writing. This initiative, which was put in place
in 2001 and incorporated into the updated GSP regulation, allows duty-free and quotafree access for all products originating in LDCs, except for arms and ammunition listed in
the World Customs Organization (WCO) Harmonized System (HS) chapter 93. It was not
affected by the reform of the GSP scheme. Hence, unlike other GSP countries, LDCs are
not excluded from the scheme if they benefit from other preferential arrangements. This
makes tariffs treatment and product coverage more advantageous for LDCs compared to
earlier arrangements such as the Cotonou Agreement. 53 As a result of the reformed
graduation criteria under Regulation (EU) 978/2012, fewer countries benefit from the
GSP and GSP+ arrangements. This has reduced the competitive pressure for LDCs and
has provided these countries with more export opportunities. In this respect, the reforms
have also made the EBA arrangement more effective.
Policy changes which are especially relevant for the EBA arrangement are the updated
Rules of Origin (RoO) under the GSP, which entered into force on 1 January 2011. The
reformed RoO differentiate between beneficiaries of the Standard GSP and GSP+ on the
one hand and EBA on the other. The latter now benefit from a lower value addition
threshold for several products. This allows LDCs to use more non-originating materials.54
Also under the reformed RoO, the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States (ACP
countries) which are included in the GSP can no longer enjoy accumulation with other
ACP countries, as they did under the Cotonou agreement. However, this does not apply
to LDCs, which can still profit from the Cotonou agreement’s conditions where these are
more favourable to them.55
2.3.2.
Beneficiary countries
The reform of the GSP therefore readjusted the focus of the scheme to those countries
most in need and significantly reduced the number of beneficiary countries (from 177 to
90). In addition to the revised conditions mentioned in Section 2.2.2, overseas
countries or territories that are under the administration of the EU Member States or
other developed countries also can no longer benefit from preferences under the GSP.
The beneficiary countries that will be included in this study are listed in Table 2 below.
Table 2: Beneficiary countries by GSP arrangement included in the study56
GSP
1. Cameroon (since 1
October 2014)
2. Congo
3. Cook Islands
4. Cote d’Ivoire (since 1
October 2014)
5. Fiji (since 1 October 2014)
6. Ghana (since 1 October
2014)
7. India

GSP+
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Armenia
Bolivia
Cape Verde
Kyrgyzstan (since 25
November 2015)
Mongolia
Pakistan
Paraguay
Philippines (since 25
December 2014)

EBA
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Afghanistan
Angola
Bangladesh
Benin
Bhutan
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Central African Republic
Chad
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UNCTAD. (2015). Generalized System of Preferences: Handbook on the Scheme of the European Union, p.
13. Available at: http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/itcdtsbmisc25rev4_en.pdf
54
S. Bilal, I. Ramdoo and Q. de Roquefeuil, GSP Reform: Principles, values and coherence, p. 10. Available at:
http://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/BN-24-GSP-Reform-Principles-Values-Coherence-2011.pdf
55
Ibid., p. 14.
56
European Commission. (2016). Report on the Generalised Scheme of Preferences covering the period 20142015. Available at: http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/january/tradoc_154180.pdf
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8. Indonesia
9. Iraq
10. Kenya (since 1 October
2014)
11. Marshall Islands
12. Micronesia
13. Nauru
14. Nigeria
15. Niue
16. Sri Lanka57
17. Swaziland (since 1
October 2014)
18. Syria
19. Tajikistan
20. Tonga
21. Ukraine58
22. Uzbekistan
23. Vietnam

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.

Comoros Islands
Democratic Republic of Congo
Djibouti
Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gambia
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Haiti
Kiribati
People’s Democratic Republic
Lao
Lesotho
Liberia
Madagascar
Malawi
Mali
Mauritania
Mozambique
Myanmar/Burma59
Nepal
Niger
Rwanda
Samoa60
Sao Tome and Principe
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Solomon Islands
Somalia
South Sudan
Sudan
Tanzania
Timor-Leste
Togo
Tuvalu
Uganda
Vanuatu
Yemen
Zambia

2.3.3.
Product coverage
With the exception of EBA – which already covers all products except arms and
ammunition – product coverage under the reformed GSP has been slightly expanded,
resulting in increased preference margins for the covered products. In particular, the
GSP scheme encompasses 6,350 eligible products under the GSP and GSP+
arrangements, and 7,200 for the EBA arrangement.
57

Given that Sri Lanka benefitted from Standard GSP preferences over the period under investigation, we will
investigate the related impacts under this arrangement. Sri Lanka’s preferences has since been reinstated in
the GSP+ arrangement as at 19 May 2017.
58
Ukraine will cease to benefit from GSP preferences on 1 January 2018, following a two-year transition period
after entry into force of the EU-Ukraine Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA).
59
In July 2013, the Commission reinstated EBA preferences for Myanmar/Burma, applied retroactively as of 13
June 2012. More information is available at: http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-13-695_en.htm
60
Samoa will graduate to Standard GSP status on 1 January 2019 as it is no longer identified as an LDC by the
UN.
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The expanded product coverage mainly involves raw materials and can be divided into
three categories: Category A, adding 15 new tariff lines to non-sensitive (duty-free
access) products; category B, converting 4 tariff lines that were sensitive (reduced tariff
access) to non-sensitive; and category C, adding 4 new tariff lines to GSP+ (duty-free
access). The GSP and GSP+ product coverage now includes a number of agricultural and
fishery products listed in HS chapters 1-24, and almost all processed and semiprocessed industrial products, including ferroalloys, that are listed in HS chapters 25-97,
except for chapter 93 (arms and ammunition).61
2.3.4.
Tariffs
The GSP Regulation includes three possible methods of calculating tariff reductions for
sensitive products, with limited exceptions for textiles and clothing. This differentiates
sensitive products from non-sensitive ones:62
1. A flat rate reduction of 3.5 percentage points to the most-favoured-nation duty
(applicable to the ad valorem duties);
2. A 30 per cent reduction in the most-favoured-nation duty where only specific
duties apply;
3. A flat rate reduction of 3.5 percentage points applicable to the ad valorem duties
only, where duties are composed of both ad valorem and specific duties.
These calculation methods were put in place in 2001. Concerns have been raised that for
certain products this might lead to more favourable treatment than 3.5 percentage
points. Accordingly, the 2008 GSP Regulation introduced a provision to ensure that in
such cases, the previous preferential duty rate applies.
2.3.5.
Graduation mechanism
Under the current legal framework, a country will graduate from the list of beneficiary
countries if it no longer meets the scheme’s eligibility criteria – i.e. if it already benefits
from other preferential market access or is classified as a high-income or upper-middle
income country. To facilitate the process of adding or removing a country from the
beneficiary, the Commission has been empowered under the current regulation to
amend the list through delegated acts rather than through the much longer ordinary
legislative procedure.63
In addition, an individual product section can graduate from the GSP if it has become
highly competitive (Article 8). To improve the functioning of the graduation mechanism,
the GSP reform expanded the number of product sections from 21 to 31 to reflect more
homogeneous product categories. Moreover, to reflect the reduced number of
beneficiaries, the thresholds for product section graduation have been increased from 15
to 17.5 per cent, with the exception of textiles where thresholds have increased 12.5 to
14.5 per cent for textiles. 64 The thresholds were again revised to take into account
China’s graduation from the GSP. The thresholds were increased from 17.5 to 57 per
cent and from 14.5 to 47.2 per cent for textiles. The threshold for live trees and other
plants, oils and fats and magnesium oxide, mineral fuels and quicklime remained at 17.5

61

UNCTAD. (2015). Generalized System of Preferences: Handbook on the Scheme of the European Union, p. 7.
Available at: http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/itcdtsbmisc25rev4_en.pdf
62
Ibid., p. 9.
63
European Commission. (October 2014) The EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences (GSP), p. 14. Available
at: http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2014/november/tradoc_152865.pdf
64
UNCTAD. (2015). Generalized System of Preferences: Handbook on the Scheme of the European Union, p. 7.
Available at: http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/itcdtsbmisc25rev4_en.pdf
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per cent.65 This mechanism does not apply for GSP+ and EBA beneficiaries. The list of
product sections which have been removed is subject to a review by the Commission
every three years.66
2.3.6.
Withdrawal mechanism
Article 19 of the GSP regulation defines the reasons for which preferences may be
temporarily withdrawn in respect of all or certain products:67
1. Serious and systematic violation of principles laid down in the main human rights
and labour rights conventions listed in the Regulation;
2. Export of goods made by prison labour;
3. Serious shortcomings in customs controls on the export or transit of drugs or
failure to comply with international conventions on antiterrorism and money
laundering;
4. Serious and systematic unfair trading practices, including those affecting the
supply of raw materials and those which are prohibited or actionable under the
WTO Agreements;
5. Serious and systematic infringement of the objectives adopted by regional fishery
organisations or any international arrangements to which the EU is a party
concerning the conservation and management of fishery resources.
In Article 21 of the Regulation, the concept of administrative cooperation is introduced,
requiring a beneficiary country to timely communicate, assist and update on the rules of
origin (RoO). In case this is not respected by a beneficiary country, the country can be
temporarily withdrawn from the scheme. The GSP Reform introduced a provision
allowing the Commission to withdraw preferences in an expedited manner in urgent
cases.68
2.3.7.
Safeguard mechanism
The objective of this mechanism is to prevent serious difficulties for European producers
as a result of the preferences granted under the GSP scheme. The process for applying
safeguard measures may be initiated independently by the Commission, or after a
request by an EU member state, any legal person or any association. The reform granted
the Commission with the authority to issue delegated acts to immediately reinstate
Common Customs Tariff duties in urgent cases (Article 27).
For textile, agriculture and fishery products, specific safeguard clauses were introduced
by the current regulation (Articles 29-31). These are additional to the surveillance
mechanism for agriculture and fishery products, which already existed in the previous
regulation. However, these specific safeguard clauses do not apply to EBA beneficiaries
nor to countries with a share of imports into the EU of less than 6 per cent of all GSP
covered imports.69

65

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2015/1978 of amending Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012 of the
European Parliament and the Council as regards the modalities for the application of Article 8 listed in Annex VI
to that Regulation.
66
UNCTAD. (2015). Generalized System of Preferences: Handbook on the Scheme of the European Union, p. 7.
Available at: http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/itcdtsbmisc25rev4_en.pdf
67
UNCTAD. (2015). Generalized System of Preferences: Handbook on the Scheme of the European Union, p.
18. Available at: http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/itcdtsbmisc25rev4_en.pdf.
68
Regulation (EU) No 978/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council, article 21, paragraph 3).
69
UNCTAD. (2015). Generalized System of Preferences: Handbook on the Scheme of the European Union, p.
21. Available at: http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/itcdtsbmisc25rev4_en.pdf
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3. Methodology
This section will provide an overview of the methodology applied for the Mid-Term
Evaluation. First, it will present the analytical framework and approach, which will
introduce the evaluation questions, judgement criteria and sources. Then, it will discuss
the specific methodology used for the impact analysis and the case studies. Lastly, this
section will provide an overview of the stakeholder consultation activities conducted.

3.1.

Analytical framework and approach

The analytical framework for the Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s GSP is presented in
Table 3 below. It outlines the Project Team’s approach to assess the application and
impact of the current GSP scheme from economic, social, human rights, and
environmental standpoints. The analytical framework includes the six evaluation
questions for the study, the judgment criteria for each question, the required evidence
and indicators70 for the analysis, and the sources of evidence and methodological tools to
be utilised.

3.2.

Approach to impact analysis

This section presents a more detailed overview of the methodology applied by the
Project Team for the economic, social, human rights and environmental impact analyses.

70

The EC Better Regulation Guidelines define an indicator as a quantitative or qualitative measure to analyse
and compare performance. By identifying relevant indicators to measure the trade, economic, social, human
rights and environmental impact, the Project Team will be able to assess the impact of the GSP against the
initial socio-economic, environmental and human rights situation.
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Table 3: Analytical framework for the Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s GSP
Evaluation questions
1. (i) To what
extent are the
objectives of the
current GSP on
track to be
achieved?

Judgement criteria
Following the application of Regulation (EU)
No 978/2012:
i.
ii.

iii.

iv.

v.

vi.

(ii) What has
been the impact
of the present
scheme on
developing
countries and
LDCs?

Have preferences been better
focused on countries most in need?
Have disincentives for diversification
been removed for countries most in
need?
Has there been enhanced
consistency with overall trade
objectives, whether bilateral or
multilateral?
Has support been strengthened for
sustainable development and good
governance?
Has the efficiency of safeguard
mechanisms been improved to
ensure that the EU’s financial and
economic interests are protected?
Has the legal certainty, stability and
predictability of the scheme been
enhanced?

Following the application of Regulation (EU)
No 978/2012:
i.

What has been the economic impact
of the present scheme on
developing countries and LDCs?

Required evidence and analysis/
possible indicators
The Project Team will analyse:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

vi.
vii.
viii.

Revised eligibility criteria and
Reduced number of beneficiaries;
Reformed graduation and
increased thresholds;
Simplified GSP+ entry
mechanism;
A more effective and transparent
mechanism for monitoring and
evaluating the GSP+ countries’
commitment and progress in the
implementation of GSP+
conventions;
Clarified temporary withdrawal
provisions and procedures;
Simplified and clarified safeguard
mechanisms; and
Redefined product sections and
increased product coverage.

In order to determine the economic
impact, the Project Team will:
i.

36

Analyse detailed trade in goods
and tariff data between the EU
and the GSP beneficiary countries
over the period 2011-2016
(preparing indicators such as the
utilisation rate, coverage rate and

Sources of evidence/
methodological tools
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

v.

vi.

vii.

i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

Desk research
Online Public
Consultation
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder outreach
workshops in
Bangladesh, Ethiopia,
Bolivia and Pakistan
Case studies for
selected countries and
sectors
Analysis of tariff and
trade data between the
EU and GSP beneficiary
countries (overall and
by sector)
Econometric analyses
using data from
EUROSTAT and TARIC
primary sources, and
UNCOMTRADE, WITS
and World Bank Open
Data as secondary
sources
Desk research
Online Public
Consultation
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder outreach
workshops in
Bangladesh, Ethiopia,
Bolivia and Pakistan

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Evaluation questions

Judgement criteria

Required evidence and analysis/
possible indicators
ii.

iii.

iv.

v.

ii.
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What has been the social and
human rights impact of the present
scheme on developing countries and
LDCs?

preference margins);
Analyse the importance of the EU
market to GSP beneficiary
countries;
Analyse, as precisely as possible,
the role of the GSP scheme itself
on economic growth and
development in beneficiary
countries;
Analyse the impact of the GSP on
specific sectors in beneficiary
countries (descriptive statistical
analysis of sectoral trends and
developments, including export
diversification); and
Conduct econometric analyses to
determine the impact of GSP
reform on trade flows and export
diversification.

In order to determine the social and
human rights impact, the Project Team
will analyse the impact of the current GSP
scheme on the following:
i.
Employment rate;
ii.
Female employment rate;
iii.
Youth employment rate;
iv.
Wage rate;
v.
Social protection rate;
vi.
Social inclusion rate;
vii.
Poverty rate;
viii.
Civil liberties index;
ix.
Gender equality rate;
x.
Voice and accountability Index;
xi.
Political stability index;
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Sources of evidence/
methodological tools
v.

vi.

vii.

i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

v.

vi.

Case studies for
selected countries and
sectors
Analysis of tariff and
trade data between the
EU and GSP beneficiary
countries (overall and
by sector)
Econometric analyses
using data from
EUROSTAT and TARIC
primary sources, and
UNCOMTRADE, WITS
and World Bank Open
Data as secondary
sources

Desk research
Online Public
Consultation
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder outreach
workshops in
Bangladesh, Ethiopia,
Bolivia and Pakistan
Case studies for
selected countries and
sectors
Analysis of social and
human rights indicators
using data from national
statistical agencies, the

EN

Evaluation questions

Judgement criteria

Required evidence and analysis/
possible indicators
xii.
xiii.
xiv.
xv.
xvi.

iii.

2. What are the
factors (positive
and negative)
influencing the
achievements
observed?

i.

ii.

What has been the environmental
impact of the present scheme on
developing countries and LDCs?

Government effectiveness index;
Regulatory quality index;
Rule of law index;
Corruption perceptions index
(CPI); and
Control of corruption index.

In order to determine the environmental
impact, the Project Team will analyse the
impact of the current GSP scheme on the
following:
i.
Waste generation;
ii.
Environmental sustainability rate;
iii.
Forest area coverage;
iv.
Land use and competition;
v.
Land tenure and ownership rights;
vi.
Terrestrial and freshwater
biodiversity;
vii.
Proportion of fish stocks;
viii.
Biodiversity;
ix.
Climate change;
x.
CO2 emissions;
xi.
Biofuels; and
xii.
Renewable energy.

What positive factors have
contributed to the economic, social,
human rights and/or environmental
impact of the present scheme on
developing countries on developing
countries and LDCs?

i.

What negative factors have

ii.
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Sources of evidence/
methodological tools

Identification of the factors that
have positively contributed to the
impact deduced from the
economic, social, human rights
and environmental analyses
outlined above.
Identification of the factors that

ILO, World Bank,
Freedom House,
Transparency
International, among
others
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

v.

vi.

i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

v.

Desk research
Online Public
Consultation
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder outreach
workshops in
Bangladesh, Ethiopia,
Bolivia and Pakistan
Case studies for
selected countries and
sectors
Analysis of
environmental indicators
using data from the IEA,
World Bank, FAO, Global
Resources Assessment,
UN agencies, CBD and
AQUASTAT, among
others
Desk research
Online Public
Consultation
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder outreach
workshops in
Bangladesh, Ethiopia,
Bolivia and Pakistan
Case studies for
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Evaluation questions

Judgement criteria

Required evidence and analysis/
possible indicators

contributed to the economic, social,
human rights and/or environmental
impact of the present scheme on
developing countries on developing
countries and LDCs?

3. What unintended
consequences, if
any, can be
linked to the
design,
implementation,
or use of the
current GSP?

i.

What economic, social, human
rights and/or environmental impacts
have resulted from the design of
the current GSP?
Have there been any positive
unintended effects?
Have there been any negative
unintended effects?

have negatively contributed to the
impact deduced from the
economic, social, human rights
and environmental analyses
outlined above.

i.

ii.

iii.
ii.

iii.

What economic, social, human
rights and/or environmental impacts
have resulted from the
implementation of the current
GSP?
Have there been any positive
unintended effects?
Have there been any negative
unintended effects?

vi.

i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

v.

vi.

selected countries and
sectors
Economic, social,
human rights and
environmental analyses
undertaken in fulfilment
of Evaluation Question
(1) above
Desk research
Online Public
Consultation
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder outreach
workshops in
Bangladesh, Ethiopia,
Bolivia and Pakistan
Case studies for
selected countries and
sectors
Economic, social,
human rights and
environmental analyses
undertaken in fulfilment
of Evaluation Question
(1) above.

What economic, social, human
rights and/or environmental impacts
have resulted from the use of the
current GSP?
-

2017

Identification of the effects of the
GSP reform on environmental
protection, labour rights and
human rights;
Identification of stakeholder
groups that have been affected by
the reform in an unintended
manner; and
Identification of positive/negative
side effects of the reform in the
beneficiary countries and the EU.

Sources of evidence/
methodological tools

Have there been any positive
unintended effects?
Have there been any negative
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Evaluation questions

Judgement criteria

Required evidence and analysis/
possible indicators

Sources of evidence/
methodological tools

unintended effects?
4. To what extent is
the current GSP
efficient?

i.

How does the current GSP scheme
compare with the previous GSP
scheme?

ii.

iii.

5. To what extent is
the current GSP
coherent with
the EU’s relevant
policies?

i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

6. To what extent is

i.

Identification of the ratio between
the costs and benefits of the
current scheme compared with the
previous scheme (evidenced by
the results of the Mid-Term
Evaluation of the EU’s GSP in
2010); and
Identification of the ratio between
the inputs and outputs of the
current GSP reform (evidenced by
the results of the Mid-Term
Evaluation of the EU’s GSP in
2010)

What synergies or inconsistencies
exist between the current GSP
scheme and other EU trade policies?
What synergies or inconsistencies
exist between the current GSP
scheme and EU development
policies?
What synergies or inconsistencies
exist between the current GSP
scheme and the EU foreign policy?
What synergies or inconsistencies
exist between the current GSP
scheme and other EU policies?

The Project Team will analyse whether EU
trade objectives have been enhanced or
hindered as a result of reform of the GSP
scheme.

How does the current GSP scheme

The Project Team will analyse whether

i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

v.

vi.

i.

ii.
iii.
iv.

40

i.

Desk research
Online Public
Consultation
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder outreach
workshops in
Bangladesh, Ethiopia,
Bolivia and Pakistan
Case studies for
selected countries and
sectors
Economic, social,
human rights and
environmental analyses
undertaken in fulfilment
of Evaluation Question
(1) above.
Desk review, consisting
mainly of review of EU’s
trade and development
policies
Online Public
Consultation
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder outreach
workshops in
Bangladesh, Ethiopia,
Bolivia and Pakistan

Desk review, consisting
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Evaluation questions

Judgement criteria

the current GSP
scheme relevant
to the
development
needs which it is
intended to
address?

contribute to sustainable
development and poverty
eradication objectives?

Required evidence and analysis/
possible indicators

Sources of evidence/
methodological tools

specific reforms undertaken were the most
appropriate to address the problems
identified with the previous scheme.
ii.
iii.
iv.

v.
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mainly of review of the
old and new GSP
Regulation
Online Public
Consultation
Stakeholder interviews
Stakeholder outreach
workshops in
Bangladesh, Ethiopia,
Bolivia and Pakistan
Economic, social,
human rights and
environmental analyses
undertaken in fulfilment
of Evaluation Question
(1) above.
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3.2.1.
Economic impact analysis
The Project Team has recognised that the extent to which the GSP could have positive
economic impacts on developing countries depends on multiple factors, including the
importance of the EU market in the country’s overall exports and level of preferential
market access utilization. Additionally, the GSP’s effectiveness will also depend on other
factors including the domestic institutional environment and appropriate domestic
policies to stimulate exports. Taking these factors into account, the Project Team has
conducted an in-depth analysis of the economic impacts of the different GSP
arrangements on beneficiary countries using the most up-to-date and detailed economic,
trade and tariff data from the European Commission. This analysis is complemented by
qualitative analyses in the form of case studies, where more in-depth quantitative work
will focus on the determinants of preference non-utilisation as well as decomposing the
economic and welfare effects of participation in the GSP scheme.
The empirical quantitative economic analysis consists of two main parts: (i) a diagnostic
and descriptive analysis of data at the CN 8-digit level from trade databases such as
Eurostat, TARIC, UN ComTrade, and WB World Integrated Trade Solution (WITS); and
an econometric analysis of trade data from 2011 to 2016, provided by the EC at a CN 8digit level disaggregation, using the gravity model in various specifications.
The methodology used for the quantitative data analysis is threefold:
(i) Identification of policy changes: For an effective quantitative analysis of the
trade and economic impact of the GSP, it is essential to have a clear overview of
the changes to the GSP over the period under examination. In this respect, the
following activities have been undertaken:
a. Identification of the beneficiary countries under each of the three
arrangements for each year.
b. Identification of all country-sector combinations that graduated from the
scheme or where trade preferences were reinstated. The product sections on
which graduation is calculated changed with the introduction of the reformed
GSP in 2014.
c. Identification of the changes to GSP tariffs that were introduced with the
reformed scheme.
d. Identification of changes in the RoO, as applicable during the period under
review.
(ii) Descriptive/diagnostic analysis: Descriptive and diagnostic analyses have
been conducted which examine the degree of coverage and preferential access
under the three GSP arrangements (Standard GSP, GSP+, and EBA regimes), and
further by TDC sections. The extent to which the EU imports from GSP countries
compared to its other trading partners has also been assessed, including the
sectors that utilize preferences the most. Significant emphasis has been placed on
the extent to which the preferences align with the structure of developing country
exports. This involved looking at the share of each country’s exports covered by
the regimes and comparing this to the shares of Most Favoured Nation (MFN)
tariff-zero trade. Additionally, there have been detailed analyses of differences in
tariffs across regime types and the preference margins which exist across sectors.
In this respect, the following have been extensively analysed:
 Share of trade by tariff category (MFN, GSP, Regional Trade Agreements
(RTA))
 Utilisation rate: Preferential imports as a percentage of eligible imports
 Preference margins
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 Export diversification:
- Number of 8-digit product lines exported
- Number of 8-digit product lines per sector (diversification can only
have occurred within a specific sector)
- Concentration indices by country and country-sector combinations.
The Project Team has undertaken further analysis of the impact of the GSP on
export diversification, including calculations of the Herfindahl Index to determine
the extent of such diversification in beneficiary countries at both the product and
the sector levels. Additional analysis of the extent to which countries that were
withdrawn from the GSP compete with the current beneficiary countries (by GSP
arrangement) in the EU market will be undertaken. This may involve replicating
previous analysis and calculating indicators such as Finger-Kreinin Index (FK) and
Relative Export Competitive Pressure Index (RECPI) with the up-to-date data for
the period 2014-2016.
(iii) Econometric modelling: The Project Team has undertaken extensive regression
analysis to measure the changes in exports to the EU and impact of the changes
resulting from the 978/2012 Regulation, drawing on the so-called “gravity
model”. For effective econometric modelling, the trade data were cleaned and
matched with tariff data by country and by product class at the CN-8 digit level in
order to allow the Project Team to analyse the impact of the GSP reform as
precisely as possible. The Project Team analysed the trade data from three years
before to three years after the scheme’s reform to obtain a ‘before’ and ‘after’
comparison. Any analysis over a longer period of time would create significant
data distortions as a result of influences from different factors and changes in
policy over the years. The comparative approach adopted allows an accurate
assessment of the impact of Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012. To ensure
consistency of data, the Project Team made use of EU import data instead of
export data from the different beneficiary countries as. EU import data records
are more reliable and accessible for all the beneficiary countries under
investigation. This has enhanced the overall consistency and comparability of the
findings.
The following primary sources of data have been utilised in the study:
Institution

Database

Title

Year

Eurostat

Trade data at HS-6 level, including
utilisation rate, for 2011-2016 (Data for
2016 will be made available from March
2017).

20112016

TARIC

The integrated tariff of the European
Communities is a database which
integrates all measures relating to EU
customs tariffs, commercial and
agricultural legislation.

20112016
(updated
to
December
2016)

United Nations

UN Comtrade

UN Comtrade (United Nations
International Trade Statistics Database)
is a repository of official international
trade statistics and relevant analytical
tables.

20112015

World Bank

WITS

The World Integrated Trade Solution
(WITS) software provides access to
international merchandise trade, tariff
and non-tariff measures (NTM) data.

2011 2015

European
Commission
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Institution

Database

Groningen
Growth and
Development
Centre

Title

Year

World Bank Open
Data

Database of economic indicators (GDP,
GDP per capita, Real Income, Terms of
Trade).

2011 2015

World Input –
Output Database

The WIOD provides time series of world
input-output tables. Data is included for
more than 40 separate countries
covering +/- 85% of world GDP.

2011 2014

3.2.2.
Social impact assessment, including human rights
The GSP is one of the main instruments that the EU uses to link social and human rights
issues to trade. To carry out the social analysis section of the evaluation, the Project
Team sought to gain a picture of the social impact associated with participation in the
GSP scheme. The Project Team has examined the impact of the GSP on the following
elements pertaining to social and human rights impacts:









Employment;
Decent Work Agenda (job creation, labour standards, social protection and social
dialogue);
Working conditions;
Wage levels and their changes over time
Poverty reduction;
Gender equality;
Human rights; and
Good governance.

The Project Team makes use of a wide range of social and human rights indicators as set
out in the table below:
Indicator

Description

Source

Unemployment

Employment-to-population ratio to measure the
proportion of the country’s working age population that
is employed.

World Bank;
National
statistics

Female
employment

Share of women in wage employment

World Bank;
National
statistics

Youth
unemployment

The unemployment rate for the age group 15 to 24
years.

World Bank;
National
statistics

Wages

Average real wages; and average real wage growth.

National
statistics

Social Protection
Rating

Assessment of government policies in social protection
and labour market regulation that reduce the risk of
becoming poor, assist those who are poor to better
manage further risks and ensure a minimum level of
welfare to all people

Country Policy
and Institutional
Assessment
(CPIA) World
Bank

Social Inclusion
Rating

Assessment of policies for social inclusion and equity
cluster, including gender equality, equity of public
resource use, building human resources, social
protection and labour and policies and institutions for
environmental sustainability

CPIA World Bank

Poverty rate

Proportion of the population below the international
poverty line of $ 1.90 per day

World Bank

Civil Liberties
Index

Assessment of civil liberties in a country covering
indicators on freedom of expression and belief;

Freedom House
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Indicator

Description

Source

associational and organisational rights; rule of law; and
personal autonomy and individual rights
Political Rights
Index

Assessment of political rights in a country covering
indicators on electoral processes, political pluralism and
participation and functioning of Government.

Freedom House

Gender Equality
Rating

Assessment of the extent to which a country has
installed institutions and programs to enforce laws and
policies that promote equal access for men and women
in education, health, the economy and protection under
law
Assessment of citizens’ ability to select their
government, freedom of expression, freedom of
association and a free media covering indicators on
human rights, press freedom, electoral process,
freedom of association and assembly etc.
Assessment of the likelihood of political instability and
politically motivated violence, including terrorism
covering indicators on armed conflict, social unrest,
violent demonstrations, government stability etc.
Assessment of the quality of public services, civil
service, policy formulation and implementation, and the
government’s commitment to its policies covering
indicators on bureaucracy, quality of education, citizen
satisfaction etc.
Assessment of the government’s ability to formulate
and implement policy and regulations that permit and
promote private sector development covering indicators
on discriminatory tariffs and taxes, price controls,
investment freedom, burden of government regulations
etc.
Assessment of agents’ confidence in and abide by the
rules of society and likelihood of crime and violence
covering indicators on crime, property rights,
confidence in the police force and judicial system, the
informal sector etc.
Assessment of the perceived level of public sector
corruption in a country on a scale of 0 (highly corrupt)
to 100 (very clean).

CPIA World
Bank; available
up until 2015

Voice and
Accountability
Index
Political Stability
Index
Government
Effectiveness
Index
Regulatory Quality
Index

Rule of Law Index

Corruption
Perceptions Index
(CPI)
Control of
Corruption Index

Assessment of the extent to which public power is
exercised for private gain and involvement in the state
by elites and private interests covering indicators on
corruption, irregular payments, public trust etc.

World Bank

World Bank

World Bank;
available up until
2015
World Bank

World Bank

Transparency
International;
available up until
2015
World Bank;
available up until
2015

The reformed GSP has only been in force for three years, and as a result the Project
Team has found that the number of readily available and up-to-date social and human
rights impact indicators is limited. Developing countries often lack the resources for
comprehensive collection and analysis of data on social and human rights indicators.
Furthermore, many of the indicators have not changed substantially over the course of
three years. This can be explained by the fact that progress on social and human rights
indicators is slow because it takes significant time to create awareness and realise
societal change.
In order to offset these limitations and to reveal what is happening on the ground in the
beneficiary countries, the case studies provide a more in-depth analysis of social
impacts. The case studies rely heavily on literature review to account for the impact not
covered by the abovementioned social and human rights indicators, national statistics
and reports, and monitoring reports by international monitoring bodies, such as the ILO.
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Additionally, the analysis in the case studies is based on a wide array of stakeholder
consultations and concrete developments, such as improved cooperation with
international organisations and monitoring bodies, submission of missing reports and
assessments, and the formulation of action plans. The approach to the case studies will
be described in more detail in Section 3.3.
3.2.3.
Environmental impact assessment
One of the general objectives of the GSP is to promote sustainable development in
beneficiary countries. To carry out the environmental analysis section of the evaluation,
the Project Team conducted extensive research on the pre-determined indicators and
with substantial input from stakeholder engagement activities, identify the most
significant environmental issues that emanate from participation in the GSP. Additionally,
the country-specific case studies provide a more in-depth overview of the impact of the
scheme on the environment. The Project Team examined a wide range of environmental
impacts which include:






Air and water purity/pollution;
Waste;
Natural resources, including forests, wildlife and fisheries;
Biodiversity;
Climate change.

The Project Team makes use of a wide range of environmental indicators set out in the
table below.
Indicator

Description

Source

Waste generation

Municipal waste per capita, municipal waste recovery
rates

IEA Country
Profiles

Environmental
Sustainability
Rating

Assessment of the extent to which environmental policies
foster the protection and sustainable use of natural
resources and management of pollution

CPIA World
Bank; available
up until 2015

Forest Area
Coverage

Forest area as a percentage of land area, tree cover
loss/gain, tree cover %, deforestation/reforestation rates,
LULUCF-related CO2 emissions, carbon stocks

World Bank;
available up
until 2015; FAO
Global
Resources
Assessment;
Global Forest
Watch

Land use and
competition

Increased competition for land resources (and potential
resource scarcity) between staple crops, commodity crops
and livestock; leading to either intensification of
crop/livestock production (where inputs are available) or
agricultural expansion for increased cropland and
grassland (leading to deforestation, soil erosion, loss of
biodiversity and various others)

FAOSTAT;
available up
until
2014/2015;
FAO Global
Resources
Assessment

Land tenure and
ownership rights

Private ownership of land and further investments in land
improvements (i.e. increased economic returns per unit
of land)

FAOSTAT:
available up
until
2014/2015;
FAO Global
Resources
Assessment

Terrestrial and
freshwater
biodiversity

UN SDG indicator on the proportion of important sites for
terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity that are covered by
protected areas

UN; FAOSTAT:
available up
until
2014/2015;
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Indicator

Description

Source
AQUASTAT

Proportion of fish
stocks

UN SDG indicator on the proportion of fish stocks within
biologically sustainable levels

UN

Biodiversity

Proportion of terrestrial and marine areas protected,
number of threatened species

CBD, GBIF and
InforMEA
Country Profiles

Climate change

Climatology indexes including precipitation, humidity,
temperature, weather extremes, GHG emissions and
concentrations, etc.

UNDP Climate
Change country
profiles; WHO
Climate Change
and Human
Health Country
Profiles

CO2 emissions

UN MDG indicator on total CO2 emissions and per capita
emissions

UN; IEA
Country Profiles

Biofuels

Use of biofuels

IEA Country
Profiles

Renewable
energy

UN SDG indicator on the renewable energy share in the
total final energy consumption

UN; IEA
Country Profiles

ND-GAIN index

Navigation tool that helps manage risks exacerbated by
climate change such as over-crowding, food insecurity,
inadequate infrastructure and civil conflicts, Notre Dame
- Global Adaptation Index

WDI, FAOSTAT,
WRI,
AQUASTAT,
WSDI, WHO,
etc.

The reformed GSP has only been in force for three years, and as a result the Project
Team has found that the number of readily available and up-to-date environmental
impact indicators is limited. It takes substantial time and resources for agencies to
collect data on environmental indicators. Often these resources are lacking in developing
countries, resulting in out-dated or incomplete data. Furthermore, many of the indicators
have not changed substantially over the course of three years. This can be explained by
the fact that progress on environmental indicators is slow because it takes significant
time to create awareness and realise substantial change.
In order to account for these limitations and to reveal what is happening on the ground
in the beneficiary countries, the case studies provide a more in-depth analysis of the
environmental impact. The case studies rely heavily on literature review to account for
the impact not covered by the abovementioned environmental indicators, national
statistics and reports, and monitoring reports by international monitoring bodies, such as
the UN. Additionally, the analysis in the case studies is based on a wide array of
stakeholder consultations and concrete developments in the countries. The approach to
the case studies will be described in more detail Section 3.3 below.

3.3.

Approach to case studies

The Mid-Term Evaluation includes six case studies to conduct a systematic analysis of
the economic, social, environmental, and human rights impacts of the GSP on key
countries and sectors. The case studies can be divided into the following three
categories:
(i) Case studies on the textiles and machinery sectors - The Project Team has
conducted two case studies to analyse the impact of the GSP on producers and
industries in the EU and in the beneficiary countries. The textile sector has been
selected because the sector benefits the most under the scheme. The machinery
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sector has been selected due to concerns about intensifying competition for EU
industry in this sector as a result of the trade preferences.
(ii) Case studies on the GSP+ in Pakistan and Bolivia - The Project Team has
conducted two case studies to analyse the economic, social, environmental and
human rights impact of the GSP+ arrangement. Pakistan has been selected
because it is the biggest beneficiary under the GSP+. Bolivia has been selected
for a case study to extend the focus of the study to South America.
(iii) Case studies on the EBA in Ethiopia and Bangladesh - The Project Team has
conducted two case studies to analyse the economic, social, environmental and
human rights impact of the EBA arrangement. Bangladesh has been selected for a
case study because it is the biggest beneficiary under the EBA arrangement.
Ethiopia has been selected because its economy is relatively diversified and to
extend the focus of the study to Africa.
The case studies extensively draw on quantitative data analysis, complemented by
qualitative literature review and in-depth stakeholder consultation. The quantitative
analysis is based on local, regional and relevant international sources presenting the
development of key indicators over the past years. Additionally, qualitative analysis and
the Online Public Consultation, interviews and workshops are used to gather invaluable
information and insights from stakeholders concerning the countries and sectors covered
in the case studies.
The case studies incorporate analysis of locally produced data sources, comparing
wherever possible with corresponding figures from the EU or international organisations.
Transparency and reliability of domestic institutions are a consistent theme across case
studies in this regard as improvement of domestic institutional capacity is closely aligned
with the primary objectives of the EU’s external sustainable development platform.
The analytical approach to the case studies takes into account country and sectorspecific conditions, and it addresses common research questions using state-of-the-art
available indicators and methodologies. Consistency across the case studies allows for
the constitution of a final qualitative dataset from which systemic conclusions can be
drawn.
The case studies follow a similar outline to ensure comparability between the countries
and sectors. The analysis focuses on the GSP’’s scheme’s economic, social,
environmental and human rights impacts. Each case study further contains sections
detailing any unanticipated effects of the GSP encountered during the course of
research, and also characterises and disaggregates the reference country’s trade profile
with the EU from the rest of the GSP cohort. Finally, the case studies will systematically
include policy recommendations specific to bilateral trade between the reference country
and the EU, as well as preliminary identification of thematic recommendations applicable
to comparable GSP beneficiaries.
Case study
Impact of the
GSP on the
textile sector
and machinery

Analytical questions
-

-

What is the impact of the GSP arrangements on producers and
industries in beneficiary countries?
What is the impact of the GSP arrangements on EU producers and
industries using or competing with goods imported under GSP
preferences?
What is the impact of the GSP preferences on the global
competitiveness of beneficiary countries’ industries and EU industry?
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-

Impact of the
GSP+ in Pakistan
and Bolivia

-

Impact of the
EBA in Ethiopia
and Bangladesh

3.4.

-

What is the impact of the GSP arrangements on the development of
global value chains?
What is the impact of the reduction in the number of GSP beneficiary
countries under Regulation (EU) 978/2012?
o Have competitive pressures been reduced for EU producers and
industries previously competing with producers and industries
in excluded countries?
o Have competitive pressures been reduced for producers and
industries in beneficiary countries?
What is the impact on production costs and overall competitiveness
for EU producers that rely on imports under GSP preferences?
What is the impact on costs for EU consumers?
What are the economic, social, environmental, human rights and
good governance impacts of the GSP+?
What is the impact of the GSP+ on the implementation of GSP+
relevant international conventions since the country’s adhesion to
GSP+?
o What is the level of political will in the country to implement
and adhere to these international conventions?
What is the role of the GSP+ and its monitoring framework in the
positive and/or negative changes that occurred?
What is the level of awareness among key stakeholders of GSP+
requirements?
Are there any unintended consequences of GSP+?
What are the economic, social, environmental and human rights
impacts of EBA?
What is the impact of EBA on economic development?
What is the impact of EBA on poverty reduction?
What is the impact of EBA on the distribution of gains?
Are there any unintended consequences of EBA?

Stakeholder consultation

A continuous and wide-ranging consultation process is conducted throughout the project.
This inclusive stakeholder consultation process is a key characteristic of all EU impact
assessments and evaluations and adheres to the common methodological framework
outlined in the Better Regulation Toolkit71 and Better Regulation Guidelines.72 The Project
Team has adopted a dynamic and robust methodological approach that follows the
minimum standards for stakeholder consultation 73 to ensure that the consultation
process is:






Comprehensive: giving all stakeholders the opportunity to express their views;
Balanced: ensuring that the consultation is representative;
Timely: allowing sufficient time for stakeholder inputs and contributions;
Tailored: ensuring that the needs of specific target audiences are met; and
Incorporated: taking into account all feedback and input in the study.

71

European Commission. (2015). Better Regulation Toolbox. Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/smartregulation/guidelines/toc_tool_en.htm
72
European Commission. (2015). Better Regulation Guidelines (SWD (2015) 111 final). Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/guidelines/docs/swd_br_guidelines_en.pdf
73
European Commission. (2016). Handbook for trade sustainability impact assessments 2nd edition. Available
at: http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/april/tradoc_154464.PDF
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The objective of the stakeholder consultation process is two-fold: (i) to collect
invaluable information, ideas, opinions and insights from a wide range of stakeholders to
complement the data analysis and literature review; and (ii) to raise awareness of the
EU’s GSP among relevant stakeholders.
The focus of the stakeholder consultation process is to assess whether the objectives
set by the GSP Regulation are on track to be achieved and to assess the scheme’s
effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and relevance. A particular focus is placed on the
countries and sectors covered in the case studies: Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Bolivia and
Pakistan and the textile and machinery sectors.
The Project Team employs a wide range of consultation activities and tools to ensure a
comprehensive and well-balanced consultation process. The activities and tools include a
dedicated project website and electronic outreach tools, a 12-week Online Public
Consultation, interviews and meetings with relevant stakeholders, Civil Society Dialogues
(CSDs) in Brussels, local workshops in Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Bolivia and Pakistan and an
ongoing dialogue with the ISSG.

Figure 2: Overview of the stakeholder consultation activities and tools

3.4.1.
Electronic stakeholder outreach and engagement tools
The Project Team has designed and launched a dedicated GSP Evaluation website at
www.GSPevaluation.com to serve as the main platform for conducting online
consultation as well as for regularly and pro-actively informing stakeholders on the MidTerm evaluation. The Website includes the following features:


Publication of all relevant information concerning the evaluation’s progress
through uploading of reports (both draft and final versions), minutes of Civil
Society Dialogues and the local workshops, relevant background information,
newsletters and stakeholder input (permission based);
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Information on the Online Public Consultation with a link to the EU Survey
website;
Detailed information on the local workshops and Civil Society Dialogues; and
Data collection tools built on the website’s back-end to easily collect and collate
information on website usage (‘hits’).

In addition to the project website, the Project Team maintains contact with relevant
stakeholders through various other electronic tools, namely social media channels such
as Twitter and LinkedIn, periodically distributed electronic newsletters and the dedicated
email address.
Social media: The Project Team utilises Twitter and LinkedIn to raise awareness of the
EU’s GSP and inform stakeholders on the progress on the Mid-Term Evaluation.
Twitter forms an integral part of the evaluation’s visibility strategy. The Project Team
posts frequent updates on the evaluation process, upcoming workshops, links to the
project outputs and other sections of the project website, as well as other sources of
useful, relevant information.
LinkedIn is used by the Project Team to maintain contact with the stakeholders and to
promote relevant materials, such as reports, meetings and information on the local
workshops, as well as links to relevant sections of the project website. Through LinkedIn,
the Project Team is able to share content with stakeholders and build stakeholder
engagement. Additionally, the Project Team aims to create an ongoing dialogue by
encouraging stakeholders to ask and answer project related questions and participate in
the Online Public Consultation.
Electronic newsletter: The electronic newsletter is designed to inform stakeholders
about the project milestones. The newsletter includes a summary of the ongoing
evaluation process and the consultation activities. The newsletter is distributed both via
email within the network and is also publicly available on the project website. The
newsletter is further promoted via the social media channels.
Dedicated
email
address:
Through
the
dedicated
email
address
comments@GSPevaluation.com, the Project Team has received messages from
numerous stakeholders seeking to directly contribute to the Mid-Term Evaluation by
providing their input or to obtain information about the project and the stakeholder
consultation activities.
3.4.2.
Online Public Consultation
The Online Public Consultation was launched on 17 March 2017 through EU Survey 74 and
will run for 12 weeks, until 9 June 2017. The Online Public Consultation is available in
English, French, Spanish, Portuguese and Russian. It is featured on the project’s
website, the Your Voice in Europe75 platform and the DG Trade website and is shared via
the project’s social media channels.
The purpose of the Online Public Consultation is to collect information, views and
opinions on the application of the GSP Regulation and its effectiveness, efficiency,
coherence and relevance. Through a set of tailored questions, the Project Team aims to
receive useful input from stakeholders with key knowledge of the scheme.
74

The Online Public Consultation is available here:
https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/GSPOnlinePublicConsultation2017
75
The Online Public Consultation is available on the Your Voice in Europe platform here:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/consultations/index.cfm?consul_id=243
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The Online Public Consultation allows the Project Team to gather large volumes of
standardised information with a relatively efficient use of financial and human resources.
In addition, stakeholders are given appropriate time to prepare responses, allowing them
to gather and utilise information that may not be readily available during an interview.
The Project Team has so far identified two major drawbacks of using the Online Public
Consultation, namely the low response rate and the some inherent rigidity in this form of
feedback. Inevitably, in some cases the questions asked may not be entirely applicable
to the stakeholder. In order to minimise these risks and aim for a high rate of responses,
the Project Team has followed up on stakeholders with reminder emails, telephone calls
and has promote the Online Public Consultation through the project’s social media
channels and at the local workshops and Civil Society Dialogues. Furthermore, the
Project Team has invited key stakeholders for interviews and meetings to allow them to
provide more in-depth input and insights.
There has been a high level of sectoral and geographical concentration in the responses
to the Online Public Consultation. A high percentage of responses received come from EU
producers that express their concern about the impact of the GSP on their industry.
The Online Public Consultation was available until 9 June 2017. To provide a complete
overview of the outcome of the consultation activity, the Project Team has decided to
not yet include the results in this Final Interim Report.
3.4.3.
Interviews and meetings
Interviews and meetings constitute the most direct form of stakeholder engagement
under the Mid-Term Evaluation. Through interviews and meetings, the Project Team
aims to collect in-depth qualitative data and insight into a range of different perspectives
from relevant stakeholders. The main objective of this consultation activity is to facilitate
detailed discussions with stakeholders on the various impacts of the GSP. The interviews
are structured to allow comparability of the information gathered, while also allowing a
degree of flexibility to the interviewer to interact with the interviewee.
The Project Team has invited a wide range of key stakeholders for an interview to share
their views and opinion on the application of the GSP Regulation. At time of writing, the
Project Team has conducted eight stakeholder interviews and three stakeholder
meetings in the EU and the case study countries. The interviews and meetings have
been conducted over telephone and face-to-face.
The Project Team has conducted interviews with a range of different stakeholders,
including business and sectoral associations, trade unions and non-governmental
organisations working on labour rights, environmental protection and human rights
issues.
The Project Team has additionally conducted stakeholder meetings with key stakeholders
in the EU, Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Bolivia and Pakistan ahead of the local workshops.
These meetings have been organised to ensure that stakeholders did not feel impeded
by government presence at the workshop and to allow them to speak freely about the
impact of the GSP in the country. In this context, the Project Team met with trade
unions and business organisations.
3.4.4.
Civil Society Dialogue
The first CSD in Brussels was organised by DG Trade on 19 January 2017. The CSD
involved participants from registered civil society organisations and representatives from
the Commission and the Project Team. First, the Commission expressed its appreciation
52
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for the exchange with civil society and laid out the objective and context of the Mid-Term
Evaluation to assess the functioning of the current GSP Regulation and its impact in the
beneficiary countries and the EU. Secondly, the Project Team presented its approach to
the Mid-Term Evaluation, including the methodological approach to the impact
assessment and the case studies and the stakeholder consultation activities. EU
stakeholders were then given the opportunity to refer their questions regarding the MidTerm Evaluation towards the Commission and the Project Team and to provide feedback
on the Draft Inception Report. Through the CSD, the first contact between the Project
Team and stakeholders was established, providing a basis for the ongoing stakeholder
engagement and consultation.76
The second CSD will take place following the submission of the Final Interim Report. The
report will be posted online for stakeholders prior to the public meetings.
3.4.5.
Local workshops in Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Bolivia and Pakistan
The Project Team organised four local workshops in the case study countries between
February and May 2017. The local workshops brought together key stakeholders from
government administrations, businesses, social partners, international organisations,
civil society organisations and research institutes. The full-day workshops were held in
Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Bolivia and Pakistan. The workshops have been publicly
announced via the project dedicated website and social media channels.
Throughout the workshops, participants were provided with the opportunity to learn
more about the EU’s GSP, to comment on the preliminary findings of the Mid-Term
Evaluation pertaining to their respective countries and most-affected sectors, and to
share their views on the impact and application of the GSP. Local experts and
government representatives were invited to comment specifically on the trade,
economic, social, human rights, and environmental impacts of the GSP arrangement.
Representatives from the Commission and the Project Team shared background
information on the GSP, the objectives of the Mid-Term Evaluation, and the preliminary
findings of the Mid-Term Evaluation with participants.
As a follow-up to each workshop, the Project Team publishes workshop reports on the
dedicated project website. The reports include summaries of the presentations, an
overview of the stakeholder contributions to the discussions and questions. The
PowerPoint presentations prepared by the speakers are also uploaded on to the
dedicated website. The workshop materials are promoted via the social media channels
and featured in the electronic newsletter.
Bangladesh
The local workshop on the EU’s EBA in Bangladesh was held at the Le Meridien Hotel,
Dhaka on 7 February 2017. The workshop brought together around 70 stakeholders from
government, industry and civil society. Notable ministries and organisations which were
represented include: the Ministry of Trade, the Ministry of Environment, the United
Nations Development Programme, the International Labour Organization, the
Bangladesh Garment Manufacturers and Exporters Association and the Bangladesh
Centre for Worker Solidarity. During the workshop, high level speakers have presented
their insights on the impact of the EBA in Bangladesh, including H.E. Mr. Tofail Ahmed,
Honourable Minister of Commerce, Bangladesh and H.E. Mr. Pierre Mayaudon,
Ambassador and Head of the Delegation of the EU to Bangladesh.
76

The minutes of the Civil Society Dialogue are available here: http://www.gspevaluation.com/wpcontent/uploads/2016/12/Minutes-Mid-Term-Evaluation-GSP-Civil-Society-Dialogue-19-01-2017.pdf
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Overall, the workshop was well-received by the Bangladeshi stakeholders. It featured a
good mix of government, industry and civil society stakeholders who were very
enthusiastic about sharing their views on the EBA in Bangladesh. This resulted in fruitful
dialogue and useful feedback, which was comprehensively recorded by the Project Team.
Speakers and participants have pointed towards the positive impact of the EBA in
Bangladesh. There has been evidence of a declined poverty rate, increased infrastructure
development and enhanced productivity in the industrial sector. Furthermore, the reform
of the RoO has greatly contributed to the increase of exports, especially of woven
products. On the other hand, stakeholders pointed out that there are several areas that
require continuous improvement such as the number of union registrations, the
minimum wage, supply side capacities and the balance between environmental
mitigation and economic growth.
The workshop report is available on the website: here
Ethiopia
The local workshop on the EU’s EBA in Ethiopia was held at the Capital Hotel and Spa in
Addis Ababa on 7 March 2017. The workshop gathered 65 stakeholders from the national
government, business organisations, academia, think tanks, international organisations
and civil society organisations in Ethiopia.
High level speakers presented their insights on the EBA’s impact in Ethiopia including
H.E. Dr. Bekele Bulado, Honourable Minister of Trade, Ethiopia and H.E. Ms. Chantal
Hebberecht, Ambassador and Head of the Delegation of the EU to Ethiopia.
Representatives from DG Trade and the Project Team shared background information on
the GSP, the objectives of the Mid-Term Evaluation, and the preliminary findings of the
Evaluation with respect to Ethiopia. Other presentations addressed the economic,
developmental, social and human rights and environmental impact of the EBA in
Ethiopia.
Throughout the workshop, participants provided useful insights into the EBA’s impact in
Ethiopia. The EBA had limited success in increasing export diversification due to the RoO
and technical trade barriers. The potential of Ethiopia’s exports to the EU has yet to be
fully realised beyond agricultural products such as coffee and flowers. The workshop has
further shown that the EBA has supported Ethiopia’s decreasing poverty rate in the past
decade and the increasing life expectancy and years of schooling.
The workshop report is available on the website: here
Bolivia
The local workshop on the EU’s GSP+ in Bolivia was held at Hotel Camino Real in La Paz
on 25 April 2017. The workshop gathered 52 participants from government, industry and
civil society.
High level speakers presented their insights on the impact of the GSP+ in Bolivia,
including Mr. Horacio Usquiano Vargas, Director General, International Economic
Cooperation and H.E. Mr. León de la Torre Krais, Ambassador and Head of the of the
Delegation of the EU to Bolivia. A representative of DG Trade shared background
information on the GSP scheme and representatives of the Project Team presented the
preliminary findings with respect to Bolivia.
Other presentations addressed the economic, developmental and social and human
rights impact of the GSP+ in the country. Participants shared invaluable insights on the
functioning of the GSP+ arrangement in Bolivia. Furthermore, the implementation
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activities as well as the main difficulties with adherence to the international conventions
were discussed as part of the workshop.
The workshop report will be made available in English and Spanish on the project
website.
Pakistan
The local workshop on the EU’s GSP+ in Pakistan was held at the Marriott Islamabad
Hotel on 16 May 2017. The workshop gathered 66 participants from government,
industry and civil society. Notable ministries and organisations represented at the
workshop include the Ministry of Commerce of Pakistan and the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of Pakistan.
During the workshop, high level speakers presented on the impact of the GSP+
arrangement in Pakistan, including H.E. Mr. Ashtar Ausaf Ali, Attorney General for
Pakistan and Chair of the Treaty Implementation Cell, H.E. Mr. Jean-François Cautain,
Ambassador and Head of the Delegation of the EU to Pakistan, and Mr. Asad Hayauddin,
Additional Secretary, Trade Diplomacy, Ministry of Commerce of Pakistan.
The workshop provided a fruitful framework to discuss the different impacts of the GSP+
in the country. Different presentations were given on the economic impact, the socioeconomic impact, the social impact and the environmental impact of the arrangement.
The workshop report is available on the website: here
3.4.6.
Meetings with the European Commission and ISSG
At the time of writing, the Project Team has attended two meetings with the Commission
and the ISSG: a kick-off meeting on 17 November 2016 a second meeting on 19 January
2017 and a third ISSG meeting on 13 June 2017. These meetings served to provide an
update on the progress on the Mid-Term Evaluation and to consult with the Commission
to confirm that their priorities are addressed in the study. These meetings have helped
to steer the work on the Mid-Term Evaluation to ensure that it remains highly relevant to
the work of the Commission.
The following EU departments are represented in the ISSG:














The Directorate General for Trade (DG TRADE);
The Directorate General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs
(DG GROW);
The Directorate General for International Cooperation and Development (DG
DEVCO);
The Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural Development (DG AGRI);
The Directorate General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (DG MARE);
The Directorate General for Environment (DG ENV);
The Directorate General for Health and Food Safety (DG SANTE);
The Directorate General for Energy (DG ENER);
The Directorate General for Eurostat – European Statistics (DG ESTAT);
The Directorate General for Taxation and Customs Union (DG TAXUD);
The Directorate General for Legal Services (DG SJ);
The European Commission Secretariat General; and
The European External Action Service (EEAS).

Initial engagement of the Project Team with the ISSG took place during the project kickoff meeting on 17 November 2016. The meeting focused on the context and the scope of
the Mid-Term Evaluation, as well as more specifically on the methodology and data to be
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employed. Among the points discussed were the purpose and objective of the Mid-Term
Evaluation, the data and methodology to be considered in the study, the stakeholder
consultation activities and the organisation of the local workshops in Bangladesh,
Ethiopia, Bolivia and Pakistan.
A second meeting between the Project Team and the ISSG took place on 19 January
2017. During the meeting, the Team Leader, where necessary supported by key experts
and the project management team, provided a detailed update on the GSP Mid-Term
Evaluation progress to date. The ISSG and the Project Team furthermore discussed the
Draft Inception Report and the necessary steps to be taken towards its finalisation.
Additionally, the meeting served to discuss and work towards overcoming the challenges
related to data quality and availability.
The third meeting between the Project Team and the ISSG took place on 13 June 2017.
During the meeting, the Team Leader supported by the project management team
provided the preliminary findings of the Draft Interim Report and identified the steps to
be taken towards its finalisation. A detailed update was also provided on the consultation
and research activities undertaken to date. The ISSG provided comments and
suggestions on the Draft Interim Report, which have been incorporated in the present
Final Interim Report which was completed by the end of August 2017.
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4.

Case studies on textile and machinery sectors

This section will provide an in-depth overview of the impact of the scheme on the textiles
and machinery sectors. It will seek to analyse the impact of the GSP on producers and
industries in the EU and in the beneficiary countries.

4.1.

Impact of GSP on textile sector

4.1.1.
Introduction
This analysis will focus on the textile and clothing industry. It comprises GSP Sections S11a for textiles and S-11b for clothing, which include products under the following HS
Chapters:

S-11a

S-11b

HS

Description

50

Silk

51

Wool, fine or coarse animal hair; horsehair yarn and woven fabric

52

Cotton

53

Other vegetable textile fibres; paper yarn and woven fabrics of paper yarn

54

Man-made filaments

55

Man-made staple fibres

56

Wadding, felt and nonwovens; special yarns; twine, cordage, ropes and
cables and articles thereof

57

Carpets and other textile floor coverings

58

Special woven fabrics; tufted textile fabrics; lace; tapestries; trimmings;
embroidery

59

Impregnated, coated, covered or laminated textile fabrics; textile articles of
a kind suitable for industrial use

60

Knitted or crocheted fabrics

61

Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, knitted or crocheted

62

Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, not knitted or crocheted

63

Other made up textile articles; sets; worn clothing and worn textile articles;
rags

The textile and clothing sector is part of the manufacturing sector and covers a wide
range of activities from fibres transformation to the production of clothing and home
textiles, technical textiles and industrial filters. In 2013, the EU textile and clothing
sector employed around 1.7 million persons, which accounted for 6 per cent of total
employment in the manufacturing industry. Around 90 per cent of the workforce in the
sector is employed in small businesses with less than 50 employees. These small
businesses generate around 60 per cent of the value added in the sector and are hence
the stronghold of the European textile and clothing industry. 77
The European textile and clothing industry produces a variety of products, with its
largest product category, clothing and accessories, consisting of HS Chapters 61, 62, 42
and 65, contributing 36 per cent to the annual turnover in 2016. Fabrics and industrial
and technical textiles contributed respectively 18 and 15 per cent to the annual turnover.

77

European Commission. (2017). Textiles and clothing in the EU. Available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/fashion/textiles-clothing/eu_en
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Another important product category is home textiles, which held a share of 15 per cent
of the industry’s EUR 171 billion turnover.78
The sector is spread out over all EU Member States. Differences between Member States
can be found in the size of the sector and the specialisation on specific products. The
EU’s largest producers are Italy, which produces 45 per cent of all clothing made in the
EU, Germany, which produces 24 per cent of all technical textiles, and France which
focuses on both textile and clothing. Austria is a leading producer of cellulosic fibres and
Belgium is an important producer of carpets and home textiles.79
The sector has undergone significant changes over the past decades as a result of
different developments, including the increasingly interconnected global economy and
the large global differences in labour costs. In this context, the European textile and
clothing sector has strived to remain competitive by increasing its productivity and
competitive strength. The sector has largely invested in innovation, quality, creativity,
and design and branding. Additionally, European companies have enhanced their market
position by focusing on higher-value added products, such as technical textiles, and
increased their competitiveness by expanding the variety of products.80
The technological changes and increased importance of global value chains, as well as
the emergence of international competitors, have shaped the industry in Europe
substantially. It has contributed to the leading position of European companies as
producers for technical and industrial textiles and non-woven products such as industrial
filters and hygiene products. Textiles produced in Europe are further used in the
automotive and medical sectors.81
EU trade in textile and clothing
The EU is the world’s second largest exporter of textile and clothing, following China. In
2015, it represented 24 per cent of global textile exports and 26 per cent of global
clothing exports. 82 The top three exporting economies – China, the EU and India –
account for almost two-thirds of world exports. In recent years, the top ten exporting
countries have experienced a decline in the value of their exports. The largest export
declines were experienced by the EU, with a decline by 14 per cent compared to 2014,
and Turkey with a 13 per cent decline.83
The EU is the world’s top importer of textile and clothing. In 2015, EU imports
represented 22.1 per cent of global textile and clothing imports. The EU is followed by
the US and China, which respectively accounted for 9.6 and 6.1 per cent of global
imports. 84 EU imports have been relatively volatile, but have increased annually since
2014. Between 2011 and 2016, imports of textile and clothing (HS Chapters 50-63)
increased by 15.7 per cent to EUR 106,869 million. The majority of these imports are
clothing, falling under GSP Section S-11b (HS Chapters 61-63), while textiles under GSP
Section S-11 (HS Chapters 50-60) make up less than 20 per cent of total imports.
78

Euractiv. (2017). European Textiles and Fashion: facts & Figures. Available at:
http://euratex.eu/pages/infographics/
79
Euractiv. (2016). European Textiles and Fashion: facts & Figures. Available at:
https://www.euractiv.com/section/innovation-industry/infographic/european-textiles-and-fashion-facts-figures/
80
European Commission. (2017). Textiles and clothing in the EU. Available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/fashion/textiles-clothing/eu_en
81
European Commission. (2017). Textiles and clothing in the EU. Available at:
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Textile and clothing products are mainly imported under MFN, which accounted for
around 40 per cent of the imports in 2016.
120,000

IN MILLION EUR

100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
0
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Figure 3: EU imports of textile and clothing (2011-2016)85

Global value chains play a significant role for the European textile and clothing industry.
The industry is globally integrated and sources raw materials as well as finished products
from economies outside the EU market. The extent of integration varies according to the
specific products and ranges from production sharing and supply chains to production
outsourcing and vertical integration. Due to the diversity of the industry, European
companies can either benefit from or compete with textile and clothing imports.86
The global value chain approach has proven particularly beneficial for the EU clothing
industry. The production of garments is geographically widespread and garments
designed in Europe are produced from raw material obtained and further transformed in
outside markets.87 European producers benefit from the increased import opportunities
and the possibility to outsource this particularly labour-intensive production. The
European clothing industry complements its production with imports obtained under the
GSP scheme or other market access instruments. 88 The positive impact of these
developments has to be considered in the context of the overall restructuring of the EU
industry and the shift in products produced by the EU. 89
Stakeholders have argued that the effects of increased textile and clothing imports on EU
competitiveness have been diverse across different segments of the industry. A
distinction can be made between the clothing and the textile producing industry. While
the former generally benefits from imports of textiles and relatively low production costs
through the global value chain, the latter is negatively affected by the increasing import
of textiles as it increases competitive pressure on the industry. The EU textile sector is
research and machinery intensive, which makes delocalisation of the production less
interesting for companies. The production chain in this sector is hence largely kept within
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Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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the EU.90 The industry thus faces increased competition from outside markets, which has
significantly impacted the production of textile in the EU. The home textile production in
Belgium is an example of this development. 91
EU producers of premium-fashion are also negatively impacted by the increasing textile
and clothing imports. While these high-end producers benefit from cheap fabrics
imported from abroad, they produce their garments in the EU, mainly in Romania and
Bulgaria. Their high quality, and more expensive, products compete with the abundant
import of cheap clothing.92
4.1.2.
Trade in textile and clothing under the GSP
Imports of textiles and clothing under Sections S-11a and S-11b are the main category
of imports under the GSP. The Sections’ share in the total GSP imports has increased
significantly from 22 per cent between 2011 and 2013, to 42 per cent in 2014 and 50
per cent in 2016.
In 2016, EU imports of textile and clothing from GSP beneficiaries accounted for 36.6 per
cent of all EU textile and clothing imports. Table 4 reveals that there are large
differences in the value of imports from countries under the different regimes. These
differences are mainly influenced by the number of countries in each arrangement and
their main industries. We can see where imports significantly increased from both EBA
and GSP+ beneficiaries between 2011 and 2016. In 2016, imports from EBA
beneficiaries accounted for 18 per cent of textile imports, while imports from GSP
beneficiaries amounted to 4.8 per cent. On the other hand, imports from Standard GSP
beneficiaries has progressively decreased from EUR 20,840 million in 2011 to EUR
14,045 million in 2016. Their imports accounted for 13.1 per cent of the EU’s textile
imports in 2016.

Table 4: EU imports of textile and clothing from GSP beneficiaries in millions of euros (2011-2016)
Arrangement
Imports from Standard
GSP beneficiaries
Imports from GSP+
beneficiaries
Imports from EBA
beneficiaries
Total imports from
GSP beneficiaries
Total imports with GSP
preferences
Total textile and
clothing imports

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

20,840

18,831

18,479

13,270

13,804

14,045

3,674

3,265

3,482

4,319

5,054

5,140

10,127

11,295

12,569

14,494

18,075

19,932

34,642

33,392

34,530

32,084

36,934

39,118

20,589

20,456

21,126

24,908

29,309

31,216

92,366

88,285

88,308

96,351

105,839

106,869

Source: own calculations based on trade and tariff data supplied by the European Commission

Imports from beneficiary countries can further be broken down into two categories:
imports under the GSP preferences and imports under MFN arrangements. As illustrated
90

European Commission. (2011). The textile and clothing sector and EU trade policy. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2011/october/tradoc_148259.pdf
91
Stakeholder Contribution, 6 February 2017
92
Stakeholder input, 28 April 2017; Stakeholder input 6 February 2017
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in Figure 4 below, Standard GSP countries utilised their preferences the least and
exported 44 per cent of their textile and clothing exports under MFN arrangements in
2016. GSP+ and EBA beneficiary countries largely exported under the GSP regime. GSP+
beneficiaries exported 92.4 per cent of their goods under GSP, while EBA beneficiaries
utilized GSP preferences for 93.8 per cent of their exports. Table 4 reflects the
variabilities in textile imports under the three different GSP arrangements.

GSP+ Countries

Standard GSP Countries

EBA countries
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Figure 4: EU imports of textile and clothing from GSP beneficiary countries by tariff regime
(2016)93

There are several possible explanations as to why beneficiaries export under MFN instead
of GSP, for example a lack of awareness about GSP preferences. Furthermore, difficulties
in meeting the RoO criteria can lead to limited preference usage. An additional
explanation for limited preference utilisation can be the amount of work that goes into
applying for preferences compared to the benefits it provides. The preference margins
for textile and clothing exports are relatively low for Standard GSP beneficiaries due to
the classification as ‘sensitive products’. For Standard GSP beneficiaries, the average
preference margin is 1.62 per cent. EBA and GSP+ beneficiaries benefit from a
significantly higher average preference margin of 8.01 per cent. This difference can
result in the relatively lower utilisation of preferences by Standard GSP beneficiary
countries. The Project Team will further analyse these factors in interviews and meetings
with stakeholders and through further research into the textile and clothing sector in
beneficiary countries.
Standard GSP arrangement
Imports from Standard GSP beneficiaries accounted for 13 per cent of the total EU
imports of textiles and clothing in 2016. The largest exporter under the Standard GSP
arrangement was India. In 2016, India exported EUR 7,641 million worth of textile and
clothing to the EU, of which EUR 5,733 million were exported under GSP preferences.
India’s exports to the EU have steadily increased under the review period, especially
after the reformed scheme was introduced in 2014. However, from January 2014
onwards, India graduated for a number of product sections, including S-11a for textiles.

93

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Figure 5: EU imports of textiles and clothing under Standard GSP (2011-2016)94

Figure 6 below illustrates a progressive increase in India’s share in EU’s total imports
from Standard GSP countries over the years 2011-2016. Importantly, the value of
India’s textile exports increased despite of its graduation from Section 11-a preferences
in 2014. Over the period 2011-2013, average exports in this category amounted to EUR
6,639 million compared to EUR 7,376 million over the period 2014-2016. Increased
trade was a major factor contributing to the increase in its share in this category,
coupled with the exit of a number of competing countries from the GSP scheme after
2014.
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Figure 6: Share of EU imports of textile and clothing from India (2011-2016)95

GSP+ arrangement
Figure 7 below indicates that the annual growth rate of exports from selected GSP+
beneficiaries, namely Pakistan, Philippines and Mongolia, have varied over the years
2011-2016. Pakistan and the Philippines have been more or less consistent in reflecting
94

95

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
Ibid.
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growth over the period, with the exception of 2012 for Pakistan and 2013 for the
Philippines. Importantly in the post-regulation period, all countries have consistently
increased their exports, with the exception of Mongolia in 2016. It can also be observed
that there was a significant increase in Pakistan’s exports in 2014 (amounting to
approximately 25 per cent), primarily due to its transition from Standard GSP status to
GSP+ status.
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Figure 7: Annual growth rates of textiles and clothing exports for GSP+ beneficiaries (20112016)96

The value of exports under GSP+ also varied significantly between the top 4 exporting
countries. This is illustrated by Figure 8 below, which shows that Pakistan was by far
the leading GSP+ beneficiary in textile and clothing for all the years under investigation.
Pakistan exported EUR 4,638 million worth of textile and clothing in 2016, making up
97.7per cent of the total imports under GSP+. The Philippines exported EUR 213 million,
which accounted for only 1.8 per cent of the total exports under the arrangement in
2016. The third largest exporting country was Mongolia, which exported EUR 45 million
and held a value share of 0.3 per cent, followed by Cape Verde, which exported EUR 6
million and had a share of 0.1 per cent.

96

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

IN MILLION EUR

Cape Verde
Mongolia
Philippines
Pakistan
0

500

1,000

1,500

2016

2,000

2015

2,500

2014

3,000

2013

3,500

2012

4,000

4,500

5,000

2011

Figure 8: EU imports of textile and clothing under GSP+ (2011-2016)97

Utilisation of the preferences also fluctuated amongst the main exporters. In 2016, Cape
Verde had the highest utilisation rate, with almost 100 per cent of its exports in this
category being labelled as GSP exports. Pakistan also makes significant use of its
preferences under the scheme, exporting 95.9 per cent of its products in 2016 under
GSP+ preferences. The rates were significantly lower for Mongolia and the Philippines,
which exported 31.61 and 36.93 per cent of their textile and clothing products under
GSP+, respectively.
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Figure 9: EU imports of textile and clothing from GSP+ beneficiary countries by tariff regime
(2016)98

In 2016, Pakistan was the leading exporter of textile and clothing products from GSP+
beneficiaries. The country has benefitted from GSP+ preferences since January 2014 and
has since steadily increased its exports to the EU. Pakistan’s textile and clothing exports
to the EU have increased from EUR 3,850 million in 2014 to EUR 4,525 million in 2015 –
an increase by 17.5 per cent. However in 2016, annual export growth fell to 6.87 per
cent, amounting to EUR 4,837 million. Nevertheless,
97
98

Ibid.
Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Figure 10 below demonstrates the progressive increase in Pakistan’s share in total EU
imports originating from GSP+ beneficiaries, moving from a little over 88 per cent in
2011 to 94 per cent in 2016.
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Figure 10: Share of EU imports of textile and clothing goods from Pakistan (2011-2016)99

Over the course of stakeholder consultations, it was revealed that there was a significant
increase in Pakistan’s exports of textile and clothing products after 2013 in anticipation
of the change in its status from Standard GSP beneficiary to GSP+ beneficiary.100 It was
found that there was 24.3 per cent increase in exports in 2014 compared to 2013, which
is in fact higher that the annual rates of growth post GSP reform.
EBA arrangement
Textile and clothing imports from EBA beneficiaries have steadily increased from 2010 2016. From
Figure 11, we can see that textile and clothing imports increased by 55 per cent
between 2010 and 2011, which is significantly higher than the growth that was
evidenced between 2013 and 2014 when the GSP reform entered into force. The high
export growth in 2011 can be explained by introduction of the reformed RoO, which were
retained in the 2014 GSP reform. The reformed RoO relaxed the requirements for EBA
countries, allowing them to export based on single transformation in the country instead
of double transformation. Post-GSP reform, export growth was highest between 2014
and 2015, when exports increased from EUR 13,491 million to EUR 17,139 million.

99

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
Stakeholder contribution, 16 May 2017
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Figure 11: Value and annual growth rate of textile and clothing imports under EBA (2010-2016)101

Top exporters under the EBA regime were Bangladesh, Cambodia, Myanmar/Burma,
Laos and Nepal. The differences in export values among these countries are significant
as Bangladesh and Cambodia together account for 91.6 per cent of total exports from
EBA beneficiaries. Myanmar/Burma, Laos and Nepal exported EUR 873 million worth of
goods, accounting for 4.67 per cent of the total exports in 2016. The EU reinstated EBA
preferences for Myanmar/Burma in July 2013, after which the country has rapidly
increased its textile and clothing exports to the EU.
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Figure 12: EU imports of textile and clothing under the EBA (2011-2016)102

Bangladesh’s exports of textile and clothing products under the EBA regime have almost
doubled under the review period, from EUR 7,852 million in 2011 to EUR 14,608 million
in 2016. In 2016, its exports increased by 33.7 per cent compared to 2014. Cambodia
has also significantly increased its exports under the EBA, moving from EUR 964 million
in 2011 to EUR 3,159 million in 2016, an increase of 227.7 per cent.
101
102

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
Ibid.
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As illustrated in Figure 13 below, the main exporters under the EBA have significantly
utilized their preferences in the exportation of textile and clothing products to the EU.
Bangladesh had the highest utilisation rate of this group of countries in 2016, followed
by Myanmar/Burma which exported 95.7 per cent of its products under the EBA. Further,
Cambodia has exported EUR 3,159 million of textile and clothing products using EBA
preferences, constituting 93.4 per cent of its eligible exports in 2016.
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Figure 13: Utilisation of textiles and clothing preferences under the EBA regime (2016)103

Bangladesh is not only the main exporter of textile and clothing under the EBA, but also
across the whole GSP scheme. The country has continuously increased its exports under
the arrangement. Since 2014, its exports under the EBA have increased by 33.7 per cent
to EUR 14,608 million in 2016. As illustrated by Figure 14 below, Bangladesh has
consistently held a large share in the total textile and clothing imports under the EBA. In
2016, the country accounted for 76.3 per cent of all imports. However, its share has
been slightly decreasing, on average by 1.22 per cent per year since 2011.

103

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

100%
90%

IN MILLION EUR

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
2011

2012

Total EU Imports of Textiles under EBA

2013

2014

2015

2016

Total EU Imports of Textiles from Bangladesh

Figure 14: Share of EU imports of textile and clothing goods from Bangladesh (2011-2016)104

4.1.3.
Impact on producers in the EU
Under the GSP scheme, duties on non-sensitive products are altogether suspended,
while duties on sensitive products are entitled to tariff reductions. This is done in order
to ensure a satisfactory utilisation rate, while taking into account the requisite impact on
EU industries. Typically, ad-valorem duties are reduced by a flat rate of 3.5 percentage
points from the MFN duty rate for sensitive products. However, special measures apply
for textile and clothing products where a 20 per cent ad valorem duty reduction on
common customs tariff is applied.105 Additionally, automatic safeguard mechanisms can
be triggered.
The RoO play an important role in the textile and clothing industry. These rules specify
operations that must be carried out in the beneficiary country for an exported good to
confer originating status and be eligible for GSP preferences. Textile and clothing
production includes a sequence of production steps such as fibre processing and
spinning, weaving yarn into fabrics and sewing and cutting fabrics into garments. The
RoO specify that these production stages must be conducted in a beneficiary country to
confer originating status. For textile and clothing, the RoO require double transformation
for goods exported under GSP, i.e. fabric producers have to spin fibres into yarn and
weave yarn into fabrics. The arrangement has more relaxed RoO for EBA beneficiaries,
for which only a single transformation is required. 106 The reformed RoO were retained in
the 2014 GSP reform and have facilitated the utilisation of the GSP by producers in EBA
beneficiary countries.
As the textile and clothing industry is diverse, and the production chain is varied, so is
the impact of the GSP on producers in the EU. European producers are both competing
with and benefitting from imports under the GSP. The most significant changes
introduced by the reform can be taken as a point of departure to look into the impact on
104

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
European Commission. (2012). Regulation (EC) 978/2012. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/october/tradoc_150025.pdf
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European Commission. (2015). L343/339. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/resources/documents/customs/customs_duties/rules
_origin/preferential/annex_22-03_en.pdf
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the textile and clothing industry in the EU. The reform significantly reduced the number
of countries eligible for the preferences. The reform has further adapted the threshold
and administrative measures to apply the safeguard mechanism under the regulation.
Stakeholders have argued that the reduction of beneficiary countries has not reduced the
competitive pressure the industry is facing. This is explained by the fact that increased
export opportunities from remaining GSP beneficiary countries have been well-utilised.
The inclusion of Pakistan as a GSP+ beneficiary is a prime example of that process. As
result of its duty-free access to the EU market since becoming a GSP+ beneficiary in
2014, Pakistan has increased its exports to the EU, in particular for home textiles. This
has significantly increased the competitive pressure faced by the European home textile
industry. The increase in imports for that product category has been significant,
accounting for 23.38 per cent between 2014 and 2016.107
Additionally, the GSP reform introduced a simplified safeguard mechanism. However,
stakeholders have argued that the changes to the safeguard mechanism have not
brought along significant improvements and protection for the EU industry. Despite the
administrative simplification, triggering the safeguard mechanism is unlikely due to the
high thresholds.108 To trigger the safeguard mechanism, the average value of imports of
such products should exceed 47.2 per cent of the total imports for three consecutive
years 109 or should increase by 13.5 per cent in volume compared to the previous
calendar year. This does not apply for EBA beneficiaries, such as Bangladesh, or
countries whose share in the total EU imports does not exceed 6 per cent. 110
Furthermore, stakeholders argued that the lack of timely and consistent trade data
creates difficulties for the industry to monitor trade patterns under GSP and react
accordingly.111
In summary, it can be concluded that GSP reform has had varying impacts across
different segments of the textile and clothing industry, which has been confirmed
through the stakeholder consultation process. Overall, we have witnessed a positive
economic and social impact on the GSP beneficiary countries, especially in large textile
producers such as Pakistan and Bangladesh. In Pakistan, for example, the clothing
industry employs almost 40 per cent of the industrial work force and better employment
conditions and safety standards have been promoted through the GSP scheme,
contributing to social progress. In like manner, the EU has also initiated the
Sustainability Compact in Bangladesh’s RMG industry to further promote labour rights
and factory safety.
On the economic front, we have witnessed an increase in total EU imports under GSP
preferences over the period under review, even with the exit of China from the GSP
scheme and the graduation of India from Section 11-a from GSP preferences. As it
relates to EU producers in the textiles and clothing industry, there have been divergent
interests with regards to the scheme. Some EU clothing producers benefit from the
increased opportunity to manufacture products outside the EU and import them under
GSP. Hence, these producers have an interest in simplifying the RoO to provide less
restrictive measures towards the import of textile and clothing products, including a shift
from sensitive to non-sensitive product. On the other hand, interests in the textile
107

Data obtained from EUROSTAT.
Stakeholder contribution, 6 February 2017
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European Commission. (2015). Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2015/1978. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/march/tradoc_154347.pdf
110
European Commission. (2012). Regulation (EU) No. 978/2012. Available at:
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producing industry continue to lobby for greater protection within the GSP as a result of
increased competition.

4.2.

Impact of GSP on machinery sector

4.2.1.
Introduction
Machinery can be defined as “an assembly of components, at least one of which moves,
joined together for a specific application. The drive system of machinery is powered by
energy other than human or animal effort.”112
This analysis comprises GSP Section S-16, which includes products under the following
HS chapters:
HS

Description

84

Nuclear reactors, boilers, machinery and mechanical appliances, and parts thereof

85

Electrical machinery and equipment and parts thereof; sound recorders and reproducers;
television image and sound recorders and reproducers, and parts and accessories of such
articles

The machinery sector is part of the engineering sector, which more broadly is part of the
manufacturing sector. The EU machinery sector has been successful over the past
decades and realised a revenue growth of 5 per cent per year between 2010 and
2014.113 In 2013, the machinery and equipment sector was the main contributor to value
added in the European manufacturing industry – with a share of almost 12 per cent. 114
Approximately 92 thousand companies were active in the sector in 2013.115
In terms of employment, the machinery and equipment sector is the third most
important manufacturing industry in the EU – with a share of almost 10 per cent.116 In
2013, the sector employed more than 2.9 million persons. 117 More than half of the
workforce in the sector is employed in micro, small and medium-sized enterprises which
generate almost 45 per cent of the value added in the sector. 118
The most specialised EU Member State and the largest contributor to the sector’s added
value is Germany. In terms of specialisation, Germany held a 5.6 per cent share in the
total non-financial business economy added value in the EU. In terms of highest value
added, the country contributed 41.9 per cent to the EU-28 value added in the sector.119
On a global level, the European machinery and equipment industry is one of the main
players. China is the main producer of machinery and holds a 38 per cent share, while

112

European Commission. Machinery. Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/mechanicalengineering/machinery_en
113
VDMA and McKinsey&Company. (2016). How to succeed: Strategic options for European machinery.
Available at: https://www.mckinsey.de/files/vdma_european_machinery_2016.pdf
114
Eurostat. (2013). Figure 1: Sectoral analysis of manufacturing. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Manufacturing_statistics_-_NACE_Rev._2
115
Eurostat. (2013). Table 2a: Sectoral analysis of key indicators, manufacturing. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Manufacturing_statistics_-_NACE_Rev._2
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Eurostat. (2013). Figure 1: Sectoral analysis of manufacturing. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Manufacturing_statistics_-_NACE_Rev._2
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Eurostat. (2013). Table 2a: Sectoral analysis of key indicators, manufacturing. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Manufacturing_statistics_-_NACE_Rev._2
118
Eurostat. (2013). Figure 5: Sectoral analysis of employment by enterprise size class, manufacturing; Figure
6: Sectoral analysis of value added by enterprise size class, manufacturing. Available at:
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the EU comes second with a 26 per cent share. The third largest player in the market is
the US, which produced around 14 per cent of the global production.120
EU trade in machinery
The European machinery and equipment sector is highly export-oriented;, approximately
66 per cent of its revenues are generated abroad.121 In 2016, EU exports to the rest of
the world accounted for EUR 449.8 billion – an increase of 1 per cent compared to 2013.
The exports mainly fall under HS Chapter 84, which made up two-thirds of the EU
machinery exports in 2016. The main destinations for EU exports were the US,
accounting for 19.8 per cent, followed by China with 11.5 per cent. Russia, Turkey and
Switzerland had a combined share of 4.8 per cent.122
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Figure 15: Value and annual growth rate of EU machinery imports (2011-2016)123

However, the EU also depends on imports of machinery, including parts of machinery for
its own production. Figure 15 above shows the value and annual growth rate of EU
machinery over the period 2011-2016. While overall there is an upward trend in the
imports of machinery, the import in terms of value tended to fluctuate. Between 2011
and 2016, the total imports have increased by 17.8 per cent – from EUR 323.6 billion to
EUR 381.2 billion. The main machinery imports from the world include telephones,
automatic data-processing machines, voice recording and regeneration devices, turbojet
parts and turbo propellers, processors and printers.
4.2.2.
Trade in machinery under the GSP
Imports of machinery under Section S-16 are the third largest category of imports under
the GSP scheme, following Section S-11 on textiles and clothing and Section S-12 on
120
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footwear, headgear, umbrellas and similar products. The Section’s share in the total GSP
imports has remained relatively constant over the period 2011-2016, fluctuating
between 7 and 9 per cent. In 2016, the share of machinery was 8 per cent.
The main machinery products imported from GSP beneficiary countries are different from
those imported from the rest of the world. Under the GSP, the EU mainly imports ignition
wiring sets, internal combustion piston engine parts, and static converters, parts of taps,
cocks, valves, video recording devices, smoothing irons, and electric accumulators.

Table 5: EU imports of machinery from GSP beneficiaries in millions of euros (2011-2016)
Arrangement
Imports from Standard
GSP beneficiaries
Imports from GSP+
beneficiaries
Imports from EBA
beneficiaries
Total imports from
GSP beneficiaries
Total imports with GSP
preferences
Total machinery
imports

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

43,050

45,968

49,068

23,926

22,391

24,935

5,294

5,651

5,453

5,488

4,442

3,805

66

69

67

102

187

287

50,421

53,700

56,601

31,530

29,035

31,043

6,955

7,326

7,641

5,493

4,425

4,694

323,627

324,106

314,064

328,325

383,289

381,195

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.

EU imports of machinery from GSP beneficiaries were very small over the period under
investigation– they accounted for less than 20 per cent and, since 2014, for less than 10
per cent of the total EU imports of machinery. While the total imports experienced an
upward trend over the past years,
Table 5 shows that the imports from GSP beneficiaries significantly declined since the
reformed scheme was introduced. Since 2011, imports steadily increased up to 2013.
However in 2014, imports from GSP beneficiary countries dropped by almost 45 per cent
compared to 2013. This sharp decline can be explained by the reduction in the number
of beneficiary countries post GSP reform. As a result of the tightened eligibility criteria, a
number of main exporters of machinery to the EU – such as Malaysia, Mexico, Tunisia
and Costa Rica – could no longer utilise the GSP tariff preferences. The further decline in
2015 can be explained by the exclusion of Thailand in 2015, which in 2014 exported EUR
7,129 million worth of machinery to the EU.
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Figure 16: EU imports of machinery from GSP beneficiary countries by tariff regime (2016)124

Figure 16 reveals that GSP beneficiaries largely export their products under MFN
arrangements rather than under the GSP scheme. Standard GSP beneficiaries utilized
their preferences the most of all the three categories of beneficiaries. As previously
shown in
Table 5, of the EUR 31,043 million worth of machinery imports from GSP beneficiaries in
2016, only EUR 4,694 million were imported using GSP preferences. This amounted to
15 per cent of total imports from GSP beneficiary countries. There are several possible
explanations for this, for example a lack of awareness about GSP preferences, difficulties
in meeting the RoO criteria or limited benefits from using the scheme due to low
preference margins or time-consuming paperwork. The preference margins for
machinery are relatively low compared to some other GSP Sections – on average 2.06
per cent for Standard GSP and 2.32 per cent for GSP+ and EBA. This is only a slight
decrease from the margin in 2011, which was 2.07 per cent for Standard GSP and 2.35
per cent for GSP+ and EBA.
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Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Figure 17: EU imports of machinery under GSP (2011-2016)125

In 2011, the EU imported EUR 6,955 million worth of machinery with GSP preferences,
which decreased to EUR 4,964 million in 2016. The EU mainly imported from Standard
GSP beneficiaries under the scheme, which was evidenced by the relatively high imports
in terms of value and the relatively high utilisation of preferences. More than half of the
imports under the scheme came from India, followed by Indonesia at almost 20 per cent
and Ukraine with almost 13 per cent. The Philippines was the only significant GSP+
beneficiary country which exported under the scheme over the period, holding a 4.8 per
cent share in 2016. EU imports of machinery under the GSP by beneficiary for the years
2011 to 2016 is depicted in Figure 18 below.

125

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Figure 18: EU imports of machinery under the GSP by beneficiary country (2016)126

Standard GSP arrangement
Between 2011 and 2013, machinery imports from Standard GSP beneficiaries steadily
increased by 12.3 per cent. Figure 19 demonstrates that the machinery imports from
Standard GSP beneficiaries decreased by more than half after the introduction of the
reformed scheme due to the exclusion of Standard GSP beneficiaries that no longer met
the scheme’s eligibility criteria. The decrease in actual imports with GSP preferences was
less significant – from EUR 7,428 million in 2013 to EUR 5,292 million in 2014. This
further decreased due to the exclusion of Thailand to EUR 4,459 million in 2016.
Between 2015 and 2016, imports from Standard GSP beneficiaries increased by 6.9 per
cent, while imports with GSP preferences increased by 6.1 per cent.
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Figure 19: EU machinery imports from Standard GSP beneficiaries by tariff regime (2011-2016)127
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Ibid. Pie chart is to be read in a clock-wise direction.
Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Over the period 2011-2016, the five main exporters under the Standard GSP
arrangement were India, Indonesia, Ukraine, Vietnam and Sri Lanka, as displayed in
Figure 20 below. Other beneficiary countries exported less than EUR 1 million to the EU
in 2016. With the exception of Sri Lanka, all the aforementioned countries have
managed to increase their exports under the GSP since 2014. The utilisation of
preferences by Standard GSP beneficiaries is relatively high compared to GSP+ and EBA
beneficiaries. Both India and Ukraine exported more than half of their machinery
products under the GSP in 2016, while for Indonesia, GSP exports in this category was
more than 40 per cent. Sri Lanka used preferences for approximately 25 per cent of its
exports. However, Vietnam exported less than 5 per cent of its products under GSP.
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Figure 20: EU machinery imports under Standard GSP (2011-2016)128
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Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Due to the low utilisation of GSP preferences by Vietnam, Figure 20 provides a distorted
picture of the total value of machinery imports from Vietnam. Vietnam is by far the
largest exporter of machinery of all the GSP beneficiaries. Since 2011, Vietnam has
managed to increase its exports to the EU by almost 400 per cent – from EUR 3,467
million in 2011 to EUR 17,268 million in 2016. The share of imports from Vietnam in the
total EU imports from Standard GSP beneficiaries has increased from less than 10 per
cent in 2011 to more than 20 per cent in 2013 and further increased to almost 70 per
cent in 2016. Its exports under the GSP have increased from EUR 66 million to EUR 566
million between 2011 and 2016. The EU and Vietnam concluded an FTA in February
2016, which will make Vietnam ineligible for GSP preferences. Vietnam will cease to
benefit from GSP preferences two years after entry into force of the FTA.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
2011

2012

EU Imports of Machinery from Vietnam

2013

2014

2015

2016

Total EU Imports of Machinery from Standard GSP Countries

Figure 21: Share of EU machinery imports from Vietnam (2011-2016)129

GSP+ arrangement
As demonstrated by
Table 5 above, machinery imports from GSP+ beneficiaries have also declined over the
period. However, the downward trend only started in 2015. This can be explained by the
gradual reduction of exports from Costa Rica following as it transitioned to a free trade
agreement regime with the EU. Nevertheless, it is revealed in Figure 22 that GSP+
countries utilized their preferences more in 2016 compared to 2011, moving from EUR
126 million to EUR 229 million.
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Figure 22: EU machinery imports from GSP+ beneficiaries by tariff regime (2011-2016)130

In 2016, the two main exporters under the GSP+ arrangement were the Philippines and
Pakistan, as displayed in Figure 23 below. In 2015, Armenia also exported machinery to
the EU under the GSP+ arrangement, but only for EUR 70,000 worth of goods. While the
Philippines have steadily increased their exports under the GSP+, Pakistan’s exports
have remained relatively stable despite the additional preferences received when the
country was granted GSP+ status in 2014. This behaviour of Pakistan´s exports could
reflect supply and capacity constraints of Pakistan in apparel industry.
The utilisation of preferences for machinery exports by GSP+ beneficiaries has been low.
In 2016, Pakistan exported approximately 17 per cent of its machinery products under
the GSP+, while the Philippines and Armenia used preferences for respectively 7 and
6 per cent of their exports. Other GSP+ beneficiaries – notably Mongolia, Paraguay,
Cape Verde and Bolivia – did export to the EU, but did not utilise the GSP+ preferences.

130

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Figure 23: EU machinery imports under GSP+ (2011-2016)131

As a result of the low use of preferences by the Philippines, Figure 24 does not provide
the complete picture of machinery imports from GSP+ beneficiary countries. Imports
have been volatile under the review period, but in general the value of the imports is
higher in 2016 than in 2011. The exception is Pakistan, whose exports to the EU
decreased by 37 per cent from EUR 29 million to EUR 18.3 million. The Philippines
increased its machinery exports by 23.9 per cent from EUR 3,044 to EUR 3,773 million in
2016. The country managed to increase its share in total GSP+ imports of machinery
from 57.4 per cent in 2011 to 99.2 per cent in 2016.
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Figure 24: Share of EU machinery imports from the Philippines (2011-2016)132

EBA arrangement
The share of imports from EBA beneficiaries in the total machinery imports is small –
0.075 per cent in 2016. Similarly, the EBA beneficiaries accounted for 0.92 per cent of
the total imports from GSP beneficiaries.

131
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Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Table 5 shows that machinery imports from EBA beneficiaries have steadily increased
since 2011, with a significant increase in imports since 2014. Between 2011 and 2013,
imports increased by 1.7 percent; while between 2014 and 2016, imports increased by
182.2 per cent. In terms of value, imports increased from EUR 66.4 million in 2011 to
EUR 287.9 million in 2016. This can partly be contributed to the revised eligibility criteria
under the reformed scheme, which excluded a number of big exporters of machinery.
Actual imports with EBA preferences have also significantly increased – by 51.6 per cent
between 2011 and 2013 and by 128.3 per cent between 2014 and 2016. The imports
with EBA preferences make up 0.11 per cent of the total imports with GSP preferences.
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Figure 25: EU machinery imports under EBA in millions of euros (2011-2016)133

There are only five EBA beneficiary countries that export a significant part of their
products with preferences: Myanmar/Burma, Cambodia, Laos, Bangladesh and Nepal.
Myanmar/Burma’s exports under EBA have rapidly increased since its preferences were
reinstated in 2013. For other EBA beneficiaries, exports under the scheme have heavily
fluctuated or decreased over the years.

133

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Figure 26: EU machinery imports under EBA by selected originating countries (2011-2016)134

The utilisation of preferences has been particularly low for EBA beneficiaries compared to
Standard GSP and GSP+ beneficiaries. While all EBA countries export machinery to the
EU to a certain extent, only 13 countries use GSP preferences. Myanmar/Burma,
Cambodia and Bangladesh exported approximately 10 per cent of their machinery
products with EBA preferences and Nepal uses preferences for 14.6 per cent of their
exports. On the contrary, Laos utilises preferences for 80 per cent of its machinery
exports.
Due to the low utilisation rate of some EBA beneficiaries, Figure 27 does not include
exporting countries that hold a more significant share in the total EBA imports. Of these
countries, Ethiopia, Angola, Senegal and Equatorial Guinea export more than EUR 5
million worth of goods to the EU.
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Figure 27: Machinery imports from Ethiopia and Angola in millions of euros (2011-2016)135

Ethiopia and Angola have managed to significantly increase their machinery exports to
the EU without any significant utilisation of EBA preferences. Imports from Angola
134
135

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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decreased between 2011 and 2013 by 26.6 per cent after which it significantly increased
by 252.5 per cent between 2014 and 2016. Its share in the total EBA imports decreased
over the review period, from 21.5 per cent to 14.9 per cent. Similarly, Ethiopia’s exports
first decreased by 7.1 per cent between 2011 and 2013. Between 2014 and 2016,
Ethiopia expanded its exports by 5584.6 per cent, from EUR 2.6 million to EUR 147.8
million.
The country’s share in total EBA machinery imports increased from just over 2 per cent
in 2011 to more than 50 per cent in 2016. However, it is important to note that, even
though this boom in machinery exports in Ethiopia could be a sign of diversification, at
this point, more than 98 per cent of Ethiopia’s machinery exports to the EU are
concentrated on one single product: turbojets. However, upon further investigation of
Ethiopia’s global exports of this product, it was revealed that there were only minor
exports of this product, mainly to the Netherlands.
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Figure 28: Share of EU machinery imports from Ethiopia (2011-2016)136

4.2.3.
Impact on producers in the beneficiary countries
The EU imports of machinery have been relatively volatile under the review period.
However, overall there has been an upward trend in machinery imports. EU machinery
imports from GSP beneficiary countries increased until 2014, when several main
exporting countries were excluded from the scheme. The recent exclusion of Thailand
further contributed to this downward trend. This development is reflected in the trend in
imports with GSP preferences, which similarly declined in 2014 and 2015 and only
increased again in 2016. However, due to the low utilisation of preferences, the impact
on imports with GSP preferences was less significant.
There is a significant difference in the imports from different beneficiary groups. Imports
from Standard GSP beneficiaries were most affected by the exclusion of beneficiaries and
followed a trend similar to the one described above. Imports from GSP+ beneficiaries
increased until 2014, after which they continued to decrease. However, the imports with

136

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.

82

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
GSP+ preferences have increased since 2014. The imports from EBA beneficiaries have
rapidly increased from 2014 onwards.
The low utilisation of preferences for all arrangements, but in particular the EBA and
GSP+ arrangements, makes it difficult to assess the extent to which the scheme has
positively contributed to the expanding exports from the beneficiary countries. Some
beneficiary countries, such as Vietnam (Standard GSP), the Philippines (GSP+) and
Ethiopia (EBA), have significantly expanded their exports to the EU, especially since
2014. However, these countries mostly or completely export their products to the EU
under MFN. It is therefore questionable whether this success can be ascribed to the
scheme at all. Other factors may have a more significant impact on their expansion of
machinery exports. For example, in the case of Ethiopia, the Government actively seeks
to promote its manufacturing industry through its Growth and Transformation Plans
(GTPs).
It is furthermore difficult to assess whether these countries have been able to expand
their exports as a result of the reduction in the number of beneficiaries. Due to the low
utilisation of preferences, the exclusion of beneficiaries had a limited impact on the
imports under the scheme. Additionally, because these countries do not fully utilise their
preferences, they continue to compete on an equal basis under MFN, as for most
excluded countries there is no other preferential market access arrangement in place.
The low utilisation of preferences does provide potential for beneficiaries to benefit from
the scheme. The GSP can provide an important opportunity and incentive for beneficiary
countries to diversify their exports towards machinery.
The Project Team will further analyse the impact of the scheme on producers in
beneficiary countries through further data analysis, interviews and meetings with
stakeholders, the Online Public Consultation and by further research into the sector, for
example on the low utilisation of preferences.
4.2.4.
Impact on producers in the EU
The negative impact of the scheme on producers in the EU is expected to be relatively
limited for a number of reasons. First of all, the EU only imports a small percentage of its
machinery products from GSP beneficiary countries. This has further decreased when the
reformed scheme entered into force in 2014, as a number of main exporting countries
were excluded from GSP preferences. In 2016, only 7.6 per cent of the total machinery
imports originated from GSP beneficiaries.
Secondly, the average preference margin for GSP Section S-16 is relatively low and
decreased further as compared to 2011. As such, the actual duty reduction and
suspension can only provide producers in the beneficiary countries with a relatively
limited competitive advantage – which they would not have had without the GSP – vis-àvis EU producers. The exception could be for goods included under the product lines
“Reception apparatus for radio-broadcasting” and “Monitors and projectors”, which have
tariffs of more than 10 per cent.
Thirdly, the utilisation of preferences by the beneficiary countries is particularly low. This
is especially true for GSP+ and EBA beneficiaries, which receive duty free access to the
EU market for all products covered under HS Chapters 84 and 85. Instead, beneficiary
countries export their machinery products under MFN. Since 2014, there has been no
significant increase in the utilisation of GSP preferences by the beneficiary countries. The
machinery products imported with preference only made up 1.2 per cent of the total EU
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machinery imports. Thus, only a small number of products that enter the EU market
benefit from duty reduction or suspension through the scheme.
A number of beneficiaries – most notably Vietnam (Standard GSP), the Philippines
(GSP+) – have rapidly increased their exports of machinery products to the EU under
the review period. However, these countries are characterised by a particularly low
utilisation of preferences. The scheme could have a more substantial impact on
producers in the EU if these countries were able to fully utilise their preferential access
to the EU market.
The positive impact of the reform to reduce the competitive pressures faced by the EU
industry is also expected to be relatively limited. The honed eligibility criteria introduced
by the reform excluded some of the main machinery exporting countries from the
scheme, which could have a positive impact in reducing the competitive pressures faced
by EU industry. Some countries, including Costa Rica, were excluded on the basis of
other preferential market access arrangements with the EU. 137 As such, their exclusion
will have a limited impact on reducing competitive pressures for EU industry.
However, other countries were excluded due to their status as upper-middle income
country. 138 Without any other market access arrangements in place, these countries
have to pay the Common Customs Tariff to import to the EU. Examples of these are
Malaysia, which in 2013 exported EUR 1,117 million to the EU with preferences, and
Thailand, which in 2014 exported EUR 1,538 million to the EU under the scheme.
However, as mentioned above, the preference margin and the utilisation of preferences
are low and the exclusion of these countries is thus only expected to have a limited
positive impact.
The EU industry mainly faces competitive pressures from China, which is able to produce
faster and at lower costs than the EU. 139 However, China had already graduated for
exports under GSP Section S-16 since Regulation (EC) No. 980/2005 due to its high
competitiveness in this industry and could thus no longer benefit from GSP
preferences.140 As such, the exclusion of China as a GSP beneficiary has had no impact
on the EU industry.
The GSP also provides benefits to the EU industry, which is also relying on imports of
machinery parts for its own production process. Among the ten main import products
under the GSP are: ignition wiring sets and parts for internal combustion engines, taps
and valves and electric accumulators. The duty reduction and suspension granted by the
GSP provides the industry with lower import costs and as such lowers the production
costs of machinery in the EU.
The Project Team will further analyse the impact of the scheme on EU producers through
further data analysis, interviews and meetings with stakeholders, the Online Public
Consultation and by further research into the sector, for example by looking at the
difference between machinery imported under the GSP and machinery produced by the
EU.
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5.

Case studies on Bolivia and Pakistan

This section will provide an in-depth overview of the impact of the GSP+ in Pakistan and
Bolivia, analysing the economic, social, environmental, and human rights impact of the
GSP+.

5.1 Impact of GSP+ on Bolivia
5.1.1.

Introduction to the country in focus

Figure 29: Country profile141

The Plurinational State of Bolivia is a bicameral presidential republic currently led by
President Evo Morales who is both the head of state and head of government. The last
general elections took place in October 2014 in which the ruling Party , the Movimiento al
Socialismo (MAS) won a two-thirds majority in both legislative branches. The elections
resulted in a record number of 53 per cent female representation in the legislative
branch.142
Via a national referendum in 2009 a new Constitution was adopted, establishing a novel
legal and policy framework in Bolivia. The Constitution includes provisions towards a
more decentralized political system and defines Bolivia as a unitary, plurinational and
secular state. It further includes strengthened rights and participation for the indigenous
people in the country and establishes recognition of indigenous-campesino selfgoverning entities facilitating their participation in state politics. In addition, the
Constitution has established a mixed-economic system as the country’s natural
resources in particular gas and oil have been nationalised via the Constitutional
reform.143
In the past decade, Bolivia’s economy has benefitted from high commodity prices and a
well-suited macroeconomic policy. The Government has increased public investments
and made considerable efforts to reduce poverty. Bolivia has established current account
and fiscal balance surpluses and significantly decreased public debt. In recent years, the
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country’s debt GDP ratio has grown from 35.71 per cent in 2011 to 42.10 per cent in
2016.144
Due to external factors such as declining commodity prices, Bolivia’s GDP growth
decreased from 6.8 per cent in 2013 to 4 per cent in 2016. In this context, the
Government has pursued expansive policies and issued the national Economic and Social
Development Plan. This Plan lays out the vision to to maintain steady economic growth
in Bolivia and increase the country’s performance on indicators such as poverty, life
expectancy and access to basic services. The Plan also includes government
commitments to increased public investment and provides the framework for
investments in areas such as infrastructure, hydrocarbon exploration, industrialization of
natural gas (fertilizers and plastics) and hydroelectric energy generation.145
The World Bank has identified several structural challenges to the country’s development
agenda. In order to manage these, the World Bank is calling for further prudent
management to uphold macroeconomic stability, improved public spending efficiency and
attention to the returns on large-scale investment projects.146
Trade relations between Bolivia and the EU
The EU and Bolivia are longstanding trade and development partners and have
established extensive political and economic relations over the past decades. From 1990
to 2005, Bolivia benefitted from the Special Incentive Arrangement to Combat Drug
Production and Trafficking. The arrangement provided duty-free access to the EU market
for selected industrial and agricultural products. In addition to improving the economic
and social development, this aimed to provide Bolivia with export opportunities for
substitution crops to support the combat of illicit drug production.147
The current trade relations between the EU and Bolivia are regulated under GSP+.
Bolivia became a beneficiary when the arrangement was introduced on 1 January 2006.
Strengthened trade relations could result from Bolivia’s and the EU’s cooperation in the
context of the Andean Community. Colombia, Peru and Ecuador have concluded a
comprehensive trade agreement with the EU, eliminating tariffs, increasing market and
public procurement access, and reducing technical barriers to trade. As a member of the
Andean Community, Bolivia will also have the possibility to seek accession to this trade
agreement.148
There is further cooperation between the EU and Bolivia through bilateral dialogues and
meetings. The EU works closely with Bolivia in areas such as development cooperation,
economic cooperation and humanitarian aid.149 As laid out in the Multiannual Indicative
Programme for Bolivia, EU strategic objectives in Bolivia cover (i) a politically stable
Bolivia, (ii) enhanced dialogue and cooperation in order to reduce the supply and transit
of drugs, (iii) a transparent, reliable and predictable business environment (iv)
strengthened regional cooperation in areas of security and economy, and finally (v)
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constructive dialogue on climate change and environmental protection. 150 Between 2014
and 2020, the EU will assist Bolivia with a budget of EUR 281 million in the areas of
justice reform, fight against illicit drugs and integrated water management.151
Trade relations between Bolivia and other countries
As a lower-middle income country Bolivia benefits from numerous trade facilitation and
market access programmes from multiple developed countries and institutions. 152 The
country benefits from preferential market access to Japan, Switzerland, Russia, Canada,
Australia, New Zealand, Norway, and the United States. 153 Out of these countries, the
United States and Japan are among Bolivia’s main export destinations. Bolivia is further
a partner in regional economic unions such as the Andean Community which is a
customs union including Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru. Next to that, Bolivia is an
associate member of the Common Market of the South (Mercado Común del Sur MERCOSUR) group, alongside Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru. Within MERCOSUR
tariff and non-tariff barriers on most intra-regional trade has been eliminated. As an
associate member, Bolivia benefits from tariff reductions of the scheme.154
Bolivia’s largest trading partners are its neighbouring countries Brazil and Argentina.
Bolivia’s exports to Brazil amounted to USD 1.3 billion (EUR 1.19 billion) in 2016. This
accounted for approximately 19 per cent share of Bolivia’s exports in that year.
Argentina and Bolivia have expanded their infrastructure to increase natural gas and fuel
trade. In 2016, Bolivia has exported goods with a total value of USD 806 million (EUR
741 million) The main export goods to both Brazil and Argentina fall in the HS Code
Segment 27, including mineral fuels, mineral oils and products of their distillation;
bituminous substances. Furthermore, Bolivia exports large amounts of HS 07 edible
vegetables and HS Chapter 8 edible fruits and nuts.155
Bolivia’s third largest trading partner is the United States. They have granted GSP
preferential market access to Bolivia since 1974. Under the GSP the United States allow
duty-free treatment for over 3,450 types of products. In 2016, the preferential exports
from Bolivia to the United States have accounted for 115 million USD (105 million EUR)
making Bolivia the US’ 12th largest trading partner under GSP.156
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European Commission. (2014). Multiannual Indiative Programme for Bolivia. Available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/mip-bolivia-2014-2016_en.pdf
151
European Commission. (2017). Bolivia. Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/node/432_es
152
EBRD. (2017). Trade Facilitation Programme. Available at: http://www.ebrd.com/work-with-us/tradefacilitation-programme.html; OECD. (2013). Trade Facilitation Indicators – Bolivia. Available at:
http://www.oecd.org/tad/facilitation/Bolivia_OECD-Trade-Facilitation-Indicators.pdf
153
Bolivia Trade Agreements. (2016). Available at: https://www.export.gov/article?id=Bolivia-TradeAgreements
154
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155
Trade Map. (2017). Bolivia. Available at:
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US Government. (2017). GSP by numbers. Available at:
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Figure 30: Main export destinations by share in total exports (2016)157

5.1.2.
Trade under the GSP+ arrangement
The EU is becoming an increasingly important trade partner for Bolivia. In 2016, the EU
was Bolivia’s fourth largest export destination. Figure 31 below shows that in terms of
monetary value, exports to the EU have increased by almost 50 per cent since 2011.
Bolivia’s exports to the EU have continuously increased at an average rate of
12.5 per cent per year until 2015. This year marked the peak in Bolivia’s exports to the
EU, with a total export value of EUR 588.8 million. This upward trend abruptly stopped in
2016, when the export value dropped by 11.25 per cent to EUR 522.6 million.

157

European Commission. European Union, Trade in goods with Bolivia. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2006/september/tradoc_113350.pdf. Pie-chart is to be read in a clockwise direction.
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Figure 31: Bolivia’s total exports to the EU (2011-2016)158

Figure 32 below demonstrates that Bolivia has a relatively diverse export basket under
the scheme. Its GSP+ exports to the EU are dominated by food and agricultural
products, such as cereals and preparations of cereals, which accounted for 56 per cent of
GSP+ exports in 2016. Several other agricultural and food products, including
beverages, spirits and vinegar, have also benefitted from GSP+ preferences and have
increased in export volume between 2011 and 2016. Other export products exported by
Bolivia include wood, leather products and chemicals.

158

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Figure 32: Composition of Bolivia's exports under GSP+ by HS Section (2016)159

Bolivia’s main export products to the EU, ores, slag and ash, are not traded under the
GSP+ regime but under MFN tariffs. When the analysis of the exports to the EU is
extended to include MFN exports, it becomes evident that export diversification in Bolivia
is relatively limited, and that its exports to the EU are largely dominated by mineral
resources. Out of the total export value in 2016, only EUR 58.3 million, or 11.2 per cent,
were eligible for GSP+.

159

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission. Pie chart is to be read
in a clock-wise direction. HS Chapters description: 10: Cereals; 18: Cocoa and cocoa preparations;19:
Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk; pastry cooks' products; 20: Preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts
or other parts of plants; 22: Beverages, spirits and vinegar; 28: Inorganic chemicals; organic or inorganic
compounds of precious metals, of rare-earth metals, of radioactive elements or of isotopes; 33: Essential oils
and resinoids; perfumery, cosmetic or toilet preparations; 41: Raw hides and skins (other than furskins) and
leather; 44: Wood and articles of wood; wood charcoal; 61: Articles of apparel and clothing accessories,
knitted or crocheted.
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Figure 33: Bolivia's exports and GSP+ preference utilisation (2011-2016)160

Bolivia does not fully utilise the preferences granted under the GSP+. As illustrated in
Figure 33, the average utilisation rate has decreased since 2013. In 2016, the
utilisation rate was 94 per cent, a decrease by 1.7 percentage points compared to 2015
and by 3.3 percentage point compared to 2013. During the stakeholder workshop, it has
become evident that there is a lack of awareness about GSP+ preferences and the
potential benefits of the scheme on Bolivia’s export growth. This limited awareness can
partly explain why the preferences are not fully utilised.
A more detailed analysis of the preference utilisation by Bolivia shows that utilisation in
general is relatively low among the top 10 GSP+ exports. As illustrated in Figure 34
below, HS Chapter 20 products (preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of
plants) utilises GSP preferences the most of all the listed categories of products , which
amounted to 100 per cent in 2016. This means that all exports in this category in 2016
were covered under GSP preferences. However, the value of exports was relatively
small. The utilisation for exports under HS Chapters 10 and 22, cereals as well as
beverages, spirits and vinegar, was also high at respectively 96.8 per cent and 98.7 per
cent, respectively.

160

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Figure 34: Preferential utilisation for 10 top exports (2016)161

For a large number of products, Bolivian exporters do not fully utilise the preferences
granted under the GSP+. As shown in Figure 34, five out of the top 10 export products
had utilisation rates of almost 0 per cent in 2016. The significantly higher average
utilisation rate can be explained by the high utilisation rate under HS Chapters 20, 22
and 10, which together accounted for 68 per cent of the country’s GSP+ exports in 2016.
5.1.3.

Impact of the GSP+ arrangement

Economic growth
Bolivia is classified as a lower middle income country by the World Bank. Bolivia has
experienced steady economic growth as a result of high commodity prices and a prudent
macroeconomic policy.162
To continue its positive economic development, the Government has set a target in the
2016-2020 National Economic and Social Development Plan for an average growth rate
of 5 per cent. To realise this vision, the country commits to increased public
investments, continuous macroeconomic stability and FDI promotion. 163
Between 2011 and 2016 Bolivia has experienced consistent growth in GDP. On average
the country’s GDP has increased by 5.48 per cent between 2011 and 2015. The GDP in
this period increased from almost USD 24 billion (EUR 22 billion) to USD 33 billion (EUR
30 billion). The per capita GDP has grown, from USD 2377.7 (EUR 2185.2) in 2011 to

161

Source: own calculations based on trade and tariff data supplied by the European Commission. HS Chapters
description: 8: Edible fruits and nuts; peel of citrus fruits or melons; 10: Cereals; 12: Oils seed and oleaginous
fruits; miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit; industrial or medicinal plants; straw and fodder; 20: Preparations
of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants; 22: Beverages, spirits and vinegar; 23: Residues and waste
from the food industry; prepared animal fodder; 26: Ores, slag and ash 41: Raw hides and skins (other than
furskins) and leather; 44: Wood and articles of wood; wood charcoal; 80: Tin and articles thereof.
162
World Bank. (2017). Bolivia Overview. Available at: http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/bolivia/overview
163
World Bank. (2017). Bolivia Overview. Available at: http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/bolivia/overview
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USD 3076.792 (EUR 2827.7) in 2015. This accounts for a total increase of 29 per cent in
the past 5 years.164
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Despite the improvements on a variety of dimensions, structural and institutional issues
continue to impede overall economic development of the country. The World Bank
reports that the strong state presence in the economy sector is a challenge for product
diversification and private investments.165
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Figure 35: GDP and GDP growth (2010-2015)166
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Bolivia’s constant economic growth in the past
decade has been supported by high commodity
prices and increased gas exports to Brazil and
Argentina. Additionally, the Government has used
the economic growth to increase the country’s
external and fiscal savings and managed to pile
up large international reserves, currently at 42
per cent of GDP. 167 In recent years, these
commodity prices have gone down, which has led
to a slow-down in GDP growth from 6.8 per cent
in 2013 to 4.8 in 2015. Further, Bolivia’s key
trading partners, Brazil and Argentina are
experiencing political and economic turmoil which
poses an additional challenge for the country’s
export sector.168

The service sector is the most important for
Bolivia and provided for 54 per cent of the GDP in
2015, constituting a 5 per cent increase from 2011. Secondly, industry has provided for
33 per cent of the value added to the GDP in 2015, a decrease of 6 per cent since 2011.
164

World Bank data. (2016). Available at:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG?locations=BO
165
World Bank. (2017). Bolivia Overview. Available at: http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/bolivia/overview
166
World Bank Data. (2016). Available at:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG?locations=BO
167
IMF. (2015). Annual Health Check: Bolivia. Available at:
http://www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2015/09/28/04/53/socar120815a
168
IMF. (2015). Annual report on Bolivia. Available at:
http://www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2015/09/28/04/53/socar120815a
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The agricultural sector accounts for 13 per cent of value added to the country’s GDP in
2015. As the third largest sector in the country, agriculture has contributed
approximately USD 3.379 billion (EUR 3.105 billion) to Bolivia’s GDP in 2015. This
constitutes a slight increase in comparison to 2011 where agriculture added USD 2.341
billion (EUR 2.151 billion) in value.169
Between 2011 and 2015 Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) into Bolivia has gone down
from USD 858.9 million (EUR 789.4 million) to USD 503.4 million (EUR 462.6 million).170
This constitutes a loss in FDI of 41.4 per cent between 2011 and 2015.
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Figure 37: FDI inflows (2011-2015)171
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Social impact
The rapid economic growth that Bolivia
has been experiencing in combination
with the wide ranging social reforms over
the past decade has had a positive social
impact in the country which can be seen
on various social indicators.
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(GNI) per capita. Between 2000 and
2015, Bolivia’s HDI improved by 11.04 per cent from 0.607 to 0.674. 172 This trend has
been steady since 2011 when the HDI value increased on average by 0.71 per cent per
year.173
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World Bank. Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS?locations=BO&view=chart
World Bank. Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS?locations=BO&view=chart
171
World Bank. Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS?locations=BO&view=chart
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UNDP. (2016). Human development Report 2016 Bolivia. Available at:
http://hdr.undp.org/sites/all/themes/hdr_theme/country-notes/BOL.pdf
170
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Bolivia’s 2015 HDI value is above average for countries in the medium human
development group. Nonetheless the country ranks below the average for countries in
the region as the average HDI value is 0.751 for countries in Latin America and the
Caribbean.174
Bolivia has an estimated total labour force of 5.4 million people. ILO estimates suggest
that 63.876 per cent of Bolivia’s female population was active in paid labour in 2016,
which constitutes an increase of 1.928 per cent since 2011. 175 The participation rate for
Bolivia’s male population is higher and stands at 82.589 per cent. 176 Reportedly, the
informal sector is large in Bolivia, absorbing 75 per cent of the total employment in the
non-agricultural sector.177
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Figure 39: Labour force (2010-2016)178

As part of the overall social and economic reform process the country is undergoing, the
minimum wage has been raised by 20 per cent in May 2014 from USD 141 (EUR 133)
per month to 215 USD (EUR 203).179 Existing income inequalities in Bolivia are attributed
to differences in urban/rural location, race and gender. 180
Bolivia’s unemployment rate has increased from 2.7 to 3.7 per cent between 2011 and
2016. To further the goal of eradicating unemployment in the country, the Government
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UNDP. (2016). Table 2: Trends in Human Development Index, 1999-2015. Available at:
http://hdr.undp.org/en/composite/trends
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UNDP. (2016). Human development Report 2016 Bolivia. Available at:
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Ulandssekretariatet. (2014). Bolivia Labour Market profile. Available at:
http://www.ulandssekretariatet.dk/sites/default/files/uploads/public/PDF/LMP/lmp_bolivia_2014_final_version_
revised.pdf
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Ulandssekretariatet(2014) Bolivia Labour Market profile. Available at:
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revised.pdf
180
Geiger. (2009). Poverty, Inequality and human development of indigenous people in Bolivia. Available at:
http://pdba.georgetown.edu/CLAS%20RESEARCH/Working%20Papers/WP17.pdf; IMF. (2015). Explaining
Inequality in Bolivia. Available at: https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/wp/2015/wp15265.pdf
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has outlined wide ranging public investment plans in the areas of science, energy and
transportations projects, hospitals, airports, and factories.181
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Figure 40: Unemployment rate (2010-2016)182

Out of many social issues that remain in the country, inequality is the most pressing.
Bolivia is home to a variety of ethnicities whereof indigenous people account for 62 per
cent of the total population.183 Main social indicators show that indigenous peoples have
significantly less access to social services and are economically disadvantaged in
comparison to non-indigenous peoples. 184 These inequalities become apparent in a
variety of dimensions, including mortality, morbidity rates and poverty. Estimates show
that indigenous households have on average half of what non-indigenous households
have to their disposal.185 In the area of education, inequality between the indigenous and
non-indigenous population is especially visible, with a lower completion - and entrance
rate - for indigenous groups than for non-indigenous.186
Economic growth and increased public spending on social policies such as health,
education, water and sanitation have been accompanied by a declining poverty rate in
the country. The Government has set in place a variety of social and economic policies
including three main wealth redistributive tools (Dignity Pension (Renta Dignidad), Bono
“Junto Pinto” and Bono “Juana Azurduy”). According to the IMF, these measures have
reached around 30 per cent of the population.187
The investment in social policies in the country has been supported by the increased
export revenues. The incidence of poverty decreased from 45.1 to 38.6 percent between
2011 and 2015. The decreasing poverty rates in Bolivia have had differing impacts on
the population in urban and rural areas. As in urban areas poverty rates fell from 36.8 to
30.6 per cent and for rural areas they decreased from 61.3 to 57.6 per cent between
181
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2011 and 2014. Despite these significant improvements, the stakeholders have argued
that poverty has increased in areas where only natural resources like quinoa and
chestnut are produced. 188The level of poverty and inequality in Bolivia continue to be
above the average for Latin America.189
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Figure 41: Poverty headcount ratio by national poverty lines (as percentage of population)190

A large proportion of indigenous farmers and inhabitants of more remote areas of the
country continues to struggle. Contributing to this situation is the underdeveloped
infrastructure and the difficult geography of the country, challenging conditions in
specific regions that cause stagnating agricultural productivity. Additionally, inhabitants
of remote areas encounter severe difficulties when attempting to access urban areas due
to the lack of adequate infrastructure preventing profitable access to markets. This
constitutes severe obstacles for farmers to sell their products and generate revenue on
their work.191
The Global Gender Gap Index places Bolivia on rank 23 out of 144 countries. Bolivia has
improved significantly on this dimension over the last decade and is among the top two
in Latin America.192 Bolivia further ranks among the top 3 countries worldwide in terms
of women representation in national legislative branches among Rwanda and Cuba.193
Despite the fact that Bolivia has achieved progress in the past, gender inequality
remains an issue. Women continue to be disadvantaged in comparison to men in various
dimensions; including access to endowments and economic opportunity and illiteracy
rate. In rural areas, 65 per cent of women live in poverty 194. Additionally, the rate of
gender-based violence against women is the highest in the region, 40 per cent of women
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have experienced some kind of violence by their partners. 195 In addition to that, surveys
show that in particular the female population is affected by a lack of awareness of citizen
rights and the boundaries of discrimination.196
Bolivia’s education system has undergone significant change since 1994. Bilingual
teaching has been expanded, taking account of the differing linguistic needs of the
culturally diverse nation. Reforms have taken account of the importance of teachers
training and education which has further been increased in the country.
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Figure 42: Public expenditure on education (as percentage of GDP) (2011-2014)197

The Bolivian Government has spent on average 6.7 per cent of its GDP on education
from 2011-2014. 198 It has increased its spending on education from 6.88 per cent of
GDP in 2011 to 7.29 per cent of GDP in 2014. The efforts have had a positive impact on
several indicators relating to education.
The net enrolment rate in primary education decreased between 2011 and 2013, from
93.28 per cent to 87.73 per cent. In 2014 and 2015 the net enrolment rate increased to
89.25 per cent in 2014 and 89.89 per cent in 2015. There is a slight discrepancy in the
enrolment of boys and girls. In 2015, the net enrolment rate for boys was 90.55 per
cent, compared to 89.19 per cent of the girls.199 The higher enrolment has also resulted
in an increase in mean years of schooling – from 8.0 years in 2011 to 8.2 years in
2015. 200 Overall, the literacy rate in Bolivia has increased to 94.5 per cent in 2014,
which constitutes an above-average value for Latin America.201
195

World Bank Group. (2015). Bolivia: Challenges and Constraints to Gender Equality and Women’s
Empowerment. Available at: http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/339531468190181959/pdf/103087WP-P154195-Box394854B-OUO-8-Bolivia-Gender-Report-ENGLISH-WEB.pdf
196
Ulandssekretariatet. (2014). Bolivia Labour Market profile. Available at:
http://www.ulandssekretariatet.dk/sites/default/files/uploads/public/PDF/LMP/lmp_bolivia_2014_final_version_
revised.pdf
197
World Bank. World Development Indicators. Available at:
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SE.XPD.TOTL.GB.ZS?locations=BO
198
World Bank. Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?locations=BO
199
World Bank. Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/country/bolivia
200
UNDP. (2016). Human Development Report 2016 – Bolivia. Available at:
http://hdr.undp.org/sites/all/themes/hdr_theme/country-notes/BOL.pdf
201
UNESCO (2015). Adult and Youth Literacy. Available at:
http://www.uis.unesco.org/literacy/Documents/fs32-2015-literacy.pdf

98

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
Bolivia has improved on a variety of health indicators and public health related
dimensions in recent years. Main health indicators such as life expectancy and infant
mortality rate show significantly better results. In 2015, the life expectancy at birth is 68
years for males and 73 for the female population, constituting an increase from 64 and
68 years respectively since 2010. Furthermore, the mortality rate of children under 5 has
decreased in the last decade from 62.6 to 42.5 per thousand births.202
The Bolivian Government has increased public expenditure on health to 6.3 per cent of
the GDP in 2014 in comparison to 5.4 in 2010.203 This increase in public expenditure on
health has lowered private health expenditures in the course of 5 years, decreasing from
85.31 to 82.72 per cent in 2014.204
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Figure 43: Public expenditure on health as percentage of GDP (2010-2014)205

Bolivia’s Government aims to provide universal health care to its population, and is
currently reforming its health care system. The first step towards universal health
coverage was taken in 2014 with “Ley 475 de Prestaciones de Servicios de Salud
Integral del Estado Plurinacional de Bolivia” (Law 475 for Provision of Comprehensive
Health Services).206
Environmental impact
The Environmental Performance Index (EPI) illustrates Bolivia’s improved performance
on meeting environmental policy targets for priority issues. The EPI assesses the
country’s ecosystem vitality, which analyses the protection of the ecosystem and natural
resource management, and environmental health, which analyses the protection of
human health from environmental harm. Compared to 2014, Bolivia’s overall EPI score
had improved by 2016.207
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Figure 44: Bolivia’s Environmental Performance Index score (2010-2016)208

One the other hand, the rapid economic growth Bolivia has experienced has also resulted
in negative environmental impacts to be seen in a variety of environmental challenges.
In rural areas, 50 per cent of the population is exposed to extremely vulnerable
environment and weather changes. 209 In 2013, Bolivia’s per capita CO2 emissions
reached 1.895 metric tons, an increase of 29.8 per cent in less than a decade. 210
Furthermore deforestation has increased at a rapid rate alongside increased soil and
water pollution.211 The Environmental Risk Exposure (ERE) indicator shows that unsafe
water is Bolivia’s greatest environmental public health problem. 212 Water shortages and
dried out water resources constitute major environmental challenges for the country.
Another main environmental concern is soil erosion caused by overgrazing,
unsustainable cultivation methods and intensive use of chemical fertilizers, which
increased of 13 per cent over the period 2011-2014, thereby endangering agricultural
lands.213

Figure 45: ND-GAIN Index Vulnerability and Readiness (1995-2015)214
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Climate change poses a significant threat for Bolivia. Out of the 181 countries assessed
for the ND-GAIN Country Index, Bolivia was ranked 127th most vulnerable country. In
addition to being highly vulnerable to the effects of climate change, low readiness to deal
with the impact of climate change has been reported.215
As illustrated above, Bolivia’s vulnerability to the impacts of climate change has
decreased since 1995 but stagnated over the past five years. The country’s readiness
has increased over the same time span. 216 Overall, in Bolivia the level of awareness
towards climate change is very high. In a recent survey published by the World Bank
over 85 per cent of respondents view global climate change as a “very serious problem”
while only 2 per cent of respondents see climate change as “not a serious problem”. 217
Bolivia’s emission of greenhouse gasses (GHG) and CO2 has increased in recent years.
Between 2009 and 2013, total GHG emissions increased by 20.03 per cent and total CO2
emissions increased by 34.52 per cent. Despite the increase of Bolivia’s emission of GHG
and CO2 they only make up a small part of the global emissions – in 2013, Bolivia’s GHG
emissions are 0.10 per cent of the total, while its CO2 emissions are 0.054 per cent of
the total.218
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Figure 46: CO2 and GHG emissions per capita in Bolivia and the world average (2009-2013)219

Bolivia exports agricultural products to the EU. The main products in these categories
include (i) HS Chapter 8 Edible fruit and nuts: Mainly Brazil nuts and lemons and (ii) HS
Chapter 10 Cereals: Mainly quinoa and other cereals.
Only a small percentage of the land area in Bolivia is suitable for intensive agriculture.
Large parts of the soil have little depth and are fragile and easily eroded. The area of
eroded soil in Bolivia is estimated to account for 43 million hectares. The magnitude of
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eroded soil impedes large-scale augmentation of agricultural productivity in the
country.220
Through growth in exports of agricultural products the consumption of fertilisers has
increased. This can be seen in the 13 per cent increase of fertiliser consumption between
2011 and 2014. In 2011, 8.017 kg of fertiliser was used per hectare of arable land in the
country. In 2014, this had increased to 9.07 kg.221
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Figure 47: Fertiliser consumption in kg per hectare of arable land.222

Bolivia has an estimated 50 million hectares of forest, and thereby the highest amount of
forests per capita in the world. The country is using this wealth of natural resources to
increase its exports. Bolivia is increasingly exporting timber products under HS 44 Wood
and Articles of Wood, Wood Charcoal, including largely products such as wood, sheets
for veneering, doors and builders. The timber industry mainly extracts wood from the
Amazon.223 This has led to a reduction in forest coverage area, which decreased between
2011 and 2015 from 51.62 per cent to 50.55 per cent.224
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Figure 48: Forest area as a percentage of land area (2005-2015)225

An estimated 800,000 hectares of forest area is classified as degraded. Timber
extraction has led to degradation by removing and damaging biomass. This is especially
caused by illegal extraction activities when not in compliance with sustainability
requirements and rules.226
Human rights impact
Civil and political rights have undergone a profound change in Bolivia. Since the new
constitution was adopted, factual limits to universal citizenship of groups traditionally
subject to discrimination including the indigenous majority and the afro Bolivian minority
have been formally reduced.227
Freedom House Index rates Bolivia has a “partly free” country, scoring 3 out of 7 on both
political rights and civil liberties. These scores have remained constant between 2011
and 2015.228
Political participation is high in Bolivia, and is guaranteed through universal suffrage and
the universal right to campaign for political offices. The constitution further lays out
alternatives to interest representation, such as referendums, citizens’ legislative initiative
and recalls. The governing MAS is the dominant political force, challenges to their
position originate less from political opposition, and more from single-issue local conflicts
as well as local communities and regional movements.229
The Economists’ Democracy Index (EDI) characterises Bolivia as a “hybrid regime” due
to the countries performance in categories such as electoral process and pluralism,
functioning of government, political participation, democratic political culture and civil
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liberties. The country scores particularly low in the category of political culture, with a
score of 3.75 in 2016.230
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Figure 49: Democracy Index (2011-2016)231

Factors that can help to explain the country’s decreasing score in the Democracy Index
are (i) the limited financial and human resources that impede effective governance, in
particular with respect to the Government’s ability to provide services in areas that are
difficult to access; (ii) a lack of professionalism coupled with politicization and corruption
in the judiciary; and (iii) instances of repression and intimidation of the opposition by the
Government.232
The freedom of expression is formally guaranteed. With regards to public communication
all forms of media exist in Bolivia. The media landscape is a mixture of private media
including newspapers, TV stations and radio, which are pluralistic, and state-media,
which has a pro-government stance. 233 The relationship between the Government and
critical private media is however characterised by tensions and discriminating treatment
by the Government. Private media outlets and individual journalists sometimes become
the target of legal proceedings. In addition, regulatory processes for broadcast media
are reportedly politicised and non-transparent and public advertising contracts are
largely awarded to government favoured media outlets.234 The Government additionally
undermine the credibility of journalists and media outlets.235
Furthermore, in Bolivia arbitrary detention and overcrowded prison facilities remain a
significant impediment to Article 9 of the Human Rights Declaration. Reportedly, 69 per
cent of inmates in Bolivia have not been convicted of a crime as of June 2016. 236
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Moreover, an estimated 1200 children live in prisons alongside their parents who receive
meals and education under a government-sponsored programme.237 The excessive pretrial detention as much as disproportionate trial delays contribute to the large number of
prisoners in the country. Prison overcrowding is well over 250 per cent in the country
resulting in extremely poor conditions within the detention facilities. 238 Steps have been
taken to improve the situation in regards to prisoners, such as the decrease of the
maximum periods of pre-trial detention in most cases. A number of presidential decrees
between 2012 and 2015 have reduced sentences and pardoned those convicted of minor
crimes. However, no relevant national legislation to improve this situation has yet been
introduced.239
The World Bank Worldwide Governance Indicators demonstrate the perceptions on a
number of indicators, including (i) voice and accountability: citizen political participation
and civil freedoms; (ii) political stability and absence of violence or terrorism; (iii) rule of
law: confidence in the Government, judicial system and society; and (iv) control of
corruption: use of public power for personal gain. Bolivia scores particularly low on the
rule of law indicator. This can be explained by the influence of the executive power in
legislative and judicial affairs and the widespread practices of politicisation and
corruption in the judicial branch. In Bolivia, the judiciary is traditionally the weakest
institution. Restricted independence, wide spread malpractice of officials, administrative
weakness, scarce resources, competition with indigenous justice systems, corruption and
political influence all contribute to the institution’s weakness.240
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Good governance and drug control
In the dimension of good governance, Bolivia has made efforts to tackle corruption and
increased transparency and access to information in its public institutions. 242
Nonetheless, corruption continues to be a serious problem in Bolivia and is reportedly
present at all levels of society. In 2016, Transparency International ranked the country
113 out of 176 in its Corruption Perception Index (CPI). The population in the country
has a negative perception on the integrity of its authorities in particular of the judiciary,
the police and the public administration.243 As shown in the Figure below, the country’s
ranking is slightly decreasing in the past years. This indicates that Bolivia’s population
does not trust in the Governments’ ability to tackle corruption in the country. 244
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Figure 51: Corruption Perception Index (2012-2016)245

Several institutions have been established to control corruption these include the
Ministry for Institutional Transparency and Fight against Corruption as well as
Transparency units within all state and municipal bodies.246
In the same line the country’s improvements in the dimension of drug control can be
seen. According to estimates from both the UN Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) and
the Government of Bolivia, the country is the world’s third largest producer of cocaine
and a significant transit zone for the drug. The wide-ranging transformation the country
has undergone since 2009 have also had effect on Bolivia’s drug policies, including a
change towards recognition of the traditional coca leaf consumption in the country in
particular for indigenous cultures. The Bolivian Government follows a policy of legal but
regulated production of the coca plant to meet national demand.
Reportedly, the reforms of the national drug policy have resulted in a closer working
relationship with the UNODC and the Bolivian Government. The UN agency provides
satellite images to track land used for coca cultivation and backs on-the-ground visits by
242
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a small army of inspectors.247 At the same time, the Bolivian Government has aimed at
limiting the volume of coca production through a variety of measures such as
community-led forms of social control. 248
5.1.4.
Implementation of GSP+ covered conventions
Bolivia has ratified all GSP+ covered conventions, prior to be granted the beneficiary
status. It ratified the UN Convention against Corruption (UNCAC), the ILO Convention
concerning Forced or Compulsory Labour and the Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide in 2005. The latest convention Bolivia has become
a party to, is the UN Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs which was re-accessed in 2013
upon making a reservation concerning the traditional use of coca leaf in the country.
Overall, Bolivia fails to meet many of its reporting obligations under the Conventions.
The country has an inconsistent reporting pattern. In terms of implementation, as
mentioned in the reports, several policies in line with the conventions have been
enacted. It has been stated that Bolivia made efforts to follow the implementation
requirements but lags behind in this aspect on several conventions.
Conventions on human rights
As a party to UN Conventions on human rights, Bolivia has committed to submit reports
on the measures taken to give effect to the convention. These reports are to be
submitted to the respective committee as indicated in the convention. The time span
between these reports varies among the conventions. Largely, state parties have to
submit reports within one year after entry into force, followed by periodic reports every
two, four or five years, depending on the convention. Bolivia is party to all GSP+ covered
UN Conventions on human rights. The constitution, together with the Patriotic Agenda
2025 provides the grounds for better promotion and protection of human rights in
Bolivia. 249 The latest convention on human rights ratified prior to Bolivia’s GSP+
beneficiary status was the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide in 2005.
The Bolivian constitution of 2009 has been characterised as reinforcing the application of
the conventions by the monitoring bodies which positively noted the steps taken by the
Government to establish an inclusive society. 250 In addition to that, the monitoring
bodies mention the positive developments that Bolivia has undergone and also note the
National Development Plan as a means to streamline implementation of the human
rights convention in particular in respect to economic, social and cultural rights.
Overall, Bolivia is inconsistent with its reporting obligations under the human rights
conventions. Several reports have not been submitted to the respective committees and
reports have largely been handed in delayed. The committees further note that reports
only partially conform to the general reporting guidelines. Bolivia further fails to fully
implement the conventions signed. The following overarching elements have been
identified: (i) lack of independent and impartial complaint mechanism to ensure the
conventions provisions (ii) lack of judicial independence; (iii) lack of detailed and
247
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updated information submitted to the committees (iii) severe delays in submitting State
Party reports.
The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights is only partially adhered to in
Bolivia. The convention’s implementation is supervised by the Human Rights Committee
(HRC), a body of independent experts. According to the UN Special Rapporteur brief full
implementation is impeded by the restrictions to the right to freedom of association, the
low barriers to revoke NGOs' legal status on grounds of non-compliance with sectorial
policies and standards. In this context, the HRC has called upon the Government to
ensure judicial independence and establishment of a system of judicial appointments and
judicial service based on objective and transparent criteria. 251 Bolivia has repeatedly
failed to submit information on time as requested by the committee.
The country is currently in its third reporting cycle, having submitted its State Party
report in 2011, despite being due since 1999. In the same line, Bolivia fails to report in a
timely and consistent way on its efforts to implement the Convention on the Elimination
of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women. The country’s main implementation
shortcomings relate in particular to the severe cases of violence against women,
including domestic and sexual violence. Bolivia has the highest rate of physical and
sexual violence against women in Latin America, with 53 per cent of all Bolivian women
being affected.252
Bolivia has made efforts to improve the situation, as in 2012, 2013 and 2014, the
Government has adopted several Laws designed to guarantee women a life free of
violence and women rights within the family and measures to reduce teenage
pregnancies. 253 The committee recommends the establishment of an independent
accountability mechanism and work against the lack of awareness of women’s human
rights among government officials, the judiciary branch and law enforcement officers. 254
The reporting requirements on the Convention on the Rights of the Child state that
Parties have to submit reports on the measures adopted, within two years of the entry
into force of the convention and thereafter every five years. Bolivia has failed to comply
with its reporting obligations and submitted its latest report in 2008. The country has
outstanding reporting obligations since 2015 under the V-VI Reporting Cycle255 Despite
the lack of reporting compliance, several implementation issues have arisen. Among the
most prominent is the widespread phenomenon of child labour, in particular in rural
areas.
Bolivia has passed the Law on Children and Adolescents in 2014 to ensure protection of
children, with regards to personal integrity and protection against violence, prohibition to
engage children in various forms of hazardous work and facilitation on the collection of
data on child labour. Based on Bolivia’s state party report of 2008, the monitoring body
has identified a variety of issues that impede full implementation of the convention.
These include: (i) lack of transparency in the allocation of resources (ii) lack of
251
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independent monitoring (iii) lack of human and financial resources to support
implementation, and (iv) decentralisation leading to difficulties in coordination between
national, departmental and municipal levels.256
Bolivia is also behind in submission of its third report to the committee overseeing the
implementation of the UN Covenant on International Covenant on Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights and on the UN International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Racial Discrimination. The monitoring bodies have not identified a severe lack of
compliance with regards to the implementation of the conventions.257
The reporting requirements under the Convention against Torture and other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment are not fulfilled by Bolivia. The latest
country report has been submitted in October 2011, being due since 2004. The third
reporting cycle of the convention requires national reports to be submitted by May 2017,
at the time of writing Bolivia has not yet submitted this document. 258 In its latest
notifications, the monitoring body has called upon the Bolivian Government to provide a
definition of torture encompassing the elements of Article 1 of the Convention. Also, the
situation of detainees in the country has been addressed, the monitoring body has
requested additional information on the measures taken and the procedures in place to
ensure that persons deprived of their liberty are guaranteed the right to be informed of
the reason for their arrest, to have access to a lawyer of their choice, to contact family
members and to promptly receive an independent medical examination.259
Conventions on labour rights
In total Bolivia has ratified 50 Conventions concerning workers’ rights, occupational
safety and labour standards, out of which 47 are in force. The GSP+ covered 8
Fundamental ILO Conventions are included in this listing.260
Parties to the fundamental conventions are obliged to submit state reports every three
years. 261 These reports are then scrutinised by the Committee of Experts on the
Application of Conventions and Recommendations (CEACR), which responds with Direct
Requests or Observations.
On all eight fundamental conventions, the CEACR has issued Direct Requests and
Observations on Bolivia’s status of implementation between 2014 and 2016. In these a
number of overarching challenges to the effective implementation have been identified,
including (i) the lack of information and detailed data on the countries efforts to
implement the conventions; (ii) lack of adequate access to appropriate administrative
and judicial remedies (iii) the need to strengthen capacities for prosecution authorities
and judges. (iii) the maintenance of national legislative provisions detrimental to the
conventions’ objectives and (iv) the wide spread phenomenon of child labour (v) the
outdated version of Bolivia’s General Labour Act of 1943. Furthermore, a lack of public
256
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awareness and adequate training on the provisions of the ILO Conventions has been
identified.
The CEACR has pointed out that the Bolivian Government lacks a relevant set of
objectives to be achieved and does not submit sufficient and complete information to the
monitoring bodies.262
Particular challenges to the effective implementation of specific conventions have been
identified by the CEACR. The committee has repeatedly drawn attention to the high
requirements for establishing trade unions and the anti-unionisation provisions for public
workers as critical to C087.263
Grave deficiencies in compliance are related to the situation of child labour in the country
and more specifically Conventions 138 and 182. The Commission has raised its concerns
with the Bolivian Government during the GSP+ monitoring dialogues and issued a
scorecard to Bolivia in February 2014. The Commission has so far relied on the ILO
Assessment of the compatibility with Convention 182 and 138 with respect to Law
548.264
A major issue in regard to the implementation of C138 – Minimum Age Convention are
the provisions in the Children and Adolescents’ Code (Ley 548 Codigo Nino, Nina y
Adolescentes), which legalises working from the age of 12 for an employer and from the
age of 10 if self-employed. C138 specifies the minimum working age with 14 and so
directly contests the Bolivian provisions. The social and cultural realities in Bolivia have
been brought forward as a reason for the decrease of the working age. It has been
argued that the Children and Adolescents’ Code grants rights and protective measures to
avoid exploitation and power abuse of working children. Specified types of work for
which child labour is prohibited are laid out, including mining, hard agricultural labour
and all work carried out at night.265 The ILO has expressed its concerns with the Code
and has continuously encouraged the Bolivian Government to bring the national
legislation and implementation into conformity with Convention 138.266
The CEACR has called upon the Government to take the necessary measures to
effectively prevent instances of children working in hazardous conditions such as in the
sugar cane and nut harvesting plantations and mining sectors. According to ILO reports,
over 3,800 children work in the tin, zinc, silver and gold mines in the country. The
Bolivian Government has implemented programs to dis-incentivize companies’ use of
child labour, but according to the CEACR these have not been accompanied by an
effective sanctioning mechanism. In respect to Convention 182, the Bolivian Government

262

ILO. (2016). CEACR Observation. Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=NORMLEXPUB:13100:0::NO:13100:P13100_COMMENT_ID:3186215:
NO
263
ILO. (2017). CEACR Observation. Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=NORMLEXPUB:13100:0::NO:13100:P13100_COMMENT_ID:3298295:
NO
264
European Parliament. Parliamentary Debate 14/09/2014. Available at:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=CRE&reference=20140915&secondRef=ITEM020&language=EN
265
Liebel (2015). Protecting the rights of Working Children. 2015 available at:
http://booksandjournals.brillonline.com/content/journals/10.1163/15718182-02303002
266
ILO(2016) CEACR Observation. Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=1000:13100:0::NO:13100:P13100_COMMENT_ID:3248856:NO

110

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
does not submit sufficient and complete information to the monitoring bodies and further
lacks a set of objectives to be achieved.267
Conventions on climate change and environmental protection
Bolivia is party to all GSP+ relevant conventions on environmental protection and
climate change. The conventions required under GSP+ have been ratified and signed by
Bolivia prior to the country becoming a GSP+ beneficiary. The most recently ratified
conventions are the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and Stockholm Convention on
Persistent Organic Pollutants, to which Bolivia is a party since 2002 and 2003
respectively.
Overall, Bolivia is in a situation of severe non-compliance with its reporting obligations
under the conventions. The country has consistently submitted its reports very late and
several reports are outstanding. The country only partially fulfils its obligations under the
conventions both in terms of reporting and implementation.
The national reports address some of the challenges for full implementation of the
conventions. These are described with the lack of (i) financial, institutional and human
capacities (ii) the necessary infrastructure to adequately monitor its environmental
output and (iii) adequate resource allocations.268
Bolivia is currently in a situation of non-compliance in regard to the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). The country
has not enacted the adequate legislation to implement the convention and further
repeatedly failed to comply with the inherent reporting obligations. In addition, the
annual reports for 2015 and 2016 have not been submitted. 269 In the same line, Bolivia
fails to comply with its obligations under the Basel Convention on the Control of
Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and Their Disposal. The annual reports
for 2001, 2002, 2004 and 2006 have not been submitted and the reports for 2013, 2014
and 2015 were handed in late to the monitoring body.
Bolivia has received assistance to strengthen its national institutions related to the
implementation of the Montreal Protocol. As shown in the monitoring reports, Bolivia is
failing to consistently report on its Hydro chlorofluorocarbons consumption as required.
Further, Bolivia has failed to update the responsible monitoring bodies on its reporting
methodology and submitted inconsistent data on its advancement towards fulfilling the
protocol.270
Bolivia is a party to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and
has signed the negotiated agreements under the framework convention, latest the Paris
Agreement in 2016. Bolivia has outstanding reporting obligations and has not submitted
the national communications in due time. Bolivia is further lacking in its obligations in
267
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respect to the Biennial Update Reports. Bolivia has not committed to specific CO2
emission reduction. As indicated in the country’s Intended Nationally Determined
Contribution, Bolivia aims to downsize climate change and its impacts via improved
water, energy and forest management.271
Bolivia is compliant with its reporting requirements under the Convention on Biological
Diversity. The country has adopted a variety of legislations and mechanisms with the
objective to promote and preserve Bolivia’s biodiversity. As of 2015 the country has still
had deficiencies in adequate data and information gathering on its biodiversity. It is in
this context that the establishment of a domestic monitoring scheme is widely
recommended so as to provide for an adequate evaluation on the country’s
biodiversity.272
With regards to the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs),
Bolivia has only partially fulfilled its reporting obligations as the First and Second
National Report are outstanding. Bolivia has benefitted from facilitation programmes
provided by the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO). In this
context, Bolivia has established an inter-institutional committee to function as an
information exchange mechanism aimed at facilitating implementation. Further, Bolivia
has taken measures with regards to public awareness on POPs including public
awareness programs and trainings for educators, workers as well as technical and
managerial personnel.273
The reporting and implementation activities resulting from the Cartagena Protocol on
Biosafety are administrated by the Viceministro de Medio Ambiente, Biodiversidad,
Cambios Climáticos y de Gestión y Desarrollo Forestal. The country has submitted its
Third National Report in 2016, indicating that the legal and administrative measures
necessary for implementation of the protocol have been partially put in place. National
reporting makes clear that the country currently lacks the capacity and infrastructure
necessary to advance its steps towards fulfilling the obligations it has committed to
under the Cartagena Protocol.274
UN Conventions on good governance
Bolivia has ratified all UN Conventions on drug control and control of corruption as
required for the GSP+ status.
The monitoring body of the three international drug control conventions, the
International Narcotics Control Board (INCB) is undertaking treaty compliance
monitoring visits to the Parties. Bolivia has actively engaged in facilitating these
monitoring visits and proven efforts to adhere to the Convention’s monitoring
requirements. The Government of Bolivia has further worked towards eradication of illicit
cultivation of coca bush and provided the INCB with contacts of the relevant ministries
and departments in the country.275
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In line with the three main Conventions on Drug control, Bolivia adopted a national
strategy to reduce drug trafficking and the surplus of coca crops in the country. The
Government commits to regularly conduct drug-abuse surveys to decrease drug abuse in
the country. Drug control related policies and the implementation of prevention
programmes are further part of the national plan to reduce illicit drug consumption in
Bolivia.
The most visible indicator of the country’s efforts can be seen in the mapping of
authorised coca cultivation sites and the eradication of around 5 000 ha of coca
cultivation per year. Furthermore, Bolivia has increased its institutional capacities of
governmental bodies and social organisations to effectively implement programmes in
alignment with the Convention, while promoting a system of social control of coca
production.276
Bolivia has committed to adhere to the UN Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs of 1961
as amended by the 1972 Protocol which was re-accessed by Bolivia in 2013. The country
denounced the convention in 2011 resulting in a Commission investigation. As Bolivia,
despite its withdrawal, still incorporated the relevant provisions of the convention into its
national legislation and re-ratified in 2013, the GSP+ status of Bolivia was maintained. 277
Upon re-ratification, Bolivia has made a reservation to the convention concerning the
traditional use of coca leaf in the country. A reservation was also made concerning
Article 3, Paragraph 2 of the Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and
Psychotropic Substances. The aim of which is to legalise the traditional use,
consumption, possession, purchase and cultivation of the coca leaf for personal
consumption in Bolivia.278 In line with the convention, the country has committed to take
legal measures to control the illicit cultivation of coca for the production of narcotic
drugs, as well as the illicit consumption, use and purchase of narcotic drugs and
psychotropic substances.279
Bolivia has further ratified the UN Convention on the Control of Corruption. The review
cycle took place in 2014 with the peer reviewing countries Zambia and Costa Rica. 280 The
Conference of the States Parties to the United Nations Convention against Corruption has
acknowledged Bolivia’s recent efforts to tackle the issue in the country. Bolivia’s
Government has carried out several reforms relating to corruption, including the
adoption of the Marcelo Quiroga Santa Cruz Act on Corruption, Illicit Enrichment and
Asset Investigation (Act No. 004 of 31 March 2010) and the National Policy on
Transparency and Combating Corruption (Supreme Decree No. 0214 of 22 July 2009).
In line with Bolivia’s commitments resulting from the Convention against Corruption, the
Ministry for Institutional Transparency and Fight against Corruption and Transparency
units within all state and municipal bodies have been established. Bolivia is in
compliance with the Convention. The monitoring body has acknowledged that Bolivia has
carried out legislative and institutional reforms, which show the commitment to
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combating corruption. 281 Despite the efforts made by the country to uphold and
strengthen the convention’s provisions, several implementation shortcomings have been
identified (i) the need to strengthen inter-agency cooperation (ii) ensuring appropriate
criminalisation of corruption and (iii) the need for further international cooperation and
an extradition framework.282
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5.2.
5.2.1.

Impact of GSP+ on Pakistan
Introduction to the country in focus

Figure 52: Country profile283

The Islamic Republic of Pakistan is a democratic, multi-party federal parliamentary system
led by President Mamnoon Hussain and Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif. The last general
elections took place in May 2013, when the Pakistan Muslim League-N defeated the ruling
Pakistan People’s Party and won 189 out of the 341 seats. The Pakistan Muslim League
forms a coalition with Jamiat Ulema-e-Islam, the Pakistan Muslim League-F and the National
Peoples Party.284
The country comprises of four provinces – Balochistan, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Punjab and
Sindh – and four federal territories – Azad Jammu & Kashmir, the Federally Administered
Tribal Areas (FATA), Gilgit-Baltistan and Islamabad. The provinces enjoy considerable
autonomy, which was further strengthened by the 18 th Constitutional Amendment of 2010.
The amendment transferred the responsibility to legislate, coordinate and report on a
variety of areas, including labour and human rights and environmental protection, to the
provinces.285
Since its independence in 1947, Pakistan experienced both military and civilian rule
resulting in long-lasting political instability. A third democratic transition took place in 2008,
when the first democratically elected civilian government completed its full five-year term.
Along with the constitutional and peaceful transition of Government in 2013, this is widely
considered as an important milestone for Pakistan’s democratisation. 286 However, the young
democracy is continuously challenged by disputes with India and Afghanistan and domestic
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terrorist attacks. The recurring violence has displaced large numbers of people within and
outside the country.287
In the Government’s Pakistan Vision 2025, the country sets the goal to become an uppermiddle income country by 2025. 288 Over the past three years, Pakistan has regained
macroeconomic stability with a shrinking fiscal deficit, increasing international reserves and
a stark increase in economic growth. 289 The country has pursued wide ranging economic
reforms to improve and facilitate private-sector development and its entrepreneurial
environment. Its positive economic development has further been accelerated by a process
of restructuring and modernising of the financial sector 290 and a reduction in disruptive
power cuts affecting companies and consumers.291
Trade relations between Pakistan and the EU
The EU has been an important trade and development partner for Pakistan for many
decades. In 2002, Pakistan was included in the Special Arrangement to Combat Drug
Production and Trafficking. Pakistan enjoyed duty-free access to the EU market for selected
industrial and agricultural products until 2005, when the Special Arrangement was repealed
following a dispute with India. 292 The country became eligible for the GSP+ arrangement
with the GSP reform and was granted GSP+ status from 1 January 2014.
The trade relations between the two countries are governed by the Cooperation Agreement
of 2004 and the Five-Year Engagement Plan of 2012. The Cooperation Agreement sets out
the objective to develop and diversify two-way trade by enhancing market access in both
countries by eliminating barriers to trade and improving customs cooperation. 293 The FiveYear Engagement Plan further emphasises cooperation in trade through the Pakistan-EU
Joint Commission and the Trade Dedicated Dialogue, which incorporates trade facilitation
and dialogues on a comprehensive FTA.294
The relations between Pakistan and the EU further focus on cooperation and support on a
wide range of topics, including political relations, economic relations, technical and financial
cooperation, rural development, education and training, governance and human rights and
humanitarian aid.295 Through various programmes and projects, the EU provides financial,
technical and capacity building support, including on natural resource management, budget
management and human resources development.296
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Trade relations between Pakistan and other countries
Pakistan has concluded bilateral trade and investment agreements with numerous countries,
including the US, Afghanistan, Malaysia, China, Iran, Mauritius and Indonesia. Additionally,
Pakistan is a member of the South Asian Free Trade Area (SAFTA), which has been in force
since 2006. The Government of Pakistan actively pursues integration in the world economy,
which is supported by the EU.297
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Figure 53: Main export destinations in percentage of total exports (2016)298

The US is Pakistan’s main export destination after the EU, accounting for 13.0 per cent of
the country’s global exports in 2015. 299 Pakistan benefits from duty-free access to the
American market for approximately 3,500 products through the US Generalised System of
Preferences Program.300 In 2015, the US Congress extended the program until 31 December
2017, after it had expired on 31 July 2013. The legislation allowed for the retroactive
extension of benefits to cover the period between 2013 and 2015. 301
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5.2.2. Trade under the GSP+ arrangement
The EU is the main destination for Pakistan’s exports. The EU’s share has increased
significantly between 2011 and 2016 – from 25.7 per cent to 37.1 per cent. In terms of
value, Pakistan’s total exports to the EU increased by 53.6 per cent, from EUR 4,019 million
in 2011 to EUR 6,173 million in 2016.
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Figure 54: Pakistan’s total exports to the EU (2011-2016)302

Pakistan’s exports to the EU mainly consist of textile articles. As illustrated by Figure 55
below, the largest export sections fall under HS Chapters 61 to 63, covered by GSP Section
S-11b. Together, exports under these HS Chapters account for 70 per cent of Pakistan’s
exports to the EU. This illustrates that since obtaining GSP+ status in 2014, export
diversification has remained relatively limited. Other important export products, such as
cotton, leather, staple fibres, toys, cereals and optical and measuring instruments, have not
shown clear evidence of relevant growth over the past years.

302

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Figure 55: Composition of Pakistan’s exports under GSP+ by HS Chapter (2016)303

A large share of Pakistan’s export to the EU is eligible for GSP+ preferences, but the country
does not fully utilise the preferences. The utilisation rate has fluctuated under the review
period. In 2016, the average utilisation rate was 95.75 per cent, meaning that EUR 5,509
million out of the EUR 5,753 million eligible exports were exported with preferences.
Figure 56 below shows a significant decrease in the utilisation rate in 2014 when Pakistan
was granted GSP+ status. Compared to 2013, the utilisation rate dropped by almost 25
percentage points.

303

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission. Pie chart is to be read in a
clockwise direction. HS Chapters description: 39: Plastics and Articles therefor; 41: Raw hides and skins (other
than furskins) and leather; 42: Articles of leather; saddlery and harness; travel goods, handbags and similar
containers; articles of animal gut (other than silk-worm gut); 52:Cotton; 55: Man-made staple fibres; 61: Articles
of apparel and clothing accessories, knitted or crocheted; 62: Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, not
knitted or crocheted; 63: Other made up textile articles; sets; worn clothing and worn textile articles; rags; 64:
Footwear, gaiters and the like; parts of such articles; 95: Toys, games and sports requisites; parts and accessories
thereof.

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

120.00%

6000.00
94.08%
IN MILLION EUR

5000.00

95.45%

92.91%

96.07%

95.75%

100.00%
80.00%

4000.00

68.47%
60.00%

3000.00
40.00%

2000.00

IN PERCENTAGES

7000.00

20.00%

1000.00
0.00

0.00%
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Total EU Exports

GSP Eligible Exports

GSP Preferential Exports

Utilisation Rate

2016

Figure 56: GSP+ preference utilisation (2011-2016)304

As further illustrated in Figure 57 below, for most products in Pakistan’s export basket,
preferences have almost been fully used. The highest utilisation rates can be found for
textiles included under HS Chapters 61 to 63. For products falling under HS Chapters 10 and
90, exporters have not utilised the GSP+ preferences.
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Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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5.2.3. Impact of the GSP+ arrangement
Economic impact
Pakistan has experienced fluctuating economic growth over the past decade. Since 20082010, when GDP growth was on average 2 per cent per year, economic growth has
recovered to 3.6 per cent between 2011 and 2013, and to 4.7 per cent in 2014 and 2015.
GDP increased from USD 213.6 billion (EUR 196.3 billion) in 2011 to USD 271 billion (EUR
249.06 billion) in 2015. Per capita GDP grew on average by 1.4 percent between 2011 and
2013 and at 2.5 per cent per year in 2014 and 2015. In value, the per capita GDP increased
from USD 1229.8 (EUR 1130.23) in 2011 to USD 1434.7 (EUR 1318.54) in 2015.306
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10: Cereals; 41: Raw hides and skins (other than furskins) and leather; 42: Articles of leather; saddlery and
harness; travel goods, handbags and similar containers; articles of animal gut (other than silk-worm gut); 52:
Cotton; 55: Man – Made staple fibres; 61: Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, knitted or crocheted; 62:
Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, not knitted or crocheted; 63: Other made up textile articles; sets;
worn clothing and worn textile articles; rags: 90: Optical, photographic, cinematographic, measuring, checking,
precision, medical or surgical instruments and apparatus; parts and accessories thereof; 95: Toys, games and
sports requisites; parts and accessories thereof.
306
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Figure 58: GDP and GDP growth (2011-2015)307

Economic growth has accelerated despite a decline in total exports since 2011, with a
significant drop in export value in 2015. The accelerated economic growth can be attributed
to the Government’s economic reforms and the improved security in the country.
Additionally, GDP growth benefited from low inflation as a result of low oil prices. 308
To continue its positive economic development, the
Government has set a target in Pakistan Vision 2025
for an average 8 per cent growth per year between
2018 and 2025. To realise this ambitious goal, the
country commits to an export-led growth strategy.
Additionally, to ensure sustained, indigenous and
inclusive economic growth, the Government will focus
on maintaining macroeconomic stability, promoting
FDIs, reducing the fiscal deficit, reforming the tax
system, increasing productivity, mobilising domestic
resources and emphasizing science, technology and
innovation.309
GDP is expected to further increase at 5.2 per cent in
2017 and 5.5 per cent in 2018, underpinned by
growth in the major industries, ongoing and planned
infrastructure projects and other investments and
increased macroeconomic stability and improved
307
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Figure 59: Added value of different
sectors as percentage of GDP (2011,
2015)
Source: World Bank
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Asian Development Bank. (2017). Asian Development Outlook 2017: Transcending the Middle-Income
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Government of Pakistan. (2014). Pakistan Vision 2025. Available at: http://fics.seecs.edu.pk/Vision/Vision2025/Pakistan-Vision-2025.pdf
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economic fundamentals by the continued reform under the IMF supported economic reform
programme. Additionally, the China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC) project is expected
to bring opportunities for economic growth and development for Pakistan. 310
The services sector is the most important sector for Pakistan and provided for 55 per cent of
GDP in 2015, a slight increase from 53 per cent in 2011. Agriculture is the second most
important sector and provided for 25 per cent of the value added in 2015, a slight decrease
from 26 per cent in 2011. The importance of the manufacturing sector also slightly
decreased, from 21 per cent in 2011 to 20 per cent in 2015.311
FDI into the country has fluctuated significantly between 2011 and 2015. The total FDI
inflow decreased by 26.2 per cent from USD 1,326 million (EUR 1218.64 million) to USD
979 million (EUR 899.73 million). However, compared to 2014, FDI has almost halved. 312
The low investment in Pakistan can be attributed to macroeconomic instability, security
concerns, energy deficits, poor infrastructure development in some regions, low skilled
labour, comparatively high labour costs, a difficult business environment, arbitrary
administration of laws and regulations – including on land purchasing and registration – and
administrative resistance to open up to investments.313
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Figure 60: FDI inflows (2011-2015)314

FDI is mainly focused on energy, oil and gas, and communication sectors. In 2015/2016,
the majority of FDI came from China, Norway and the United Arab Emirates. 315 EU FDI
inflows to Pakistan accounted for EUR 0.1 billion in 2015.316
310
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The Pakistan Vision 2025 aims to increase domestic and foreign investments by the private
sector to realise private sector and entrepreneurship-led growth. In order to increase
investments, the Government will seek to improve the business environment, including
through strengthening the state institutions, improving infrastructure, creating
macroeconomic stability, privatising public sector enterprises, promoting public-private
partnerships, facilitating SME growth and improving the coordination and synchronisation
between policies.317
Social impact
The positive economic growth over the past years has contributed to Pakistan’s progress on
a range of social indicators, including employment, health and education.
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The Pakistan Vision 2025 aims to tackle some of these challenges and seeks to realise
inclusive and sustainable economic growth and enhanced living standards. This includes
developing human and social capital with a specific focus on education, health, youth,
gender equality, women’s development, religious diversity and harmony and vulnerable
sections of the population. Additionally, the Government will improve the delivery of social
services and social protection and reduce poverty. Another objective of Pakistan Vision 2025
is to improve the efficiency of the labour market by addressing restrictive regulations,
safeguarding labour rights, enhancing job creation, developing the workforce and
encouraging female participation.318
With a score of 0.550 on the UN Human
Development Index (HDI), Pakistan ranked
147th out of the 188 countries scrutinised in
2015, illustrating the country’s performance
on life expectancy, education and Gross
National Income (GNI) per capita. The
country is thereby considered to have
medium human development. Between 2000
and 2010, Pakistan’s HDI improved on
average by 1.55 per cent per year. This
trend slowed down between 2010 and 2015,
when the HDI value increased on average by
0.95 per cent per year.319

Pakistan is the sixth most populated country
in the world, with an estimated population of
188.9 million in 2015. Over the past decade,
the population has grown at approximately 2 per cent per year with a slowly declining
fertility rate of around 2.5 births per woman.320
Figure 61: HDI development (2011-2015)
Source: UNDP (2016)
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The rapidly growing population provides an important context for the challenges Pakistan
faces in terms of resources, employment opportunities, income distribution, poverty and
social protection. In order to address the high growth, the Government has introduced
various measures, including introducing family welfare and reproductive health centres and
encouraging female participation in education and employment.321
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The country has a large labour force that has
rapidly expanded over the past decade as a
result of the fast-growing population.
Between 2011 and 2016, the labour force
grew by 12.6 per cent to almost 68 million.
In this period, the percentage of women in
the labour force has slightly increased from
21.8 per cent to 22.2 per cent. 323 The
majority of the population is employed in
agriculture, forestry, hunting and fishing.
The majority of the women are employed in
agriculture, while the majority of the men
are employed in the services industry.324
Informal employment is a widespread
phenomenon in Pakistan, accounting for

EMPLOYMENT BY SECTOR IN
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Figure 62: Labour force (2010-2016)322
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Figure 63: Employment by sector in percentages.
Source: Pakistan Bureau of Statistics
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72.6 per cent of non-agricultural employment in 2014-2015. Compared to 2013-2015,
informal employment decreased by 1 percentage point. The informal sector is larger in rural
areas (76.1 per cent) than in urban areas (69.2 per cent). 325 The ILO Committee of Experts
on Application of Conventions and Recommendations (CEACR) and trade unions have raised
concerns on the numbers of people who fall outside the applicability of ILO conventions. 326
The unemployment rate has remained relatively stable, on average 5.9 per cent between
2011 and 2016, but has been decreasing since 2013. Unemployment is higher amongst
women than amongst men – 10.5 per cent compared to 4.5 per cent in 2016.327 Especially
young workers (15-29) face unemployment, for these age groups unemployment has
increased instead of decreased in 2014-2015 compared to 2013-2014. The Pakistan Labour
Survey demonstrates that unemployment tends to be higher in rural areas than in urban
areas.328
The textile and clothing industry employs almost 40 per cent of the industrial work force in
Pakistan. 329 The industry creates employment opportunities for both skilled and unskilled
workers and is the second largest employer of women after agriculture. The light
manufacturing work in the industry, such as spinning, stitching and sewing, fits the
persistent attitudes and prejudices about women. In addition to the work largely being
regarded as ‘women’s work’, women are often more readily available as an untapped labour
force.330
One of the main challenges faced by workers is related to the freedom of association, the
right to organise and collective bargaining. Only a small percentage of the workers –
331
approximately 4 per cent of the total labour force
– are members of a trade union and
approximately 60 per cent of the workers are excluded from becoming a member. 332 The
low unionisation rate can be explained by anti-union discrimination of workers and
regulatory hindrances that prevent the establishment and existence of trade unions. 333 In
the textile and clothing industry, the rate of unionisation is especially low. The Pakistan
National Textile, Leather, Garments and General Workers Federation has 12,520 members,
representing approximately 0.83 per cent of the industry’s work force. 334 Surveys have also
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revealed that in the major districts where there are significant exports under the GSP+ such as Lahore, Faisalabad and Sialkot - workers’ rights tend to be abused 335.
There are reports that bonded labour and child labour are significant problems in Pakistan.
Multiple sources including a recent report by the Pakistan Workers Confederation have
stated that both bonded labour and child labour are widespread throughout the country. 336
While no recent official statistics exist on this matter, the Global Slavery Index estimates
that over 2 million people were living in modern slavery in Pakistan in 2016.337 Child labour
is banned in Pakistan under the 1991 Employment of Children Act. Legislation against
bonded labour has been enacted in Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa and is under development in other
provinces and territories of Pakistan.338
Occupational safety and health standards in the manufacturing industry, in particular the
textile and clothing industry, have become increasingly important since 2012 when fires
broke out in factories in Pakistan. Despite the increasing importance, it is argued that
occupational safety is not a priority and is not adequately addressed by either the
Government or trade unions. 339 While safety issues vary per province and location,
examples of hazardous working environments can be found across the country. These
examples include a lack of standards and safeguards for hygiene leading to the spread of
infectious diseases, lack of proper fire extinguishing systems and use of health damaging
processing techniques such as sandblasting and chemical bleaching.340 Whereas, the social
safety net situation has shown modest improvements over the past year, accounting for less
than 20 per cent of workers still excluded from social security, pension scheme and welfare
facilities341.
The Pakistan Workers Confederation emphasises that the lack of implementation of labour
standards legislation is the result of lack of an adequate number of inspectors, estimated at
340 across the country. The Stakeholder workshop in Pakistan argued that gaining GSP+
status did not lead to increase the number of labour inspectors342. In addition, there have
been allegations of corruption and connivance with employers. 343 The ILO Committee of
Experts has expressed concern on the implementation of the Labour Inspection Convention
(no.81) for the past 6 years.344
A project to strengthen the labour inspection system and to technically train and equip
labour inspectors has been launched by the ILO with the financial assistance of the
Netherlands Government. In addition, the ILO have been providing technical and
operational support through the Decent Work Program for Pakistan (2010-2015).
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Consumers of textile and clothing are increasingly aware of the social conditions under
which their products are produced. In response to widespread consumer criticism, large
textile brands have promoted better employment conditions and safety standards in the
factories producing for them. Improvements in the textile and clothing industry can
therefore be traced back to Codes of Conducts set up by large textile brands and
companies.345
Poverty in Pakistan has been gradually decreasing over the years. The Multidimensional
Poverty Index of the Government of Pakistan indicates that poverty has decreased. The
headcount ratio decreased from 44.7 per cent in 2010/2011, to 40.8 per cent in 2012/2013
and further decreased to 38.8 per cent in 2014/2015. The intensity of the poverty
experienced by the Pakistani population has remained relatively stable, around 50 per
cent.346
As it has become clear from discrepancies in the social indicators, there is widespread and
persistent gender inequality. Pakistan has consistently ranked as third-last or second-last
country on the Gender Gap Index. In 2011, Pakistan ranked as 133th out of 135 countries
with a score of 0.588. This score decreased to 0.549 in 2013 with a rank of 135 th out of
136. In 2016, the score increased to 0.556 and the country ranked 143 rd out of 144
countries.347
Pakistan scores comparatively low on all key indicators of the Gender Gap Index. ‘Economic
participation and opportunity’ and ‘political empowerment’ have decreased since 2011,
resulting in a rank of 143rd and 90th respectively in 2016. ‘Educational attainment’ and
‘health and survival’ have somewhat improved over the years, however, on these indicators
Pakistan continues to rank as low as 135 th on ‘education attainment’ and 124th on ‘gender
equality in health and survival’.348
The patriarchal structure of Pakistani society provides an important context for this gender
inequality and gender-directed human rights abuses. Women continue to have a lower
social, economic and political status in comparison to men, which is enforced by the
feudalist or a tribal culture in parts of the country. 349 Women face unequal opportunities and
treatment in a number of public and private dimensions, ranging from education to
employment. Women often have a lower level of education, which results in lower skills and
a disadvantaged position in the labour market. The majority of women are therefore
employed for unskilled and low-paid labour in agriculture and the informal sector. 350
345
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Additionally, women often face a less favourable working environment due to the limited
access to childcare, the widespread belief that women should not work professionally. This
351
often results in workplace harassment.
There is no legal framework stimulating equal
remuneration for men and women in Pakistan, which the ILO committee of experts has
raised as a potential cause of the significant level of discrimination observed in the private
sector.352
The Government has made substantial efforts to improve access to and quality of education,
partly because education plays an important role in tackling high population growth. It has
increased its spending on education from 2.22 per cent of GDP in 2011 to 2.46 per cent of
GDP in 2014. In 2015, the Government further increased spending on education as a
percentage of GDP to 2.66 per cent. As a percentage of total government expenditure, the
Government’s spending on education increased even more. In 2011, Pakistan spent 10.9
per cent of its government expenditure on education, which increased to 11.5 per cent in
2013 and 13.2 per cent in 2015. 353 The efforts have had a positive impact on several
indicators relating to education.
The net enrolment rate in primary education
decreased between 2011 and 2013, from 71.7
per cent to 70.1 per cent. The net enrolment
rate increased to 73 per cent in 2014 and
73.8 per cent in 2015. The net enrolment of
boys and girls followed a similar trend with a
decline in 2013. There is a considerable
discrepancy in the enrolment of boys and
girls: in 2016, 79.4 per cent of boys were
enrolled, compared to 67.9 per cent of
girls. 354 The higher enrolment has also
resulted in an increase in mean years of
schooling – from 4.7 years in 2011 to 5.1
years in 2015.355
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Figure 64: Children in the primary school age out of
school (2010-2015)
Source: World Bank

In 2011, more than 5.5 million children of
primary school age were out of school. This number increased to 6.05 million children in
2013, after which it decreased to almost 5.6 million children in 2015. In 2015, 2.3 million
boys and 3.3 million girls did not attend school.356
The adult literacy rate has also improved over the years. In 2011, the average literacy rate
was 54.7 per cent, which increased to 55.6 per cent in 2013. The literacy rate further
improved to 56.4 per cent in 2015. The discrepancy in enrolment between boys and girls is
reflected in the adult literacy rate. In 2015, 69.6 per cent of the adult men were literate
compared to 42.7 per cent of the adult women. Between 2011 and 2015, the male literacy
351
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rate increased by 2.6 percentage points, while the female literacy rate increased by only
0.75 percentage points.357

IN YEARS

Pakistan has a well-developed and multi-tiered health infrastructure involving
governmental, non-governmental and private actors at different levels. Public spending on
heath as a percentage of GDP has decreased from 3.0 per cent in 2011 to 2.7 per cent in
2013. There was a further decline to 2.6 per cent in 2014. However, public expenditure on
health as a percentage of the total government expenditure has remained stable at 4.7 per
cent. Overall the level of government spending has increased from 30.6 per cent of the total
health expenditure in 2011, to 36.8 per cent in 2013. This percentage decreased to 35.2 per
cent in 2014.358 The Government’s policies on health have led to improved social indicators.
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Figure 65: Life expectancy at birth (2011-2015)359

Life expectancy has steadily increased between 2011 and 2015. Between 2011 and 2013,
the life expectancy increased from 65.44 years to 65.96 years. This further increased to
66.18 years in 2014 and 66.37 years in 2015. As is common, the female life expectancy is
higher than male life expectancy – 67.37 years compared to 65.43 years in 2015.360
Pakistan
mortality
and 178
2015. In

has also made progress in reducing maternal and infant mortality. Maternal
decreased from 204 deaths per 100,000 live births in 2011, to 190 deaths in 2013
deaths in 2015. Infant mortality decreased by 8.7 per cent between 2011 and
2011, there were 72.1 deaths per 1,000 live births, which decreased to 69.1
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deaths in 2013 and 65.8 deaths in 2015. Despite these improvements, these numbers are
higher than in other countries in the region, such as India or Bangladesh. 361
Environmental impact
Pakistan is geographically diverse and spans over a wide range of altitudes, resulting in a
362
wide variety of ecosystems that support distinct biological communities.
The large
diversity has proved to be crucial for the country’s economic development. The large
rangelands allow for a growing livestock industry, the long coastal line has led to a thriving
fishery industry, and the large forest areas form an important source for timber. Due to its
dependence on natural resources and ecosystems and its rapidly expanding population,
sustainable development and natural resource management are crucial for Pakistan’s future
economic growth.363
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The Pakistan Vision 2025 acknowledges the importance of sustainable development that
considers the country’s environmental challenges. The strategy aims to ensure sufficient,
reliable, clean and cost-effective availability of energy, water and food. This includes
uninterrupted, clean and affordable energy, water management to avoid contamination of
water sources, and access to safe and nutritious food. Additionally, it focuses on policy
making that considers the various challenges
60
posed by climate change, the adoption of
50
adaptation and mitigation strategies and
conservation of natural resources. Lastly, the
40
Government plans to tap into the potential of
30
its natural endowments in mining and
20
minerals.364
10
The improved ranking of Pakistan on the EPI
0
illustrates its improved performance on
meeting environmental policy targets for
priority issues since 2014. The EPI assesses the
EPI
country’s ecosystem vitality, which analyses
the protection of the ecosystem and natural
Environmental health
resource management, and environmental
Ecosystem vitality
health, which analysis the protection of human
health from environmental harm. Figure
Figure 66: Pakistan’s Environmental Performance
66demonstrates that Pakistan’s performance on
Index Score (2010-2016)
Source: Yale University
environmental health particularly decreased in
2012 but has achieved consistent increases
between 2012 and 2016. Pakistan’s performance on ecosystem vitality decreased between
2010 and 2014 and has yet to regain 2010 levels.365
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The main environmental challenges faced by Pakistan
degradation, soil degradation, air and water pollution
environmental challenges are caused by various factors,
growth, urbanisation, inadequate resources and waste
activity.366

are deforestation and forest
and climate change. These
including the rapid population
management, and economic

The country’s large environmental diversity and wealth of natural resources has supported
its economic growth and development. In turn, this economic development has had a
negative impact on the environment and contributed to the deterioration and degradation of
natural resources. 367 The increased economic activity has led to increased air pollution
through inadequate waste management, vehicle exhaust emissions, and greenhouse gasses
(GHG) emissions, primarily originating from small and medium sized industrial plants. 368
The inadequate waste management systems have furthermore allowed for severe water
pollution. An estimated 99 per cent of wastewater is discharged in drains and rivers without
any form of treatment.369 As a result, water sources near industrial centres are often heavily
polluted with toxic metals, coliforms, pesticides and other harmful substances, posing a
threat to both the flora and fauna and human health.370
The textile and clothing industry is Pakistan’s main export industry and its exports to the EU
have increased significantly since obtaining GSP+ status. The production process can have a
detrimental effect on air, water and soil quality in the absence of sufficient environmental
management strategies due to the use of harmful substances and the generation of
pollutants. The industry uses large amounts of water for bleaching, mixing, washing and
371
cleaning – on average 2,000 to 2,500 gallons of water per mill per day.
This water is
largely disposed of untreated and leads to deterioration of water quality in lakes, rivers and
372
ground water. Furthermore, the inadequate disposal of waste material, such as plastics,
373
can lead to soil degradation.
Agriculture is another important industry for Pakistan which is having a negative impact on
the environment. The excessive use of chemical fertilisers and pesticides had led to pollution
and degradation of the air, soil and water quality in surrounding areas. Additionally,
inadequate management of agricultural waste and manure can lead to water pollution.
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Furthermore, it could lead to air pollution through the burning of agricultural residue. Lastly,
intensive cultivation of crops can contribute to soil degradation. 374
The ND-GAIN Country Index ranks Pakistan as the 68th most vulnerable country out of the
181 countries assessed. As displayed in Figure 67 below, Pakistan’s vulnerability has
slightly decreased over the past years. Due to the high vulnerability and the increased
number of climate change related natural disasters, there is a high public awareness of
climate change and its potential impact on the country. The 2015 World Bank survey shows
that 31 per cent of the population considers climate change to be a very big problem; 52
per cent considers it to be a moderately big problem and only 15 per cent considers it to be
a small problem or no problem.375

Figure 67: ND-GAIN Index Vulnerability and Readiness (1995-2015)376

In addition to being highly vulnerable to the effects of climate change, there is a very low
readiness to deal with the impacts of climate change. However, as displayed in Figure 67,
Pakistan’s readiness has significantly increased over the years. 377 The Government
collaborates with various international organisations to develop technical and human
capacity to address the immediate impacts of climate change. 378
Pakistan’s emission of GHG and CO2 has remained relatively stable over the past years
despite economic growth. Between 2010 and 2013, total GHG emissions increased by
6.4 per cent and total CO2 emissions increased by 3 per cent. The per capita emission of
GHG decreased by 0.5 per cent, while the per capita CO2 emission increased by 3.5 per
cent. The emission of GHG and CO2 by Pakistan have increased on a similar scale or less
374
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than global emissions and only make up a small part of global emissions – in 2013,
Pakistan’s GHG emissions are 0.72 per cent of the total, while its CO 2 emissions are 0.44 per
cent of the total.379 As illustrated in Figure 68 below, Pakistan’s per capita GHG and C02
emissions are much lower than the global average. 380
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Figure 68: GHG and CO2 emissions per capita in Ethiopia and the world average (2010-2013)381

Environmental challenges threaten Pakistan’s future development due to its dependence on
natural resources. The Government of Pakistan acknowledges the importance of sustainable
development for future economic growth and development in its Pakistan Vision 2025. The
Government has further developed and implemented policies and strategies for resource
efficiency and green growth.382 In this respect, Pakistan reinstated the Ministry of Climate
Change to demonstrate its commitment to environmental protection and mitigation of the
risks of climate change.383
Stakeholders have argued that an important obstacle in tackling these environmental
challenges is the lack of strong political will and the limited capacity in terms of financial,
institutional and technological resources. Due to the constant security threat presented by
terrorism, the majority of the resources are dedicated to security issues. Another important
obstacle is the lack of reliable data, which hampers a comprehensive overview of the
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severity of environmental degradation in the country. This in turn hampers the formulation
of effective strategies and policies.384
Human rights impact
The Pakistan Vision 2025 recognises democratic governance as good governance, which
includes responsible public officials, a transparent government, individual freedom,
collective action, an independent legal system and elimination of corruption. In order to
create a responsive, inclusive, transparent and accountable system of governance, the
Government will reform the criminal justice system and the police, as well as take measures
to tackle corruption.385
Political rights and civil liberties remain relatively restricted in Pakistan. Between 2011 and
2017, Pakistan’s score on both Freedom House indicators has remained the same – 4 out of
7 on political rights and 5 out of 7 on civil liberties. These scores indicate some deficiencies
in the effective protection of all political rights and civil liberties. 386
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Figure 69: Democracy Index (2011-2016)387

The Democracy Index places Pakistan amongst the “hybrid regimes” as 111 th out of 167
countries. The label “hybrid regime” indicates that there remain threats to a country’s
democracy that could take the form of low political participation, pressure on political
opponents, corruption and pressure on the media. Pakistan has made significant progress
since 2006, when a score of 3.92 placed the country amongst the “authoritarian regimes”.
However, in recent years Pakistan’s score on the Democracy Index has deteriorated
significantly.388
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The 2013 general elections and transition of government have generally been acknowledged
as a positive step in Pakistan’s democratisation process. It was reported that despite a
number of shortcomings and problems, the elections were largely conducted fairly and in
line with Pakistani law.389
However, reports identify low levels of internal democracy and financial transparency in
political parties. Political parties generally lack effective decision-making and intra-party
elections. An elite group of traditional political families manage to exercise disproportionate
influence in politics, and members of these families are often chosen as candidates for all
leading parties. The ruling Pakistan Muslim League-N is considered the least democratic
party due to the lack of party meetings and competitive intra-party elections.390
After the general elections in 2013, the Pakistani military increased its political power and
influence in the country’s foreign and defence policy. This trend became especially visible
after the Peshawar school attack in December 2014. The military successfully influenced the
decision to allow the establishment of military courts to deal with acts of terrorism. 391
Pakistan has been the ongoing victim of numerous devastating acts of terrorism and
violence, which are targeted at nearly every sector of Pakistani society, including schools
and religious sites. Terrorism has also had an effect on the Government and political
environment, as terrorists try to intimidate the politicians.392 Widespread terrorism has had
a significant impact on human rights, and has led to instances of arbitrary detention, torture
and the de-facto reinstatement of the death penalty. There are reported violations of human
rights, including an excessive amount of executions and death row prisoners, nontransparent transfers from civilian to military courts, non-transparent hearings or
convictions based on confessions obtained through torture, death penalty for children and
lack of access to legal aid for death row prisoners.393
There have also been reports of restricted civil liberties, in particular regarding the freedom
of expression. There have been numerous instances pointing towards the violation of the
freedom of expression and the Government’s insufficient efforts to uphold and protect this
fundamental freedom. There have been attacks on the media, news outlets and journalists
reportedly aimed at impeding critical reporting. As a result, journalists reportedly practice
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self-censorship in fear of retribution by militant groups or government forces. 394
Additionally, media outlets are pressured to refrain from reporting on human rights
violations in the country. The federal regulator of the broadcast media, the Pakistan
Electronic Media Regulatory Authority, has reportedly restricted media outputs with threats
of fines and withdrawal of broadcasting licenses.395
Reporters without Borders ranked Pakistan 147th out of the 180 countries scrutinised for its
Media Freedom Index in 2015. This reflects an improvement compared to 2014, when the
country was ranked 159th. Reporters without Borders further reports that Pakistani media is
restricted by pressures and self-censorship. However, Pakistani media is reportedly among
the freest regarding covering power struggles of politicians.396
The Government has also restricted freedom of expression online. The Prevention of
Cybercrimes Law, which was enacted in 2016, has been widely criticised because it provides
the Government with the opportunity to censor online content and to criminalise internet
user activity under broad and vaguely defined criteria. Furthermore, it allows government
authorities to access data of internet users without judicial review or oversight. 397 The
Ministry of Religious Affairs has established a special monitoring cell to monitor websites
containing blasphemous, objectionable, pornography, biased, anti-state, sectarian content
on the internet. The Pakistan Telecommunication Authority has been requested by this
monitoring cell to block websites with objectionable content.398
In 2015, the Government introduced a new policy to regulate international NGOs.
Reportedly, this policy has been used to restrict NGOs’ work and impede the efforts of
international humanitarian and human rights groups in the country. 399 The Human Rights
Committee of Pakistan has further reported on state interference in NGOs’ work, which were
hindered by legal barriers.400
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Figure 70: Worldwide governance indicators401

The World Bank Worldwide Governance Indicators demonstrate the perceptions on a
number of indicators, including (i) voice and accountability: citizen political participation and
civil freedoms; (ii) political stability and absence of violence or terrorism; (iii) rule of law:
confidence in the government, judicial system and society; and (iv) control of corruption:
use of public power for personal gain. As a result of the widespread presence of terrorist
violence, Pakistan scores very low on political stability and the absence of violence, though
a slight improvement can be observed in recent years. Pakistan scored especially low on the
control of corruption, but significant improvements can be observed since 2012. All scores
are below the average of the lower middle income countries. 402
5.2.4. Implementation of GSP+ covered international conventions
In its efforts to obtain and maintain GSP+ preferential market access, the Government of
Pakistan introduced a number of divisions and units. Ahead of obtaining GSP+ status, the
Government set up a GSP+ Task Force to ensure that the country fulfilled the EU’s formal
requirements.403 In 2014, Pakistan established a national Treaty Implementation Cell under
the Ministry of Commerce to formulate a mechanism to supervise, coordinate and support
the implementation of the international conventions by the federal and provincial
governments, agencies and other stakeholders. 404 Provincial Treaty Implementation Cells
were also set up. 405 A reform was introduced in 2016 to enhance the coordination with
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departments and agencies and to enable cooperation with international partners. 406
Additionally, the Government announced in 2015 that they would set up a GSP+ Support
Mechanism Unit to cooperate with private sector and NGOs to improve human rights in
Pakistan.407 At time of writing, the GSP+ Support Mechanism Unit has yet to be established.
Conventions on human rights
Pakistan has ratified all UN conventions on human rights required for the GSP+, with a
number of reservations. These reservations have been made in line with the Constitution of
Pakistan and mainly relate to gender and religion. To be eligible for GSP+ status, Pakistan
ratified the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the Convention
against Torture (CAT) in 2010. As a result of dialogues with the Commission, Pakistan
decided to withdraw the majority of its reservations to these conventions in 2011 as these
reservations made the country ineligible for GSP+. 408
Pakistan is largely compliant with the national reporting as part of its obligations under the
conventions – except for CEDAW for which the latest report was to be submitted in March
2017. In the past years, Pakistan has made efforts to catch up with its reporting
requirements. In 2015, the country submitted the CERD report (due in 2014) and the CRC
report (due 2012). The ICESR report (due 2010) and the initial CAT report (due 2011) were
submitted in 2016.
To ensure the effective implementation of the provisions under the conventions, Pakistan
has implemented a variety of legislative, policy and institutional measures. In February
2016, the Government adopted an Action Plan for Human Rights. The Action Plan is based
on six thematic areas: (i) policy and legal reforms, (ii) implementation of key human rights
priorities, (iii) crosscutting interventions for the protection of human rights, (iv)
implementation of international and UN treaties, (v) establishment and strengthening of
national human rights institutions and (vi) establishment of an implementation and
monitoring mechanism for the Action Plan. The Action Plan prioritises the country’s
international commitments to human rights and proposes to take action to identify gaps in
domestic legislation and mechanisms concerning effective implementation. 409
The national reports and observations from the monitoring bodies identified a number of
overarching challenges to the effective implementation of the conventions. First of all, there
is a lack of oversight mechanisms to ensure the coherent and consistent implementation
and enforcement of the provisions in the Constitution and domestic legislation. This is
further complicated by the weak state institutions, in particular the judiciary and the police.
Secondly, the 18th Constitutional Amendment transferred the responsibility for
implementation to the provinces. This has led to different levels of implementation due to
the differences between the provinces and their capacity. Thirdly, there exist persistent
stereotypes which cause difficulties in guaranteeing equality for a number of groups within
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the country. Lastly, the financial and human capacity of the National Human Rights
Committees remains limited.
There are also more specific challenges to the effective implementation of certain
conventions. Regarding the implementation of the CERD, the domestic legal definition of
racial discrimination is not in line with the convention. Additionally, hate speech and acts of
discrimination against minorities and refugees are not effectively prohibited and prevented.
Lastly, there is a lack of education on racial discrimination.410
There are a number of challenges to the protection of civil and political rights. The effective
implementation of the ICCPR is limited by violations of the right of life and security by the
criminalisation of abortion, the reintroduction of the death penalty and enforced
disappearances by law enforcement officials, military and security forces. Additionally, there
are reports of torture and ill-treatment, bonded labour and human trafficking. Lastly, there
are limits to civil liberties, such as the right to privacy, the freedom of expression and
religion, the right to a fair trial and the freedom of movement.411
One of the main challenges to the effective implementation of the CESCR is the lack of data
and information provided by the Government on the allocated budget, legislative measures
and the results of these measures. Data is lacking on a wide range of topics, including social
protection, health, education, combat of corruption, employment, trade unionisation and its
efforts to guarantee economic, social and cultural rights for its rapidly growing population.
The lack of data and information can partly be attributed to the limited human resources
and financial capacity of the provinces, which have become responsible for collecting and
providing data and information on these matters. 412 Additionally, there have been concerns
about the equal right to economic, social and cultural rights for women. In many cases,
women are deprived of rights relevant to the conventions, including related to education,
employment, political life and health.413
In terms of elimination of discrimination against women, the provisions of the CEDAW are
not sufficiently integrated in national and provincial legislation. Additionally, there is a lack
of prevention, investigation and punishment of gender-based violence by non-state actors in
conflict areas. Secondly, there remain wide gender disparities in terms of education,
employment and health. These disparities are enforced by widespread prejudices and
stereotypes of women and the persistent patriarchal attitudes. In this respect, awarenessraising programmes amongst the general public, media and religious and community
leaders, as well as education on gender-based discrimination is lacking.414
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The main issue related to the implementation of the CAT is that the domestic penal code
does not define torture in line with the convention’s definition. Secondly, legislation to
effectively implement the CAT’s provisions has not yet been enacted. Various civil society
organisations have reported that torture and cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment and
punishment persists in the country, in particular during investigative processes. 415
The UN has identified several key factors impeding the full implementation of the CRC in
Pakistan: (i) there is a lack of sufficient coordination between authorities and entities on
different governmental levels, resulting in legal inconsistency across the territory; (ii) the
principle of non-discrimination is insufficiently integrated in domestic legislation. In
particular, gender, regional and urban-rural disparities in education remain; (iii) the
Committee has urged the Government to ensure that crimes against children are actively
reported, prosecuted and punished; (iv) there is a non-transparent allocation of budgets for
agencies working to improve the rights of children; (v) the Government insufficiently
cooperates with civil society; (vi) the Government provides insufficient assistance to families
living in poverty and families of children with disabilities; and (vii) there is a lack of
awareness about the CRC’s provisions amongst law enforcement and judiciary officials and
the general public.416
Conventions on labour rights
Pakistan has ratified all ILO conventions on labour rights required for the GSP+ and
generally complies with the reporting requirements under the conventions. There is one
outstanding out of cycle request of the CEARC on the Right to Organise and Collective
Bargaining Convention. The CEARC has requested the Government to take action and
respond on the observations from the Committee, the International Trade Union
Confederation (ITUC) and the Employers Federation of Pakistan concerning inter alia the
scope of domestic legislation, protection against anti-union discrimination and the promotion
of collective bargaining.417
The most recent Labour Policy was adopted in 2010. It is divided into work on four thematic
areas: (i) legal framework, (ii) rights of workers and employers, (iii) skill development and
employment and (iv) manpower export. The policy acknowledges Pakistan’s international
commitments on labour standards.418 In addition to this, the Government has made efforts
to expand labour rights through legislative acts, including the Industrial Relations Act of
2012. This Act aims to consolidate and rationalise the law relating to forming trade unions
and improvement of relations between employers and employees. It was adopted in the
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context of the ILO conventions on the freedom of association, the right to organise and
collective bargaining.419
Since January 2016, the ILO has been supporting Pakistan in the effective implementation
and reporting on the fundamental labour standards through the EU-funded pilot project
Sustaining GSP-Plus Status by Strengthened National Capacities to Improve ILS Compliance
and Reporting. The project partners include the Federal Ministry of Overseas Pakistanis and
Human Resource Development, provincial labour departments, the Employers Federation of
Pakistan and the Pakistan Workers Federation. It furthermore closely cooperates with the
Treaty Implementation Cell at the Ministry of Commerce. 420
The project specifically targets the issues raised by supervisory bodies and in the GSP+
monitoring and dialogue. The specific objectives are (i) to support the labour law reform
process; (ii) to strengthen the capacity of federal and provincial governments to initiate
actions to enhance compliance with labour standards; (iii) to improve active participation in
the labour administrative process for employers and employees; and (iv) to strengthen the
government’s capacity to communicate and report on the implementation of the
conventions.421
The national reports and observations from the monitoring bodies identified a number of
overarching challenges to the effective implementation of the conventions. One of the main
challenges is presented by the transfer or responsibilities for labour standards to the
provinces.422 As a result of this shift, the provinces had to enact a large number of provincial
laws. Additionally, the lack of capacity of the provinces results in a lack of information on
the implementation measures and data. Secondly, domestic legislation often lacks clear
definitions in line with the conventions. Lastly, there is a lack of public awareness and
adequate training on the provisions of the ILO conventions.
There are also more specific challenges to the effective implementation of certain
conventions. Regarding the convention on Forced Labour and on the Abolition of Forced
Labour, the main challenge is presented by the differences in the provincial adoption of
legislation on eliminating bonded labour and the promotion of its effective implementation.
Provincial initiatives aimed to tackle bonded labour through monitoring, raids and antibonded labour forces. However, there is a lack of information on the legal actions,
prosecutions, convictions and penalties applied against perpetrators of bonded labour.
Secondly, there is limited cooperation between the Government, employers’ organisations,
workers’ organisations and other relevant partners. 423 Lastly, Pakistan’s Penal Code and
Security of Pakistan Act give wide discretionary powers to authorities to set punishment,
including forced labour, based on the expression of dissenting political views and non-
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Muslim religious practices. In this respect, the CEARC has requested additional information
on these measures and relevant court decisions.424
Several challenges impede the effective implementation of the conventions on freedom of
association and the right to organise and collective bargaining. One of the main challenges
is that domestic legislation excludes employees in certain sectors from forming unions and
collective bargaining, including agriculture, health, education, banking, security and
employees of special economic and trade zones. Estimates suggest that approximately 60
per cent of the labour force is excluded from these rights. 425 Additionally, there are
instances of anti-union discriminations. 426 Secondly, there are shortcomings in domestic
legislation regarding the rights of the most representative trade unions and workers’
organisations to organise their administration and formulate their programmes. Lastly, there
is a lack of cooperation between the Government, social partners and trade unions. 427
Regarding equal remuneration for men and women, Pakistan has set up Ombudsperson
offices and established a federal tripartite consultation committee to monitor legislative and
administrative steps taken by provincial governments to implement the provisions of the
convention. To ensure an effective implementation, the Government should provide
adequate training for labour inspectors and judges at the provincial level and increase their
awareness-raising efforts.428
There are several challenges to effectively tackling discrimination in employment and
occupation. First of all, domestic legislation lacks a comprehensive definition and prohibition
of discrimination, in particular regarding political opinion and national extraction. Secondly,
there is a lack of legal provisions and administrative measures to protect religious minorities
from discrimination, in particular the Ahmadi people. Lastly, the CEARC expressed concerns
about discrimination against women. The Government has yet to provide additional
information on the impact of awareness raising activities and measures against sexual
harassment in the work place.429 Furthermore, there is a lack of information on the number
of female government employees and measures taken to ensure that women can benefit
from allocated seats in national and provincial assemblies through vocational training. This
is particularly important as a majority of the allocated seats for women and minorities has
not been filled accordingly.430
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To implement the Conventions on the Minimum Age for Admission to Employment and
Worst Forms of Child Labour, Pakistan has adopted national policies and programmes and
enhanced its awareness raising activities. However, despite these efforts child labour
remains an important problem in the country. Additionally, there are incidences of child
trafficking for various illegal purposes and child debt bondage. The CEARC has requested
adequate information on the measures taken by the Government to prevent such crimes
and to provide data on the penalties sentences in case of conviction of these crimes. 431
Conventions on climate change and environmental protection
Pakistan has ratified all UN conventions on climate change and environmental protection
required for the GSP+.
Pakistan has generally submitted the latest reports in compliance with its obligations under
the conventions – except for CITES and UNFCCC. It has not submitted the latest annual
report for CITES and has not submitted anything for UNFCCC since 2003. Some older
reports for CITES, the Basel and Stockholm Conventions and the Cartagena Protocol are still
missing. However, the country has made efforts to catch up on its reporting in recent years
by submitting missing and overdue reports – i.e. the Cartagena Reports in 2014 (due in
2011) and 2016 (due in 2015) and the 2014 Report on the Stockholm Convention in 2016.
Additionally, Pakistan has increasingly been submitted overdue Annual Reports on the Basel
Convention since 2014.
In 2012, the Government adopted a National Climate Change Policy to ensure that Pakistan
will be resilient towards climate change and to integrate climate change in the economically
and socially vulnerable sectors. To reach this goal, the Government will inter alia integrate
climate change policy in other national policies, encourage private and public investment in
adaptation measures, enhance awareness of climate change and ensure water, food and
energy security. 432 To effectively implement this policy, the Government adopted the
Framework for Implementation of Climate Change Policy 2014-2030. The framework sets
out adaptation and mitigation actions for different sectors, i.e. agriculture, forestry, energy
and transport, and focuses on the country’s readiness and vulnerable ecosystems.433
The 2015 National Forest Policy aims to expand, protect and ensure the suitable use of
national forests, protected areas, natural habitats and watersheds. Additionally, it aims to
improve livelihoods and human health in line with national priorities and international
agreements. Measures utilized to this effect include inter alia investing in available
communal lands and urban forestry, enhancing the role of forests in carbon emission
reduction and facilitating the implementation of international conventions and
agreements.434
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In 2017, Pakistan passed a bill in line with the National Climate Change Policy to address
the effects of climate change and to meet its obligations under international conventions on
climate change. To this end, the bill establishes the Pakistan Climate Change Authority, the
Pakistan Climate Change Council and the Pakistan Climate Change Fund to adopt
comprehensive adaptation and mitigation policies and measures. 435
The national reports on the implementation of the UN conventions identify a number of
overarching challenges. These challenges mainly relate to the division of responsibilities
between the federal government and the provinces and the limited financial and human
resources to comply with its obligations under the conventions.
There are also more specific challenges to the effective implementation of certain
conventions. Regarding CITES, the Government of Pakistan has to enact domestic
legislation in line with the provisions under the convention. In this respect, the CITES
Standing Committee sent a warning letter in February 2016. The Government responded by
indicating that the legislative process to fully implement CITES is ongoing. 436
To support the effective implementation of the Montreal Protocol and to strengthen the
country’s institutional capacity, Pakistan receives funding from the Multilateral Fund of the
Montreal Protocol. A dedicated office, the Ozone Cell, established in 1996, serves as the
institutional mechanism for implementing the Protocol. Through the UNEP Compliance
Assistance Programme the Government is supported in meeting its target under the
Protocol.437
With regards to the control of hazardous waste under the Basel Convention, the
Government has indicated that it has undertaken efforts to reduce the generation of
hazardous waste through various national strategies, economic instruments and industry
commitments, including ‘The Basel Convention Import Policy Order,’ establishing a ban on
the import of hazardous waste in 2016. An EU funded project on the ‘Environmentally
Sound Management of Waste from Ship Dismantling’ is currently being implemented at
Gadani. 438 The Government has not noted any particular challenges to the
implementation.439
Pakistan’s National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, launched in November 2015, was
a significant step for the implementation of the CBD. It was based on a comprehensive
revision of the 2010 Strategy and Action Policy, including the Protected Areas System;
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botanical gardens; projects for combating soil erosion in catchment areas of large dams;
awareness campaigns; and a Centre for Biodiversity Conservation.440
The main issue related to the implementation of the CBD is that the Government has not
yet set national or regional biodiversity targets to successfully implement the CBD Strategic
Plan 2010-2020 and the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. The Fifth National Report furthermore
identifies the weak institutional capacity and lack of adequate human and financial
resources and an impeding factor to achieve the objectives of the convention. However, the
Government has better integrated biodiversity in university curricula and the topic is
therefore more present in societal and academic dialogue. This has improved the status of
many threatened and critically endangered species and has increased the protected area
coverage.441
As Pakistan is highly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change, the UNFCCC is
very important to them. The country has committed to national climate change policies to
adapt to and mitigate the risks of climate change. Furthermore, in November 2016 it
submitted its Intended National Determined Contribution, which underlines Pakistan’s
commitment to intensify its efforts under the UNFCCC and identified potential for mitigation
in several areas, such as agriculture and energy.442
With regards to the effective implementation of the Cartagena Protocol under the CBD, a
domestic regulatory framework is partially in place. The Government of Pakistan has
adopted national biosafety laws and guidelines and has initiated institutional reform by
setting up a National Biosafety Committee, a Technical Advisory Committee and Institutional
Biosafety Committees.443
Several factors impede the full implementation of the Stockholm Convention in Pakistan.
While the country has developed a National Implementation Plan and established a policy
framework that lays out a roadmap to address the specific issues of POP, it faces challenges
due to (i) the lack of adequate legal provisions on POPs with regards to production,
screening, import, use and disposal; (ii) the lack of adequate legal provisions on
identification, liability and management of contaminated sites; (iii) weak enforcement
mechanisms; (iv) insufficient public awareness on health and environmental risks associated
with POPs; and (v) a lack of adequate financial and human capacities.444
Lastly, with respect to the Kyoto Protocol under the UNFCCC, Pakistan has implemented the
Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) to facilitate the reduction of GHG emissions in
developing countries. Despite the systemic problems facing the CDM globally, projects
implemented have contributed to the reduction of GHG emissions in Pakistan. Projects
related to the CDM are facilitated by a dedicated department within the Ministry of Climate
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Change. The Government has furthermore committed to a variety of initiatives to develop
alternative and renewable energy projects in the country. 445
Conventions on good governance
Pakistan has ratified all UN Conventions on drug control and control of corruption required
for the GSP+.
The Pakistani Government has created several authorities to support the country’s
adherence to the conventions and its drug control policy. In 1995, the Anti-Narcotics Force
(ANF) was established by merging the Pakistan National Control Board and the AntiNarcotics Task Force of the Pakistani Army to enforce the country’s drug law and policies in
the field.446 Furthermore, a Drug Demand Reduction Cell within the Ministry of Interior has
been formed to coordinate and assist in formulating strategies and measures to realise drug
demand reduction and support treatment and rehabilitation of drug users. 447 Lastly, it
established the Drug Regulatory Authority of Pakistan in 2012 coordinating and enforcing
the Drug Act of 1976 and regulating the availability of drugs and substances for medicine
and science.448
Pakistan has agreed to international observation of its drug control situation by the
International Narcotics Control Board (INCB). The latest mission of the INCB to Pakistan was
in 2012 to assess the country’s adherence to the provisions in the conventions and the
trafficking, drug abuse and availability of illicit and controlled substances for medical
purposes.449 The INCB identified several challenges to the effective implementation of the
conventions, including (i) a lack of institutional capacity to ensure the availability of drugs
and substances for medicine and science, (ii) a lack of monitoring mechanisms for
movement of precursors and (iii) insufficient information on drug demand reduction and its
structural framework.450
Regarding the Convention Against Corruption, Pakistan adopted the National Accountability
Ordinance in 1999 to set up the National Accountability Bureau (NAB) to “eradicate
corruption and corrupt practices and hold accountable all those persons accused of such
practices and matters ancillary thereto”.451 The NAB is the central anti-corruption authority
and cooperates with international agencies under the convention. In addition to the NAB, a
dedicated judicial system was created to deal with cases on corrupt practices and abuse of
public authority. The law governing the NAB is largely in line with the provisions of the
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convention.452 The framework to combat corruption is further provided by the National AntiCorruption Strategy (NACS) of 2003. While previous strategies focused on penalising
corruption, the NACS aims to provide a comprehensive approach to corruption, tackling the
causes of corruption and empowering society to stand up for its rights.453
Pakistan’s first review cycle took place in September and October 2015 with peer-reviewers
from the Solomon Islands and Norway. At the time of writing, no conclusions or summary
reports have been made public. During the Resumed 7 th Session of the Implementation
Review Group under UNCAC in November 2016, Pakistan stressed their commitment to
tackle corruption and to cooperate with the Member Countries of the South Asian
Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) to enhance its capacity to combat
corruption.454
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6. Case studies on Bangladesh and Ethiopia
This section will provide an in-depth overview of the impact of the EBA in Bangladesh
and Ethiopia, analysing the economic, social, environmental, and human rights impact of
the EBA arrangement.

6.1. Impact of EBA on Bangladesh
6.1.1.

Introduction to the country in focus

Figure 71: Country profile455

The People's Republic of Bangladesh is a multiparty parliamentary democracy led by
President Abdul Hamid and Prime Minister Sheikh Hasina. The unicameral parliament
consists of 300 directly elected members with 45 seats reserved for women. Despite the
fact that Bangladesh’s two largest political parties have been headed by women for more
than 30 years, the overall representation of women in the political system is standing at
only 20 per cent.456
Since its independence in 1971, the country has experienced differing political conditions
including fifteen years of military rule transitioning in 1991. The political system is
dominated by two main parties: the Bangladesh Awami League which is the current
governing party and the Bangladesh Nationalist Party. 457 The political process in
Bangladesh is dominated by polarization and confrontation between these main parties
leading to repeated violent opposition. The parliamentary procedures impede effective
participation of the opposition in the legislative process resulting in enforced antagonism
and frequent walkouts as much as several national strikes.458
The last national elections were held in January 2014 and have resulted in a major
victory for the Awami League, winning 79.14 per cent of the votes. The large majority
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can be explained by the fact that the opposition has boycotted the elections and so
several seats have been uncontested.459
Bangladesh has been classified as a lower middle income country since 2014. Its strong
economic growth over the past decades is widely expected to lead to classification as an
upper-middle-income country by 2021.460 The Government of Bangladesh has presented
its Seventh Five Year Plan in 2015, aimed at promoting Bangladesh to an upper-middle
income country by 2021. This plan is centered around three main themes: (i) GDP
growth, employment and poverty reduction; (ii) citizen empowerment and inclusiveness
(iii) sustainability and resilience towards climate change impacts. 461
Significant shifts in trade, fiscal, industrial, agricultural and financial policies have taken
place in Bangladesh since the beginning of the 1990s. Among the major changes, falls
the rapid expansion of the garment industry as the main export sector. This has had an
overall impact on poverty reduction and increased the employment of women.
Bangladesh’s economic growth has been supported by export-oriented manufacturing,
inward remittances and the service sector. 462 Over the past years, the macroeconomic
stability with current and financial account surpluses and increased Foreign Direct
Investments have had positive impacts on the country’s economic performance. 463
Trade relations between Bangladesh and the EU
The EU is a long-term trade and development partner for Bangladesh, as Bangladesh has
enjoyed preferential access to the EU market since 1971 under the GSP. Bangladesh has
benefitted from the Everything but Arms Arrangement (EBA) since 2001. The country is
the largest beneficiary of the EBA arrangement, accounting for 69.1 per cent of all EBA
exports to the EU in 2014. In the aftermath of the Rana Plaza collapse, the EU has
initiated a Sustainability Compact for Bangladesh. The aim of which is to improve labour
rights and factory safety in the ready-made garment industry.464
The EU and Bangladesh partnership has evolved from initial Commercial Co-operation
Agreement signed in 1976 to the current Cooperation Agreement of 2001. 465 The
Cooperation Agreement of 2001 has expanded and constitutes the framework of current
EU and Bangladesh cooperation. The Agreement has been concluded on the basis of
mutual respect for human rights and democratic principles. 466 Development and trade
assistance to Bangladesh has been largely focused on basic health and education
assistance.
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The four main pillars covered under the Agreement are: (i) trade and economic
development; (ii) human rights; (iii) good governance; and (iv) environment. The main
objectives behind the EU and Bangladesh cooperation are to foster cooperation to
support sustainable economic and social development of Bangladesh and advance twoway trade and product diversification. In addition to that, the Cooperation Agreement
aims to promote investment and economic, technical and cultural links and support the
equilibrium of sustainable economic growth, social development and protection and
conservation of the natural environment. 467 Article 4 of the Agreement defines main
areas of trade and commercial cooperation including timely notification on trade defence
measures, fostered cooperation and enforcement on intellectual, industrial and
commercial property rights and the access to public procurement markets. 468 Further
areas of cooperation are set out in the 2014-20 indicative program, including
governance, food and nutrition security, education and skills.469
Trade relations between Bangladesh and other countries
As a LDC, Bangladesh has favourable market access to a number of developed countries,
ranging from duty free market access to reduced tariff rate facilities which allow
preferential export opportunities of Bangladesh. Bangladesh enjoys preferences from
Australia, Belarus, Canada, Liechtenstein, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, Russian
Federation, Switzerland and Turkey. 470The country’s integration in the world market is
further facilitated by its membership in the WTO and in the regional trade bloc South
Asian Free Trade Area (SAFTA).

467

European Community. (2001). Cooperation Agreement between the European Community and the People's
Republic of Bangladesh on partnership and development.
468
European Community. (2001). Cooperation Agreement between the European Community and the People's
Republic of Bangladesh on partnership and development.
469
EEAS. (2016). EU Projects with Bangladesh. https://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/bangladesh/927/euprojects-bangladesh_en
470
Bangladesh Export Promotion Bureau. Available at: http://www.epb.gov.bd/site/page/7bd7d4d7-cdba4da3-8b10-f40da01e49b6/Market-Access-Facilities
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Figure 72: Main export destinations as percentage of total exports (2016)471

The US is Bangladesh’s second largest export destination.472 Since 1974 Bangladesh has
benefitted from the preferential market access under the US Generalised System of
Preferences. In 2013, following the Rana Plaza collapse, the US administration has
suspended the Bangladesh’s GSP status on grounds of the country’s lack of progress on
worker rights and safety.473 RMG products and so Bangladesh’s main exports were not
included in the US GSP program. On this industry, the GSP suspension had a more
indirect impact on Bangladesh’s as it is affecting the country’s image and so discouraging
FDI. 474 The suspended GSP status of Bangladesh is under review by the US Trade
Representative and anchored on Bangladesh’s progress on worker’ rights. 475
6.1.2.
Trade under the EBA arrangement
The EU is the main destination for Bangladesh’s exports, accounting for 43.3 per cent of
its total exports in 2016.476 In the same year, the value of exports to the EU amounted
to EUR 16,245 million, constituting an increase of 80.4 per cent since 2011 and
50.1 per cent since 2013. Figure 73 below illustrates this significant increase in export
value.

471

European Commission. (2017). Trade in goods with Bangladesh. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2006/september/tradoc_113349.pdf. Pie chart is to be read in clockwise direction.
472
US Government. (2017). Bangladesh. Available at: https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/south-centralasia/bangladesh#
473
GDLSK. Available here: http://www.gdlsk.com/knowledge/286-gsp-bangladesh.html
474
Kibria, et al. (2016). Impact of GSP Cut: The case of RMG Sector in Bangladesh. Available at:
http://www.wjsspapers.com/static/documents/March/2016/2.%20Ashiq.pdf
475
USTR. (2015). Annual Review 2015. Available at: https://ustr.gov/sites/default/files/Outcomes-2015-2016GSP-Annual-Review.pdf
476
European Commission. (2017). Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2006/september/tradoc_113349.pdf
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Figure 73: Bangladesh's total export to the EU (2011-2016)477

The EBA gives Bangladesh an important competitive advantage vis-à-vis its competitors
such as China, India, Turkey and Vietnam that do not enjoy similar preferential access,
especially in the ready-made garment (RMG) sector. In this sense, the scheme has
played an important role in expanding Bangladesh’s exports to the EU.
As illustrated by
Figure 74 below, Bangladesh’s export basket is relatively undiversified. It consists
mainly of clothing, textile and food products. HS Chapters 61 and 62 are dominant in
Bangladesh’s exports to the EU and accounted for over 90 per cent of the EU’s total
imports from Bangladesh in 2016. The value of these exports has steadily increased over
the years.

477

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission. Pie chart is to be read
in a clockwise direction.
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Figure 74: Composition of Bangladesh's export under EBA by HS Chapter (2016)478

The EU also imports non-traditional products from Bangladesh such as fish and
crustaceans (HS Chapter 3) and leather goods (HS Chapters 41 and 42). These goods
are imported to a significantly lesser extent than textile products.
Bangladesh has a high utilisation rate for its exports. Out of the EUR 16,182 million
eligible exports in 2016, EUR 15,559 million were exported with EBA preferences. This
constitutes an average utilisation rate of 96.35 per cent. As illustrated by Figure 75
below, the utilisation rate has increased by 1.76 percentage points since 2011. Through
the stakeholder consultation process, it has become evident that the country has
benefitted from the reformed RoO requirements, which resulted in an improvement in an
increased utilisation of EBA preferences, especially for woven products. 479 Before the
reformed RoO were introduced in 2011, the utilisation rate was only 80.9 per cent.

478

HS Chapters description: 3: Fish and crustaceans, molluscs and other aquatic invertebrates; 24: Tobacco
and manufactured tobacco substitutes; 41: Raw hides and skins (other than furskins) and leather; 42: Articles
of leather; saddlery and harness; travel goods, handbags and similar containers; articles of animal gut (other
than silk-worm gut); 61: Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, knitted or crocheted; 62: Articles of
apparel and clothing accessories, not knitted or crocheted;63: Other made up textile articles; sets; worn
clothing and worn textile articles; rags. 64: Footwear, gaiters and the like; parts of such articles; 65: Headgear
and parts thereof; 87: Vehicles other than railway or tramway rolling-stock, and parts and accessories thereof.
479
Stakeholder Workshop Bangladesh, 7 February 2017
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Figure 75: EBA preference utilisation (2011-2016)480

A more detailed analysis of the utilisation rate for specific export products shows that
utilisation is generally high. Despite the relatively low export value of fish and
crustaceans, HS Chapter 3 had the highest utilisation rate in 2016 (99.9 per cent). The
average utilisation rate for HS Chapters 61 to 64 in 2016 was 95.9 per cent, while HS
Chapter 53 (other vegetable textile fibres; paper yarn and woven fabrics of paper yarn)
had the lowest utilisation rate of all the HS Chapters displayed in Figure 2. Almost 85
per cent of these exports did not use EBA preferences.
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Figure 76: Preference utilisation for top ten exports in 2016481
480

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission. HS Chapters
description: 3: Fish and crustaceans, molluscs and other aquatic invertebrates; 41: Raw hides and skins (other
than furskins) and leather; 42: Articles of leather; saddlery and harness; travel goods, handbags and similar
481
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6.1.3.
Impact of the EBA arrangement
Bangladesh has experienced steady economic growth over the past decade, with an
average GDP growth of 6.2 per cent per year. Between 2011 and 2015 the country’s
GDP increased from USD 128.6 billion (EUR 118.2 billion) to USD 195 billion (EUR 179.2
billion). In the same period, the per capita GDP increased on average by 5.05 percent
per year, from USD 838.55 (EUR 770.66) in 2011 to USD 1211.70 (EUR 1113.59) in
2015. 482 Overall, it can be stated that the GDP growth is highly correlated with the
country’s export-led strategy.
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Figure 77: GDP and GDP growth (2010-2015)483

containers; articles of animal gut (other than silk-worm gut); 53: Other vegetable textile fibers; paper yarn
and woven fabrics of paper yarn; 61: Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, knitted or crocheted; 62:
Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, not knitted or crocheted; 63: Other made up textile articles; sets;
worn clothing and worn textile articles; rags; 64: Footwear, gaiters and the like; parts of such articles; 65:
Headgear and parts thereof; 87: Vehicles other than railway or tramway rolling-stock, and parts and
accessories thereof.
482
World Bank. (2016). World Development Indicators. Available at:
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD?locations=BD
483
World Bank. (2015). World Development Indicators. Available at:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?locations=BD

156

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

28%
26%
56%
56%

18%
16%

Industry

Agriculture

Services

Bangladesh’s steady growth in GDP has been
supported by a growing industrial sector in
the country. The trade facilitation has had an
impact on economic development and
poverty reduction by generating growth
through increased commercial opportunities
and investment. Through the market access
to the EU, Bangladesh’s industry can enhance
its competitiveness by acquiring finance
through investments and increase the value
added of the country’s produced goods.

Figure 78: Added value of different sectors as The services sector is the most important
sector for Bangladesh and is consistently
percentage of GDP (2011, 2015)
Source: World Bank
providing for 56 per cent of the added value

to the GDP in both 2011 and 2015. Industry
is the second most important sector and has slightly increased to 28 per cent of the
value added in 2015, in contrast to 26 per cent in 2011. The agriculture sector
decreased from 18 per cent to 16 per cent in 2015.484
In Bangladesh, Foreign investments are protected under the Foreign Private Investment
(Promotion and Protection) Act of 1980 which secures investments against expropriation
by the state and state acquisition and repatriation of proceeds from sales of shares and
profit. Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) into the country has increased from USD 1,264
million (EUR 1,161 million) in 2011 to USD 3,380 million (EUR 3,106 million) in 2015.485
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Figure 79: FDI inflows (2011-2015)486

As seen in the graph above, FDI flows to Bangladesh in 2015 have increased by more
than 167 per cent compared to 2011. This has been facilitated by a variety of incentives
for foreign investors such as (i) tax exemption on royalties, technical knowhow and
484

World Bank. (2015). World Development Indicators. Available at:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.SRV.TETC.ZS?locations=BD
485
World Bank. (2015). World Development Indicators. Available at:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/BX.KLT.DINV.CD.WD?locations=BD
486
World Bank. (2015). World Development Indicators. Available at:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/BX.KLT.DINV.CD.WD?locations=BD
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technical assistance fees (ii) tax exemption on interests on foreign loans (iii) tax
exemptions on capital gains from transfer of shares by the investing company. 487
Social impact

Bangladesh ranked 139th out of the 188
countries
examined
in
the
UN
Human
Development Index (HDI) in 2015, illustrating
the country’s performance on life expectancy,
education and Gross National Income (GNI) per
capita. Between 2011 and 2015, Bangladesh’s
HDI improved by 3.95 per cent from 0.557 to
0.579. 488 This upwards trend has been ongoing
since 1990, since the HDI value increased by 50
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
per cent. 489 This steady development is related
to the country’s sustained GDP growth rate of
Figure 80: HDI value (2011-2015)
roughly 6 per cent in recent years leading to
achievements in respect to eradication of
poverty and hunger. Bangladesh has additionally
improved in several social indicators such as increased life expectancy, a robust
decrease of infant mortality and lower fertility rate despite having one of the world's
highest population densities. 490 Despite these improvements on the HDI, Bangladesh
scores below the average for countries in the medium human development group and
below the average of countries in South Asia.491
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Bangladesh is the eighth most populated country in the world, with an estimated
population of 160.1 million in 2015. Since 2010, Bangladesh’s population has grown by
approximately 6 per cent per year with a continuously declining fertility rate to around
2.1 births per woman.492 This population growth constitutes considerable challenges in
terms of resources, employment opportunities, income distribution, poverty and social
protection. In order to address the high population growth rate, the Government has
introduced various measures such as the Bangladesh family planning program.493
Labour is one of the main factors of production in Bangladesh and constitutes
Bangladesh’s comparative advantage in labour-intensive manufacturing. Bangladesh has
an estimated total labour force of 72.027 million people. ILO estimates suggest that 43.2
per cent of the female population was active in paid labour in 2016, which constitutes an
increase of 2.2 per cent compared to 2010. The labour market participation rate for the
male population is higher and stands at 81.05 per cent.494

487

Abdin MJ. (2015). Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) in Bangladesh: Trends, Challenges and
Recommendations. Available at: https://www.omicsonline.com/open-access/foreign-direct-investment-fdi-inbangladesh-trends-challenges--recommendations-2162-6359-1000276.pdf
488
UNDP. (2016). Human Development Report 2016 Bangladesh. Available at:
http://hdr.undp.org/sites/all/themes/hdr_theme/country-notes/BGD.pdf
489
UNDP. (2016). Human Development Report 2016 Bangladesh. Available at:
http://hdr.undp.org/sites/all/themes/hdr_theme/country-notes/BGD.pdf
490
World Bank. (2016). Available at:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.IMRT.IN?locations=BD&view=chart)
491
UNDP. (2016). Human Development Report 2016 Bangladesh. Available at:
http://hdr.undp.org/sites/all/themes/hdr_theme/country-notes/BGD.pdf
492
World Bank. (2016). Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.TFRT.IN?locations=BD
493
Center for Global Development. (2016). Millions Saved. Available at:
https://www.cgdev.org/doc/millions/MS_case_13.pdf
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World Bank (2016) Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.IND.EMPL.MA.ZS?locations=BD
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The informal economy is a significant factor of the country’s growth dynamics and now
contributes to 43 per cent of GDP. Wages in the informal economy are on average 8 per
cent lower. The female population is particularly affected, as women’s wages are only
two-thirds of men’s earnings in the country. Informal economy is dominating the private
households and sectors such as agriculture, mining and construction. The informal
economy is more prevalent in rural areas than in the urban areas. 495
The unemployment rate has remained relatively stable, on average 4.2 per cent between
2011 and 2016 and has been steadily decreasing to 4.066 in 2016. 496 Unemployment
affects young workers (14-24) stronger as for these age groups unemployment has
increased between 2011 and 2016 from 8.4 to 10.5 per cent.497
The RMG sector employs about 4.2 million workers in Bangladesh and indirectly supports
40 million Bangladeshi (25 per cent of the population). 498 The RMG sector has an
inherent gender dimension as nearly 80 per cent of the employed workforce is made up
of women.499 Women benefit from the employment opportunity, which has a significant
effect on empowerment and social change in the country. 500 The RMG sector therefore
has had positive effects on freedom, wealth and empowerment of Bangladesh’s female
population and decreases women’s vulnerability and the possibility of domestic
violence.501
One major problem in Bangladesh concerns safety conditions in the RMG factories across
the country. The loss of 1,136 lives in the Rana Plaza collapse in 2013 has directed
attention towards the devastating consequences of neglected safety standards. The
disaster made clear to the Government and producers alike that safety standards needed
to be revised and that there was a need for fundamental changes with regards to
compliance and monitoring. Since 2013, a variety of measures have been put in place to
guarantee and strengthen factories’ safety.502
Reportedly, the international pressure resulting from the Rana Plaza collapse has
resulted in social improvements in the country. Action has been taken to facilitate trade
union registration in the country and increased efforts on occupational safety can be
detected. The significant international pressure by governments as much as consumers
in combination with increased corporate responsibility has to be taken into account when
looking into the improvements of workers’ rights and labour standards in the country. 503
In this context, the EU has initiated the Sustainability Compact, aiming to further
promote labour rights and factory safety in Bangladesh’s RMG industry. In a coordinated

495

Ulandssekretariatet. (2014). Bangladesh Labour Market Profile. Available at:
http://www.ulandssekretariatet.dk/sites/default/files/uploads/public/PDF/LMP/lmp_bangladesh_2014_final_ver
sion.pdf
496
World Bank. Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.UEM.TOTL.ZS?locations=BD
497
World Bank. Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.UEM.TOTL.NE.ZS?locations=BD
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European Commission. (2016). Bangladesh Sustainability Compact: Technical Status Report. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/august/tradoc_154841.pdf
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Rahman M.H & Siddiqui S.A. (2015). Female RMG worker: Economic Contribution in Bangladesh. Available
at: http://www.ijsrp.org/research-paper-0915/ijsrp-p4579.pdf
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Rahman M.H & Siddiqui S.A. (2015). Female RMG worker: Economic Contribution in Bangladesh. Available
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ILO. (2014). A quiet revolution: Women in Bangladesh. Available at: http://www.ilo.org/global/about-theilo/newsroom/news/WCMS_234670/lang--en/index.htm
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Barua U & Ansary M.A. (2016). Workplace safety in Bangladesh Ready-made garment sector: 3 years after
the Rana Plaza collapse. Available at:
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10803548.2016.1251150?needAccess=true&journalCode=tose2
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effort by the EU, Bangladesh, the US, Canada and the ILO short- and long term
commitments have been set.504
In addition, there seems to be persistent mistrust between employers and workers.
Despite the fact that the number of registered trade unions has increased considerably,
significant barriers in communication remain between employers and workers. This
mistrust is further increased by the fact that only 50 trade unions have established
successful dialogue between workers and employers to improve working conditions. 505
Bangladesh is experiencing a uniform and steady decline in poverty rates due to changes
in demographics and growth in labour income. The most recent World Bank data shows,
that poverty at the national poverty lines has declined from 48.9 per cent in 2000 to
31.5 per cent in 2010.506 This constitutes a decline in the number of poor people from
nearly 63 million in 2000 to 47 million in 2010.507
As mentioned during the Stakeholder Outreach Workshop on the EU’s GSP in
Bangladesh, the EBA arrangement has had an impact on the country’s social dimension
and contributed to this positive development. A number of stakeholders mentioned that
the EBA has positively impacted poverty rates and infrastructure development and has
enhanced productivity in the industrial sector in Bangladesh.508
Bangladesh has made increased efforts in the country’s health and education sector.
Free and compulsory primary education is guaranteed to its citizens. The country has
managed to increase equitable scale and quality of access to education. The net
enrolment rate (NER) at the primary school level increased from 94.8 per cent in 2010 to
97.94 per cent in 2015.509
Bangladesh has a pluralistic health system in which four key actors define the structure
and function of the system: government, private sector, NGOs and donor agencies. The
country’s health system has undergone a number of reforms with which Bangladesh
established a health infrastructure in the public and private sector. The country’s main
achievements in terms of public health are visible in the reduced child and maternal
death rate, the increased immunization coverage, and the survival rate from some
infectious diseases including malaria, tuberculosis, and diarrhoea.510
Environmental impact
The Environmental Performance Index (EPI) illustrates Bangladesh’s performance on
meeting environmental policy targets for priority issues. In 2016, the country ranked as
173rd out of the 180 countries analysed. The EPI assesses the country’s ecosystem
vitality, which analyses the protection of the ecosystem and natural resource
management, and environmental health, which analysis the protection of human health
from environmental harm. Compared to 2014, Bangladesh has overall improved its EPI
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score. This improvement is largely attributed to the enhancement in efficient resource
management and protection of the ecosystem. 511
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Figure 81: Bangladesh’s Environmental Performance Indicator score (2010-2016)512

In Bangladesh, air pollution constitutes a significant environmental and health problem.
In Dhaka, the recorded share of lead in the atmosphere exceeds the UN recommended
safe levels by a factor of over a 100. 513 The bad air quality in the urban centres is
reportedly caused by vehicle and industrial emissions. The traffic-caused air pollution is a
result of the lack of standards on engine emissions; whereas the industrial emissions are
largely due to emission of fumes, dusts and gases, such as hydrogen sulphide, ammonia
and chlorine.514 The large scale of air pollution in Bangladesh also manifests itself in the
WHO statistics ranking respiratory and pulmonary related diseases among the highest
causes of deaths in the country.515
Industry related waste water and extensive aquaculture farming have caused
encroachment of rivers and other water bodies in the country. Reports suggest that 11
per cent of Bangladeshi rivers are polluted, mainly due to industry waste. One example
can be seen in the Buringanga River, where lethal levels of dissolved oxygen among
other pollutants like plastics, sewage and dead animals have been detected. 516
The environmental impact of the recent economic growth in Bangladesh is the most
evident amongst degrading air and water quality as much as increased Greenhouse Gas
emissions (GHG). Bangladesh’s CO2 emissions have more than doubled over the past
two decades.517

511

Yale University. Environmental Performance Index. Available at: http://epi.yale.edu/
Yale University. Environmental Performance Index. Available at: http://epi.yale.edu/
513
Masukujjaman, M. et a.l (2016). Economy-environment nexus for development: is Bangladesh on the right
track? Available at: http://www.science-gate.com/IJAAS/Articles/2016-3-2/06%202016-3-2-pp.25-29.pdf
514
Hasem A. et al. (2015). Gaseous Air Pollutants and its Enviornmental effect- Emitted from the Tanning
Industry at Hazaribagh, Bangladesh. Available at: http://www.ajer.org/papers/v4(05)/P04501380143.pdf
515
World Health Organization. (2012). Bangladesh: WHO statistical profile. Available at:
http://www.who.int/gho/countries/bgd.pdf?ua=1
516
Kibria, M. G. et al. (2015). Buriganga River Pollution: Its Causes and Impacts. Available at:
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Md_Nurul_Kadir/publication/287759957_Buriganga_River_Pollution_Its_
Causes_and_Impacts/links/5679220b08ae2786c5535d33/Buriganga-River-Pollution-Its-Causes-andImpacts.pdf
517
World Bank. Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.ATM.CO2E.KT?locations=BD
512

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

GHG emissions per capita in TCO2e

CO2 emissions per capita TCO2
6

7

5

6
5

4

4

3

3
2

2

1

1

0

0
2009

2010

2011

Bangladesh

2012

2013

2009

World

2010

2011

Bangladesh

2012

2013

World

Figure 82: CO2 and GHG emissions per capita in Bangladesh and the world average (2009-2013)518

The country is highly vulnerable to climate change and the global rising of temperatures.
From 1994-2014, a total number of 222 natural events related to climate change have
occurred in Bangladesh. 519 With its vast coastline, low-lying land and abundancy of
rivers, the country faces extreme risks as sea levels rise and natural calamities, such as
cyclones, floods and droughts, are expected to intensify.

Figure 83: ND-GAIN Index Vulnerability and Readiness (1995-2015)520

As illustrated by the graphs above, Bangladesh’s vulnerability towards the impacts of
climate change has decreased since 1995 but stagnated in recent years. The country’s
readiness indicating its ability to leverage investments and convert them to adaptation
actions has increased over the same time span.521
RMG products are the dominant exports for Bangladesh and, therefore, have an
important impact on the environmental conditions in the country. The centres for the
518
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RMG industry are Chittagong, Khulna, around Dhaka and Narayanganj city, where 75 per
cent of the garment factories are located. The industry’s main environmental impact
manifests itself through externalities and waste generation. In Narayanganj city alone,
120 to 125 tons of waste is generated on a daily basis.522
Chemical pollutants from the RMG industry impact Bangladesh’s rivers, coastal and
marine environment through high waste water generation. Furthermore, it affects the
soil through land filling, as well as the air and atmosphere in the cities. 523 The main
causes that allow for this detrimental effect on the environment are improper waste
management and the lack of enforcement of regulations.
Reportedly, Bangladeshi industries consider EU environmental regulations too demanding
from an economic standpoint. The main obstacle to wide-scale environmentally friendly
production practices is the difficulty in finding the balance between environmental
mitigation and economic growth, as environmental regulations impose costs difficult to
bear for small and medium companies in the country. 524
In line with global green initiatives, a large number of factories in Bangladesh have made
efforts to mitigate the environmental damage resulting from the increased production.
Evidently, Bangladeshi companies are applying for green certifications and EU producers
increasingly ask for sustainable production practices from their trading partners in the
country. 525 This improvement has been supported by increased consumer awareness
particularly in the EU. Large EU garment brands have reacted to consumer criticism on
environmentally degrading production practices and developed corporate responsibility.
These companies have invested in production sites in Bangladesh to improve the water
filtration mechanisms and other environmentally degrading practices. 526
Human rights impact
In Bangladesh, human rights, political rights and civil liberties have been under pressure
due to turmoil in the country. Bangladesh has been the location of a highly volatile
political environment, political violence and severe instances of opposition and
repression. Between 2011 and 2017, Bangladesh had received scores between 3.5 and
4.0 in both Freedom House indicators for political rights and civil liberties. These scores
indicate that the country’s human rights conditions have been trending downwards,
which is explained by a series of high-profile murders by Islamist militants, increasing
restrictions on critical journalists, and censorship of media content. 527
Democracy in Bangladesh continues to be challenged and basic democratic principles are
not universally ensured. Electoral accountability in the country is questionable and so is
the democratic quality of the elections. Reportedly voting rights are not guaranteed to all
and instances of vote buying and attacks, violence and intimidation at polling centres are
present. The sharply confrontational and polarized political culture is a main reason for
the lack of confidence and has weakened the electoral system in Bangladesh.528
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This downward trend is further reflected in the Democracy Index, which characterizes
Bangladesh as a “hybrid regime” due to the countries performance in categories such as
electoral process and pluralism, functioning of government, political participation,
democratic political culture and civil liberties. The country’s scores are lowest for the
category of political culture reaching a 4.38 score in 2016.530
Pluralism is under restraint in Bangladesh. The boycotted elections in 2014 and the
historical low turnout of 39 per cent underline this point. Reports of a variety of
irregularities in respect to the 2014 local elections have become known, accusing the
ruling AL of vote rigging and attacks on opponent groups.531
The role of the military in Bangladesh is ambiguous as civilian leaders have sought to
instrumentalise the military for partisan interests. Reportedly political parties have
ensured a favourable relationship between the respective party and the military via
facilitated defence equipment purchases and an increase in involvement of the army in
business ventures.532
In Bangladesh, the Freedom of expression and assembly are formally guaranteed.
Nonetheless, a variety of instances point towards these freedoms being heavily restricted
in the country. Reportedly, opposition activists have been restrained and opposition
gatherings forbidden prior to the elections. The repression of the opposition in
Bangladesh has a long-standing history and has been exercised by both major parties.533
The World Bank Worldwide Governance Indicators demonstrate perceptions on a number
of systemic features, including (i) voice and accountability: citizen political participation
and civil freedoms; (ii) political stability and absence of violence or terrorism; (iii) rule of
law: confidence in the Government, judicial system and society; and (iv) control of
corruption: use of public power for personal gain. Bangladesh scores particularly low in
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terms of political stability and incidence of violence. This can be explained by the failure
to contain violent extremism and the re-occurring political violence.534
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Bangladesh also scores low on the indicator for control of corruption and the rule of law.
This can be understood when looking into the excessive use of the criminal justice
system to repress political opponents resulting in hindrance of effective functioning of
the justice system. There is strong influence in judicial affairs and widespread practices
of politicization and corruption in the judicial branch in Bangladesh. The country’s
political system is in particular challenged by the repressive nature in which governing
parties handle opposition and dissent. In addition to that, access to the police and
judiciary is impeded by financial barriers and remains costly and difficult to access for
ordinary people.536
In 2016, Transparency International ranked Bangladesh 145th out of 176 countries on
the Corruption Perception Index (CPI). The country’s ranking has been slightly
decreasing in the past years and the score shows that Bangladesh’s population does not
trust the Government’s ability to tackle corruption in the country.537
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In Bangladesh, widespread corruption continues to hinder the country’s good governance
dimension. The political system is endemically impeded by features such as the misuse
of public office for personal gain and close links between politicians, law enforcement
authorities and bribery. Despite the establishment of the Anti-Corruption Commission in
the country, this situation has not improved because the Commission as such is
reportedly highly politicized.539
Corruption risks have been identified in Bangladesh by Transparency International and
by scholars and civil society organisations. Corruption is negatively influencing the Public
Finance management in Bangladesh, including the tax administration, the budget
preparation and allocation of funds, expenditure of public funds and the external
oversight.540
6.1.4.
Unintended consequences
The preferential access to the EU market as brought by the EU’s GSP has had both
positive and negative unintended consequences for Bangladesh.
The EBA has created significant export opportunities to the EU market and has supported
the country’s economic growth. Through this strong economic impact, the EBA has
created an incentive for the Government of Bangladesh to engage and commit in
dialogues with the EU on social, human rights, environmental and good governance
dimensions. The EBA has thus strengthened the EU’s role in the country and has proved
to be a useful instrument for EU conditionality.
An additional side effect of the increased economic relationship between the EU and
Bangladesh has led to a stronger role for consumers. As a result of the increased media
attention, following the Rana Plaza collapse, consumer awareness on degrading
environmental and labour standards in the country has increased. The consumer
awareness in combination with the corporate responsibility has brought along intensified
efforts by Bangladesh’s private sector to uphold labour and workers’ rights as much as
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environmental standards. In the same line, international pressure and the benefits of the
preferential market access have led to facilitated trade union registration in the country.
Unlike the GSP+, the EBA does not condition its beneficiaries to sign ILO Conventions. It
has however been shown that the legal conditionality to adhere to fundamental labour
rights and human rights (Article 19) and the positive economic impact on the RMG sector
has provided the EU with considerable leverage to address labour rights and freedom of
association with the Bangladeshi Government.541 This effect has been shown when the
Commission issued a warning of withdrawal of the preferences in March 2017, to which
the Bangladeshi Government has reacted with working towards an action plan, including
the development of a database to file complaints against violations of labour rights. 542
On the other hand, this increasing pressure can result in a negative unintended
consequence. The precarious role of trade and workers’ unions in the country can
potentially worsen. The significant importance of the RMG sector and the increasing
monitoring in this sector has resulted in additional pressure for workers’ unions.
Reportedly, trade union activity is increasingly opposed in the country including cases of
systematic retaliation, arrested trade unionists and increased government surveillance of
trade union representatives.
The EBA in Bangladesh has positively impacted the role of women in the society via
encouraging female employment in the country. This is particularly a result of the
increased apparel exports to the EU. The apparel sector is significant for female
employment in the country, as 80 to 85 per cent of the workers are women. While the
share of men and women employed in manufacturing is roughly the same, the vast
majority of RMG sector workers are female. Hence, the importance of the RMG sector
due to the EBA facilitated increased exports to the EU has had a significant impact on
gender equality in the country. It remains to be seen if gender-responsive labour market
policies will be sufficiently implemented to further strengthen the positive impact on
female empowerment in the country.
The strengthening of the RMG sector in Bangladesh has further had a positive impact on
the domestic demand for apparels. Reportedly, demand for apparel products by
Bangladeshi people has increased and so strengthened the domestic economy. 543
With regards to the environment, the EBA had negative unintended consequences in
Bangladesh. The increased garment production as a result of increased exports under
the EBA, in combination with the lack of effective environmental standards, has
contributed to the degrading water, air and soil quality. While the environmental impact
cannot solely be attributed to the EBA or the exports to the EU overall, it has an
important impact given the dominant role of the scheme and its importance for the
country’s exports.
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6.2.
6.2.1.

Impact of EBA on Ethiopia
Introduction to the country in focus

Figure 87: Country profile544

Ethiopia is a federal parliamentary republic led by President Mulatu Teshome Wirtu and
Prime Minister Hailemariam Desalegn. The last general elections took place in May 2015,
when the ruling Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front won 500 out of 546
seats. The second largest party is the Somali People’s Democratic Party with 24 seats,
followed by the Bensishangul Gumuz Peoples Democratic Party with 9 seats.545
In October 2016, the Government of Ethiopia announced a state of emergency after
widespread protests broke out following the death of dozen protestors at the Oromo
seasonal festival. The Ethiopian Parliament voted in March 2017 to extend the state of
emergency by four months. Some restrictions have been lifted, including restrictions on
media, curfew and house searches without court authorisation.546
The Government of Ethiopia is dedicated to becoming a lower middle-income country by
2025. In 2015, the Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP) II for 2015/16-2019/20 was
introduced as a follow-up to GTP I covering the period 2010/11-2014/15 to support its
national goal. The main objectives of the GTP are to sustain accelerated economic
growth and to realise economic structural transformation. The export sector is
considered to be one of the key drivers for economic growth and transformation. The
Plan includes specific objectives, including realising high real GDP growth and export
growth rates, developing the manufacturing sector’s capacity, productivity, quality and
competitiveness, developing a skilled labour force and improving the investment
climate.547
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Trade relations between Ethiopia and the EU
Between 1975 and 2000, Ethiopia’s trade relations with the EU were governed by the
Lomé Conventions. Lomé I to Lomé IV set out the objectives and principles of
cooperation between the European Economic Community (EEC) and 71 ACP countries.
The main objectives and principles included preferential market access for most exports
from ACP countries, equal relations between partners, security of relations and the right
to determine domestic policies. Lomé IV put greater emphasis on the promotion of
democracy, gender equality, environmental protection, human rights and good
governance.548
The Cotonou Agreement was signed between the EU and the ACP countries in 2000 for a
period of 20 years. The Agreement is based on five pillars: (i) a comprehensive political
dimension emphasising human rights, democracy, rule of law and good governance; (ii)
a participatory approach involving civil society and economic and social actors; (iii) a
strengthened focus on poverty reduction focussing on economic, social and human
development and regional cooperation and integration; (iv) a new framework for
economic and trade cooperation including preferential market access under the GSP; and
(v) financial cooperation.549 In line with the fourth pillar, Ethiopia became a beneficiary
of the EBA arrangement in 2001.
The Cotonou Agreement includes a clause that foresees that the Agreement is adapted
every five years. In line with this clause, the Agreement was revised in 2005 and 2010
to enhance its effectiveness, quality and implementation. The revision made in 2005
included the creation of a more formal political dialogue, a strengthened focus on
development policies, a more flexible and effective investment facility and simplified,
clarified and harmonised implementation and management procedures. 550 The 2010
revision included a strengthened focus on a broad and inclusive partnership, economic
development and integration and on the major challenges faced by the ACP countries,
including security, climate change and food security.551
The EU provides financial and technical support to Ethiopia’s development through
various programmes and projects, including on trade, infrastructure, energy, food
security, health, gender equality, civil society and regional development. 552 This includes
the Trade Enhancement and Facilitation Programme to support Ethiopia’s accession to
the WTO and to enhance its customs.553
The EU is currently negotiating an EPA with Eastern and Southern Africa, including
Comoros, Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, the Seychelles,
Sudan, Zambia and Zimbabwe. The negotiations focus on trade in services and
investment, sustainable development, competition and trade facilitation. It also includes
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co-operation on technical barriers to trade and sanitary and phytosanitary standards
(SPS).554
Trade relations between Ethiopia and other countries
Ethiopia benefits from duty free and quota free market access to a number of developed
countries. Some of these arrangements are focused on specific sectors, i.e. China and
India provide trade preferences for mostly agricultural products; while other
arrangements grant preferential market access for almost all products, i.e. Norway and
the United States of America (US).555
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Figure 88: Main export destinations as percentage of total exports (2016)556

The main competitor of the EBA is the US African Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA).
AGOA entered into force in 2000 for a period of eight years. Since then, the Act has been
renewed until 2025. AGOA builds on the tariff preferences provided under the US
Generalised System of Preferences and provides duty-free access for approximately
6,500 tariff lines. 557 The President of the US decides on an annual basis whether
countries are eligible for AGOA based on three criteria: (i) the country makes progress
on establishing a market-based economy, rule of law, economic policies to tackle
poverty, a system to combat corruption, protection of labour rights and elimination of
barriers to trade and investment with the US; (ii) the country does not engage in
activities that undermine US national security or foreign policy interests; and (iii) the
country does not engage in severe human rights violations or terrorism and cooperates
in efforts to eliminate human rights violations and terrorist activities. 558 Currently 38
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Sub-Saharan African countries benefit from preferential market access to the US under
AGOA.
Awareness of the EBA among exporters
Stakeholders in Ethiopia generally acknowledged the important advantage provided to
Ethiopian producers by the EBA, but also pointed towards the lack of awareness and
understanding of the scheme. Instead, AGOA was often mentioned as the preferred
export scheme.
Firstly, Ethiopian companies are not sufficiently aware of the EBA. There is a lack of
visibility and awareness because the scheme is not promoted much in Ethiopia. On the
contrary, AGOA is highly promoted and enjoys high visibility in Ethiopia. 559
Secondly, the EBA is very technical and it is difficult for exporters to determine which
rules apply to them. Stringent RoO, costs associated with compliance, and high
standards represent challenges for the Ethiopian producers560. However, producers are
expected to understand the EBA requirements and rules ahead of discussing trade
opportunities with EU operators. Additionally, Ethiopian companies find it difficult to
comply with the EBA requirements. 561 On the contrary, AGOA provides support to
businesses and national governments. A dedicated website provides exporters with all
relevant information on AGOA, including on eligible products, RoO and exporter
resources.562 Additionally, the East Africa Trade and Investment Hub is a one-stop shop
that provides business and national governments with information on exporting to the
US.563
Lastly, EBA rules are considered to be less advantageous than AGOA rules. While
stakeholders acknowledge that AGOA rules are more demanding, they also allow for
more flexibility. For example, for the textile industry the possibility to accumulate
preferences is essential because they source a lot of raw materials from China. AGOA
applies the Third Country Fabric Rule which provides textile producers with a special
privilege to source fabrics from third countries. 564 Under the EBA, third country
accumulation of preferences is only applicable to imports from other EBA beneficiaries
and only since 2011 – thus excluding Ethiopia’s main source for imports. 565
6.2.2.
Trade under the EBA arrangement
The EU is the main destination for Ethiopia’s exports and has accounted for about one
third of the country’s total exports over the last decade. Exports to the EU increased by
6.9 per cent between 2011 and 2016, from EUR 664 million to EUR 710 million. The
largest export increase took place between 2014 and 2015, when Ethiopia’s total exports
to the EU increased by 22.8 per cent.
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Figure 89: Ethiopia’s exports to the EU (2011-2016)566

As illustrated by Figure 89, exports to the EU have steadily increased since 2014 by
29.3 per cent. However, between 2011 and 2013, exports decreased by almost 25 per
cent. This downward trend can be explained by the diversification of markets. Ethiopia
shifted from traditional trade partners, such as the EU, towards emerging markets in the
Middle East, Asia and other African countries. Additionally, the US is an important export
destination due to the duty-free and quota-free access provided by AGOA.567
While the EBA provides Ethiopia with an important competitive advantage vis-à-vis
Standard GSP beneficiaries and countries that do not receive duty reduction or
suspension, the country is increasingly facing stringent competition. Ethiopia faces
competition from India, which has larger production and transport facilities, allowing the
country to export larger volumes to the EU. 568 Additionally, Ethiopia faces competition
from other EBA and GSP+ beneficiaries, such as Uganda and Zambia, which both have
similar export profiles.
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Figure 90: Composition of Ethiopia’s exports under EBA by HS chapter (2016). 569

As illustrated by Figure 90, Ethiopia’s EBA exports to the EU mainly fall under HS
Chapter 6, live trees and other plants; bulbs, roots and the like; cut flowers and
ornamental foliage. Ethiopia has large floriculture producers and exporters. The sector
accounted for 75 per cent of the country’s total EBA exports to the EU in 2016, and has
rapidly increased its exports to the EU over the past decades. Between 2011 and 2016,
flower exports to the EU increased by 32.6 per cent. The second largest product group
traded under EBA are HS Chapters 61 and HS 63, which compose textile products. These
exports accounted for 11 per cent and 2 per cent of the total EBA exports in 2016,
respectively.

569

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission. Pie chart is to be read
in a clockwise direction. HS Chapters description: 6: Live trees and other plants; bulbs, roots and the like; cut
flowers and ornamental foliage; 7: Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers; 9: Coffee, tea, mate and
spices; 19: Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk; pastry cooks' products; 20: Preparations of
vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants; 41: Raw hides and skins (other than furskins) and leather; 42:
Articles of leather; saddlery and harness; travel goods, handbags and similar containers; articles of animal gut
(other than silk-worm gut); 61: Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, knitted or crocheted; 62: Articles
of apparel and clothing accessories, not knitted or crocheted; 63: Other made up textile articles; sets; worn
clothing and worn textile articles; rags.
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Figure 91: EBA preference utilisation (2011-2016)570

The share of Ethiopia’s EBA eligible exports in the total exports to the EU has increased
under the review period. In 2011, this share was only 30.5 per cent. By 2016, the share
of eligible exports increased to 56.1 per cent. Out of the EUR 710.3 million total exports
to the EU in 2016, EUR 399.1 million was eligible for EBA preferences.
Ethiopia’s EBA utilisation rate has been relatively volatile – increasing from 97.1 per cent
in 2011 to 98.02 per cent in 2013, only to decrease to 76.8 per cent in 2015. In 2016,
the average utilisation rate of Ethiopian exports further decreased to 61.2 per cent.

570

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission.
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Figure 92: Preference Usage: Ethiopia's Top 10 exports (2016)571

Ethiopia’s main export product to the EU, coffee, is exported under MFN arrangements.
Coffee exports to the EU were worth EUR 269.97 million in 2016, making up 38 per cent
of Ethiopia’s total exports to the EU.
A detailed analysis of the utilisation rate of specific export products shows that the
utilisation rate is very divergent. The highest utilisation rate of 98.9 per cent can be
found for HS Chapter 6, which represents Ethiopia’s horticultural exports to the EU. The
utilisation rate for this product category has remained relatively constant. High utilisation
can also be found for HS Chapters 61, 62 63 (textile), which benefitted from an
utilisation rate of 90.6, 89.1 and 95.2 per cent respectively in 2016. For three out of ten
top export products, EBA preferences are not utilised, these include coffee exports, oil
seeds and oleaginous fruits and nuclear reactors, boilers and machinery.
Ethiopian producers face a number of challenges to enter the EU market, several of
which relate to technical barriers to trade and expectations of the EU and its economic
operators.
Firstly, stakeholders consider the RoO to be too demanding as they reported difficulties
in meeting the originating criteria for parts of their exporting goods this constitutes
compliance issues for Ethiopian producers. The limited possibility for third country

571

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission. HS Chapters
description: 6: Live trees and other plants; bulbs, roots and the like; cut flowers and ornamental foliage; 7:
Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers; 9: Coffee, tea, mate and spices; 12: Oil seeds and oleaginous
fruits: 17: Sugars and sugar confectionery: 41: Raw hides and skins (other than furskins) and leather; 61:
Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, knitted or crocheted; 62: Articles of apparel and clothing
accessories, not knitted or crocheted; 63: Other made up textile articles; sets; worn clothing and worn textile
articles; rags: 84: Nuclear reactors, boilers, machinery and mechanical appliances; parts thereof
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accumulation is particularly challenging for the textile industry, which relies heavily on
the import of raw materials from China.572
Secondly, as a result of the increasing number of bilateral and multilateral trade
agreements that grant preferential access to the EU market, the preference margin is
eroding. This diminishes the competitive advantage of Ethiopia and makes it less
worthwhile for Ethiopian producers to export to the EU.573
Thirdly, Ethiopian companies face difficulties in adhering to labour, environmental,
corporate social responsibility and SPS and requirements. The high costs to comply with
these standards and to obtain the required certification can create disincentives for
manufactures to export. For example, in the leather industry producers are obligated to
purchase their chemicals in the EU in order to comply with the requirements as set out in
the Regulation on Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals
(REACH). Additionally, in order to comply with environmental standards, leather
producers are often required to reallocate and procure a treatment plan, which involves
high investment costs. The textile industry particularly faces difficulties with regards to
safety and health standards and waste management. 574
Lastly, producers need to comply with stringent quantity and quality requirements of EU
buyers. The EU market requires bulk production and a steady supply, which is
particularly challenging for smaller businesses. In addition to this, there is a lack of
willingness to buy from an LDC like Ethiopia, because the products are often perceived to
be of a lower quality. This prejudice results in a lack of demand and lower prices for
Ethiopian products.575
To ensure that it remains beneficial to import to the EU under the EBA, stakeholders
called on the EU to address the provisions for the RoO and preference erosion and to
enhance its cooperation with Ethiopia to provide technical support and capacity building
programmes. These support programmes could focus on adherence with RoO, SPS and
other technical barriers as well as supply-side challenges.576
Other challenges to enter the EU market are presented by the supply-side and hamper
the country’s ability to fully realise the potential of the EBA. These challenges include a
limited production capacity, low industrial development, weak global competitiveness,
weak linkages in the value-chain, a declining currency, problems with access to finance
and low levels of technology transfer.577
One of the main challenges concerns the high transport costs and slow logistics. Due to
Ethiopia’s landlocked position, only small ships can reach the country and producers are
therefore dependent on the port of Djibouti. However, the port of Djibouti is not reliable,
shipping costs are high and the container waiting time is long. Additionally it is
particularly challenging for Ethiopian suppliers to arrange insurance, which is often only
possible at a high rate.578
Another challenge is presented by the weak linkages with the international markets.
Marketing is a relatively new concept in Ethiopia and especially older generations do not
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understand its potential. Producers therefore experience difficulties in reaching out to
European buyers and get their products on the market. 579
A third challenge is presented by incoherence between export promotion policies and
import substitution policies which ban or levy additional taxes on imported materials.
Import substitution policies create higher domestic prices, creating a disincentive for
exporting. This is particularly an issue for the textile and leather industry.580
To address these supply-side issues, it is important to improve access to and linkages
with international markets, enhance the investment climate, improve production and
productivity, promote exports, and enhance institutional and human capacity and to
implement policies tailored to the needs of specific sectors.581
6.2.3.

Impact of the EBA arrangement
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Economic impact
Ethiopia has experienced constant rapid economic growth over the past decade, with an
average GDP growth of 10.6 per cent per year. Between 2011 and 2015 average
economic growth slowed down slightly to 10 per cent per year. GDP in this period almost
doubled, from USD 31.9 billion (EUR 29.3 billion) 582 to USD 61.5 billion (EUR 56.5
billion). Per capita GDP increased on average by 7.3 cent per year, from USD 355.59
(EUR 326.80) in 2011 to USD 619.17 (EUR 569.04) in 2015.583

GDP growth

Figure 93: GDP and GDP growth (2011-2015)584

High levels of economic growth have been supported by the rapid growth in export
volume and value and public-sector-led development.585 The Government of Ethiopia has
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Stakeholder Meeting Ethiopia, 6 March 2017
Stakeholder Workshop Ethiopia, 7 March 2017
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Stakeholder Meeting Ethiopia, 6 March 2017; Stakeholder Workshop Ethiopia, 7 March 2017
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Exchange rate of 16 May 2017: 1 USD = 0.91903 EUR from Infoeuro.com
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World Bank. (2016). World Development Indicators. Available at:
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD?locations=BD-ET
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World Bank. (2016). World Development Indicators. Available at:
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD?locations=BD-ET
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pursued an export-led growth strategy since 1991/92. Different policies and plans have
supported and promoted the export sector, including the Agricultural Development Led
Industrialisation Strategy, the Industrial Development Policy, the Sustainable
Development and Poverty Reduction Programme, the Plan for Accelerated and
Sustainable Development to End Poverty and GTP I and II.586
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In GTP II, the Government has set
ambitious
targets
for
the
country’s
economic development. Until 2019/20, the
Government aims to realise an average real
GDP growth of 11 per cent per year and an
average export growth rate of 36 per cent
per year. However, it is expected that the
economic growth will slightly slowdown in
the next decade, with a projected real GDP
growth of 7 per cent per year until 2025.587
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The services sector is the most important
sector for Ethiopia and provided for 43 per
cent of the GDP in 2015, a slight decrease
from 45 per cent in 2011. Agriculture is the
Industry
Agriculture
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second most important sector and provided
for 41 per cent of the value added in 2015,
a slight decrease from 45 per cent in 2011.
Figure 94: Added value of different sectors as
The importance of the manufacturing
percentage of GDP (2011, 2015)
Source: World Bank
sector is increasing, in line with the
objectives of the GTP I and II to strengthen
Ethiopia’s manufacturing sector – value added as a percentage of the GDP has increased
from 10 per cent in 2011 to 16 per cent in 2015.588
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African Development Bank Group. (2016). African Economic Outlook 2016. Available at:
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Publications/AEO_2016_Report_Full_English.pdf;
Getahun, Senait. (2014). The Contribution of Export Earnings to Economic Growth of Ethiopia: A Trend
Analysis. Available at:
https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/opendocs/bitstream/handle/123456789/8690/Senait%20Getahun%20FINAL.pdf?se
quence=1; Stakeholder Workshop Ethiopia, 7 March 2017
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Deloitte. (2016). Ethiopia Economic Outlook 2016. Available at
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/et/Documents/tax/Economic%20Outlook%202016%20ET.pdf
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Figure 95: FDI inflow (2011-2015)589

Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) into the country has significantly increased by almost
246 per cent between 2011 and 2015.590 FDIs are mainly driven by the country’s low
labour costs, large workforce, market size and potential. Especially the manufacturing
sector benefits from the increased FDI inflow, including the textile and food and
beverage industries. The majority of the FDIs in the manufacturing industries come from
Turkey, China and India.591 In 2015, EU FDI inflows to Ethiopia accounted for EUR 0.2
billion.592
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With a score of 0.448 on the UN HDI,
Ethiopia ranked 174th out of the 188
countries scrutinised in 2015, illustrating the
country’s performance on life expectancy,
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development. Between 2000 and 2010,
Ethiopia’s HDI improved on average by 3.79
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Social impact
The rapid economic growth experienced by
Ethiopia over the past decades has had a
positive impact on sustainable development
in the country and on various social
indicators.593

Figure 96: HDI development (2011-2015)
Source: UNDP (2016)
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value increased on average by 1.71 per cent per year. 594 The steady improvement on
the HDI can be attributed to the high economic growth and investments in health and
education.595
Ethiopia is the thirteenth most populated country in the world and the second most
populous country in Sub-Saharan Africa. Its population continues to grow fast and
between 2011 and 2015 the Ethiopian population grew by 10.6 per cent from 89.9
million to 99.4 million.596 While the fertility rate has rapidly decreased over the past two
decades, it remains high. Since 2011, the fertility rate has decreased from 4.77 births
per woman to 4.3 births per woman in 2015. 597 The large population provides an
important context for the socioeconomic development of the country.
As a result of rapid population growth, the country has a large labour force that has
expanded exponentially over the past decade. Between 2011 and 2016, the labour force
grew by 18.8 per cent to almost 50 million. In this period, the percentage of women in
the labour force remained relatively stable at almost 47 per cent. 598
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Figure 97: Labour force (2011-2016)599

The unemployment rate has remained relatively stable over the years. In 2011,
unemployment was 5.24 per cent, which decreased to 4.98 per cent in 2013. In 2016,
unemployment had increased to 5.74 per cent. Unemployment is higher amongst women
than amongst men – 8.7 per cent compared to 3.1 per cent in 2016. 600 Traditionally,
594
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unemployment has been higher in urban areas than in rural areas. 601 However, there are
big disparities between national and ILO estimates of unemployment – national
estimates illustrated a decrease in unemployment from 18.15 per cent in 2014 to 17.64
per cent in 2014.602
International trade and the EBA have had an important impact on expanding production
and creating job opportunities for the Ethiopian population. One example of this is the
horticulture sector, which was able to rapidly expand over the past decade with support
from the EBA arrangement. This rapid expansion has created employment, in particular
for young people and women. As a result, the sector is said to have improved the
economic and social situation of women in the country. 603
In its GTPs, the Government of Ethiopia emphasises sustainable development and makes
the assumption that economic growth creates employment, raises incomes and
eradicates poverty.604 Under GTP I, the Government drafted the Employment Policy and
Strategy and ratified the National Occupational Health and Safety Policy and Strategy
and the ILO Tripartite Consultation Convention. It furthermore made efforts to create a
balance on the labour market, monitor the labour market and working conditions and
expand employment and social dialogue services.
GTP II aims to expand employment and job market information services in order to
create safe working conditions and a balance on the labour market. Specific objectives
include reducing unemployment, reducing the number of deaths and incidents in the
workplace, increasing the control of working conditions and setting up a national
occupational safety and health service system. 605
The Government of Ethiopia has ratified all fundamental conventions on labour rights
and guarantees the rights of workers in its Constitution. However, there remain some
challenges with the effective implementation of labour rights and standards. One of the
main challenges concerns child labour. The law prohibits children under the age of 14 to
work and restricts work for children between 14 and 18 years to non-hazardous
occupations. The Government furthermore has adopted a number of action plans and
strategies to tackle child trafficking and the eliminating the worst forms of child
labour.606
While these efforts – together with the country’s socio-economic development and
investments in education – have resulted in a significant decrease in child labour, the
percentage of children that are employed remains high. Recent data on child labour is
missing, but data from 2011 showed that 26.1 per cent of the children between 7 and 14
years were employed. This reflects a steep decrease since 2005, when 56 per cent of
children were employed. 607 More boys than girls are employed: 31.1 per cent of boys
compared to 23.5 per cent of girls. Furthermore, child labour is more common in rural

601

ILO. (2013). Decent Work Country Profile Ethiopia. Available at: http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/--dgreports/---integration/documents/publication/wcms_237881.pdf
602
World Bank Data. Available at:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.UEM.TOTL.NE.ZS?locations=ET&view=chart
603
Stakeholder Workshop Ethiopia, 7 March 2017
604
ILO. (2013). Decent Work Country Profile Ethiopia. Available at: http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/--dgreports/---integration/documents/publication/wcms_237881.pdf
605
Ethiopian Government. (2015). Growth and Transformation Plan. Available at:
http://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/resilience_ethiopia/document/growth-and-transformation-plan-ii-gtp-ii201516-201920;
606
ILO. (2014). Decent Work Country Programme 2014-2015. Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/program/dwcp/download/ethiopia.pdf
607
World Bank. (2016). World Development indicators. Available at:
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.UEM.1524.ZS?locations=ET

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

areas, where 29.7 per cent of the children are employed compared to 13.3 per cent in
urban areas.608
Child labour includes cases of forced or bonded labour, in which children from poor rural
areas are subject to trafficking and exploitation.609 This concerns work in textile weaving,
agriculture, domestic service, street vending and prostitution. 610 The Government has
made efforts to prevent child trafficking and the worst forms of child labour. 611
Another important challenge concerns the freedom of association, the right to organise
and the right to collective bargaining. Employees in the civil service and other essential
sections of society, such as teachers and hospital employees, are prohibited by law to
exercise their freedom of association and right to organise. There have been several
cases brought to the ILO regarding the freedom of association, in particular regarding
the Ethiopian Teachers’ Association which has faced obstruction and interference in its
registration as a trade union and in its internal organisation. 612 In stark contrast to the
Confederation of Ethiopian Trade Union, which is influenced by the Government,
independent trade unions face harassment and its leaders risk imprisonment. 613
There have reportedly been cases in which private employers denied the right of workers
to form unions and refused to collectively bargain with trade unions. In some cases, the
law enforcement bodies were not able to do prompt justice. 614 Due to this negative
attitude towards trade unions and workers that joint them, trade union membership is
limited. While CETU is said to represent two-thirds of the union members, representing
918 basic trade unions, it only represents 415,515 workers. 615
Collective bargaining has become more common. In 1999, the number of collective
agreements signed was only 22. In 2010, this number had increased to 507. However,
the number of employees covered by these agreements decreased from 22,807 in 1999
to 19,712 in 2010.616
Ethiopia has experienced a constant reduction in poverty for the past decades as a result
of its rapid economic growth and agricultural development. Between 2000 and 2011, the
number of people living in poverty declined by 33 per cent. Overall, this decline has been
more rapid than in other African countries. . In 2011, the poverty rate was 29.6 per
cent. It is estimated that the poverty rate has further decreased to 23.4 per cent in
2015.617 Recent data on Ethiopia’s poverty rate is lacking, but stakeholders noted the
positive trend in poverty reduction. The estimated poverty rate in 2015 was 23.4 per
608

Central Statistical Agency. (2012). Ethiopia Demographic and Health Survey 2011. Available at:
https://www.unicef.org/ethiopia/ET_2011_EDHS.pdf
609
UN Ethiopia. (2014). Ethiopia Child Labour. Available at: http://unethiopia.org/ethiopia-child-labor/
610
Denbegna, Mulualem. (2015). Ethiopia: Towards Stopping Child Labour Exploitation. Available at:
http://allafrica.com/stories/201506221562.html
611
Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia. (2015). Prevention and Suppression of Trafficking in Persons and
Smuggling of Migrants Proclamation. Available at: https://www.unodc.org/documents/brussels/9092015_TIP_Proclamation.pdf
612
Education International. Available at: http://www.eiie.org/webcentral/hqweb/urgentactionappeal/show.php?id=7&country=ethiopia
613
Freedom House. (2016). Ethiopia Available at: https://freedomhouse.org/report/freedomworld/2016/ethiopia
614
ILO. (2014). Decent Work Country Programme 2014-2015. Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/program/dwcp/download/ethiopia.pdf; CETU. Country Situational
Report of the Confederation of Ethiopian Trade Unions. Available at: http://actrav-courses.itcilo.org/en/a105066/a1-05066-country-reports/ethiopia/at_download/file
615
CETU. CETU’s Affiliated Industrial Federation and Trade Unions. Available at:
http://www.cetu.org.et/images/PDF/cetu%20affilated.pdf
616
ILO. (2014). Decent Work Country Programme 2014-2015. Available at:
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/program/dwcp/download/ethiopia.pdf
617
World Bank. (2015). Poverty in Ethiopia Down 33 Percent Since 2000. Available at:
http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2015/01/20/poverty-ethiopia-down-33-percent

182

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
cent.618 Not all segments of the population have equally benefitted from the country’s
rapid economic growth. However, when economies develop and grow, inequality tends to
become a more important topic, as it provides governments with resources to put in
place redistributive policies and tools.619
On the Gender Gap Index, Ethiopia is listed among the countries with the largest gender
gap. However, the country’s score has improved steadily over the years. In 2011,
Ethiopia scored 0.614 and ranked 116th out of the 135 countries scrutinised. In 2013,
Ethiopia was ranked 118th out of 136 countries with a score of 0.6198. In 2016, a score
of 0.662 landed Ethiopia the 109th position out of 144 countries.620
Ethiopia scores relatively well on health and survival and political empowerment, for
which it ranked respectively 57th and 45th in 2016. In terms of economic participation
and opportunity and education attainment it ranks amongst the lowest, as respectively
106th and 132nd. There has been vast improvement on all indicators except for economic
participation, which has decreased since 2011.621
In recent years, the Government of Ethiopia has worked on expanding access to
education for its population. However, the government expenditure on education as a
percentage of the GSP has slightly decreased from 5.49 per cent in 2011 to 4.50 per
cent in 2013. A similar trend was observed in the public spending on education as
percentage of the total government expenditure, which decreased from 29.67 per cent in
2011 to 27.02 per cent in 2013.622
Primary education is free and compulsory for all students, which has resulted in a
relatively high net enrolment rate. In 2011, the net enrolment rate was 77.58 per cent,
which increased to 78.92 per cent in 2012 and 85.85 per cent in 2014. The discrepancy
between the enrolment of boys and girls is relatively limited – with 88.71 per cent for
boys and 82.91 per cent for girls in 2016. More than half of the pupils in the relevant age
group complete primary school, with a slight increase from 52.7 per cent in 2011 to
53.66 per cent in 2014.623
The percentage of the population with some form of secondary education is low. In
2011, only 12.5 per cent of the population has completed secondary education, which
increased to 14.1 per cent in 2013. In 2015, this percentage further increased to 15.8
per cent. 624 This is reflected in the slight increase in mean years of schooling, which
increased form 2.4 years in 2011 to 2.6 years in 2015.625
618
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Figure 98: Adult and youth literacy rate (2007 and 2015)626

There is limited data on the literacy rate in Ethiopia. In 2015, the adult literacy rate was
49.03 per cent, a significant increase compared to 2007, when the literacy rate was 39
per cent. The most substantial increase could be observed in the female literacy rate –
from 28.9 to 40.97 per cent – while male literacy increased from 49.14 to 57.28 per
cent. The enhanced access to education and increased enrolment can be reflected in the
strongly increasing youth literacy rate – which increased from 54.98 per cent in 2007 to
69.49 per cent in 2015.627
Significant improvements have been made over the past years in the access and quality
of preventive, promotive and curative health services in Ethiopia. Government
expenditure as a percentage of GDP has decreased from 6.55 per cent in 2011, to 5.19
per cent in 2013 and 4.88 per cent in 2014. Similarly, the public spending on health as a
percentage of the total government expenditure has decreased from 19.01 per cent in
2011, to 15.94 per cent in 2013 and 15.74 per cent in 2014.628
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Figure 99: Life expectancy at birth (2011-2015)629

The life expectancy at birth has steadily increased between 2011 and 2015. Between
2011 and 2013, the total life expectancy increased from 62.08 years to 63.44 years. This
further increased to 64.58 years in 2015. As is common, the female life expectancy is
higher than the male life expectancy – 66.59 years compared to 62.66 years in 2015.630
Ethiopia has also made progress in reducing maternal and infant mortality rates.
Between 2011 and 2013, maternal mortality decreased from 482 deaths per 100,000
live births to 410 deaths. This further decreased to 353 deaths per 100,000 live births in
2015. Similarly, infant mortality decreased from 48.3 deaths per 1,000 live births in
2011 to 44.5 deaths in 2013. In 2015, the infant mortality rate was 41.4 deaths per
1,000 live births.631
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Environmental impact
The rapid economic growth that
Ethiopia has been experiencing
over the past decades has had
mixed impacts on sustainable
development in the country and
on
various
environmental
indicators.
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Figure 100: EPI (2010-2016)
Source: Yale University
which analyses the protection of
the ecosystem and natural resource management, and environmental health, which
analyses the protection of human health from environmental harm. Compared to 2014,
Ethiopia’s EPI score for 2016 has improved, mainly attributed to the improvement in
resource management and protection of the ecosystem. 632
Ethiopia faces a number of environmental challenges, of which the main ones are
deforestation and forest degradation, soil erosion and land degradation, loss of
biodiversity and air, water and soil pollution and climate change. These environmental
challenges are caused by various factors, including rapid population growth,
urbanisation, precarious environmental conditions, a lack of environmental management
process and economic activity. The country’s natural resources and ecosystems have
been essential to its economic growth and development. However, the rapid pace of
development in combination with a lack of effective resource and environmental
management, is expected to lead to further degradation of the environment. 633
Ethiopia’s main exports to the EU include agricultural products, such as coffee and
flowers, and manufactured products, such as leather and textile. Both agriculture and
the light manufacturing industries have detrimental effects on the environment.
Deforestation and soil erosion and degradation, for example, can be linked to intensive
agricultural land use and overgrazing by livestock. Additionally, the intensive use of
animal and plant populations can lead to endangered flora and fauna species, such as
frankincense trees. This also has a negative social impact, as it affects livelihood. 634
Furthermore, agriculture can cause air, water and soil pollution through the use of
pesticides, chemical fertilisers and insufficient resource and waste management
policies.635 Other industries, instead, can have a positive impact on the environment. In
this respect, the beekeeping industry has a positive effect due to the role of bees in
pollination and biodiversity.636
The light manufacturing industries can cause air, water and soil pollution. For example,
tanning processes used in the leather industry can release hazardous pollutants and
heavy metals in its surroundings in absence of proper waste management strategies.
632
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Through the value chains, these industries ultimately rely on agriculture and livestock
production, which should also be factored into their environmental impact. 637
Climate change poses an important threat for Ethiopia. Out of the 181 countries
assessed for the ND-GAIN Country Index, Ethiopia was ranked the 36 th most vulnerable
country. In addition to being highly vulnerable to the effects of climate change, there is a
very low readiness to deal with the impact of climate change. Over time, Ethiopia’s
vulnerability has steadily decreased and its readiness has significantly increased. 638 The
2015 World Bank Survey demonstrates that there is widespread awareness of the
serious nature of climate change and its devastating impact on Ethiopia. 639

Figure 101: ND-GAIN Index Vulnerability and Readiness (1995-2015)640

There is a rapid increase in the emission of GHG and CO 2 by Ethiopia, caused by the
agricultural production, the forestry sector, power generation, transport, industry and
lack of energy efficient building. 641 Between 2010 and 2013, total GHG emissions
increased by 7.0 per cent and total CO2 emissions increased by 62.1 per cent. The per
capita emission of GHG decreased by 1.5 per cent, while the per capita CO2 emission
increased by 50 per cent. However, while the emissions of GHG and CO 2 by Ethiopia
have increased faster than global emissions, these emissions only make up a small part
of global emissions – in 2013, Ethiopia’s GHG emissions represent 0.27 per cent of total
GH emissions, while its CO2 emissions represent 0.03 per cent of global CO2 emissions.642
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Figure 102: GHG and CO2 emissions per capita in Ethiopia and the world average (2010-2013)643

Production for export can have an important impact on the environment due to the
production methods used.
To counter the negative impact of the rapid economic growth on its environment, the
Government has committed to natural resource management and environmental
protection. In this respect, the Government has increasingly adopted strategies and
programmes and introduced environmental management policies and instruments to
regulate industrial and commercial pollution.644 The industry and agriculture sectors are
additionally making efforts to reduce their impact on the environment. For example, the
coffee industry makes more widespread use of drip irrigation to reduce its water use.
Furthermore, they have banned the use of hard chemicals and pesticides in accordance
with international conventions.645
However, because of Ethiopia’s dependence on natural resources and ecosystem
services, it is essential that effective environmental planning, management, monitoring
and reporting processes are implemented. 646 This view was shared by stakeholders,
which recommended adopting best practices and coordinating with international donors
and partners. Despite efforts to limit the environmental impact of economic activities,
there remain significant challenges and concerns about the country’s sustainable
development and the balance between economic growth and environmental
protection.647
GTP I and GTP II acknowledge the importance of environmental protection and green
and sustainable economic growth to realise its goal of becoming a lower-middle income
country by 2025. In this respect, GTP I foresaw the establishment of a Ministry of
643
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Environment and Climate Change in 2013 to implement the necessary strategies and
laws. GTP II aims to further build on these efforts and aims to ensure environmental
safety, sustainable growth and the implementation of the Climate Resilient Green
Economy Strategy at all levels.648
Human rights impact
Political rights and civil liberties are very restricted in Ethiopia. Between 2011 and 2015,
Ethiopia had a score of 6 out of 7 on both Freedom House indicators. Political rights have
worsened in recent years, with a score of 7 for 2016 and 2017, while the score for civil
liberties remained at 6. These scores indicate that there are limitations to political rights,
political discussion and representation, as well as limitations to the freedom of
expression and association and social freedoms. 649
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Figure 103: Democracy Index (2011-2016)650

The Democracy Index reflects these limitations as well and places Ethiopia amongst the
least democratic countries, as 125th out of 167 countries. The country is labelled as an
“authoritarian regime”, meaning that political pluralism is very limited or non-existent
and that civil liberties are often limited. Ethiopia’s score on the Democracy Index has
fluctuated over the past years, though a downwards trend can be identified – in 2008,
Ethiopia still had a score of 4.52 as a “hybrid regime”, which decreased to 3.6 in 2016.651
The deteriorating democracy can partly be explained by the absolute victory of the
Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front in the 2010 and 2015 general
elections, with respectively 499652 and 500653 of the seats in the Ethiopian parliament. In
2015, allies of the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front won 46 out of the
648
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remaining 47 seats. Human Rights Watch argues that the party’s victory was inevitable
due to further restrictions to the political space. These include restrictions to
independent media, civil society organisations, political debates and demonstrations,
constraints for opposition parties to register candidates and apply for funding and arrests
of opposition members and political enemies.654
The state of emergency declared by the Government in October 2016 has had restricting
effects on civil liberties, including on the freedom of expression and the freedom of
assembly. Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch and Freedom House have
reported on the use of excessive violence at protests and political gathering and the
impediment of independent media through the harassment and arrests of journalists. 655
The Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front is present at all levels of society
including through a network of paid informants. This seriously limits the freedom to
freely speak and criticise the Government.656
There have been reported cases of land grabbing and forced evictions, in particular
affecting the region of Oromia. The Government has been accused of taking land without
prior consultation or adequate compensation paid to the inhabitants. 657 This is often
related to allocating land to foreign investors, including farmland for the floriculture and
horticulture industry. Forcing people off their land has a negative social and human
rights impact in the sense that their livelihood is destroyed, they are being forced into
poverty and the food production is negatively affected. 658
People who have spoken up about the Government’s land grabbing have consistently
been arrested, assaulted and killed. Widespread protests about the municipal boundary
of Addis Ababa and about displacement of farmers have led to the death of dozens and
the arrest of thousands of protestors. Some land right defenders remain in detention
without charge or access to legal counsel. There have also been claims of torture,
arbitrary detention and sexual assault and rape during detention.659
Another important restriction concerns non-government organisations (NGOs). The Civil
Society Law CSP No. 621/2009 limits foreign funding for NGOs undertaking human rights
activities to a maximum of 10 per cent of their administrative funding. This severely
hampers the scope for the operations of these organisations and limits their role in
society. It is especially challenging for organisations to raise 90 per cent of their funding
locally due to the lack of donation culture and the delicate human rights situation in the
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country. The law furthermore prohibits human rights activities by foreign NGOs on
equality, children’s rights, disabled persons’ rights and conflict resolution. 660
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Figure 104: Worldwide governance indicators661

The World Bank Worldwide Governance Indicators demonstrate the perceptions on a
number of indicators, including (i) voice and accountability: citizen political participation
and civil freedoms; (ii) political stability and absence of violence or terrorism; (iii) rule of
law: confidence in the government, judicial system and society; and (iv) control of
corruption: use of public power for personal gain. Ethiopia scores especially low on voice
and accountability and political stability and absence of violence, lower than the average
low income country. However, its scores on rule of law and control of corruption have
steadily increased and are above the average of the low income countries.662
6.2.4.
Unintended consequences
The EBA has substantially improved export opportunities for Ethiopia and has created
job opportunities for the country’s population, which are linked to the objectives of the
scheme. However, the preferential access to the EU market has had both positive and
negative unintended consequences in Ethiopia.
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Importantly, an expansion in production has been particularly experienced in horticulture
floriculture. The horticulture sector has faced increased employment of women which
consequently improved the social situation of women in the country. On the other hand,
the floriculture industry has had substantial negative social, environmental and human
rights effects in the country. The expansion of the floriculture industry is associated with
land grabbing, destruction of livelihood, which increases instances of poverty and
contributes to environmental pollution. This directly opposes the scheme’s objectives to
promote poverty eradication and sustainable development.
However, as a result of the positive economic impact, the EBA has created an incentive
for the Government of Ethiopia to promote policies and plans to support and encourage
the export sector. To counter the negative impact of the rapid economic growth on its
environment, the Government has committed to natural resource management and
environmental protection. The industry and agriculture sectors are also making efforts to
reduce their impact on the environment. Furthermore, they have banned the use of hard
chemicals and pesticides in accordance with international conventions.
Similarly, although the EBA arrangement does require beneficiary countries to ratify and
implement international conventions as is the case of the GSP+ agreement, the
Ethiopian government drafted the Employment Policy and Strategy and ratified the
National Occupational Health and Safety Policy and Strategy and the ILO Tripartite
Consultation Convention. Furthermore, it has made efforts to encourage an all-inclusive
labour market, to monitor the labour market and working conditions, and to expand
employment and social dialogue services.
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7. Economic impact analysis
This section will discuss the economic impact of the GSP on the beneficiary countries. It
will address the following evaluation questions:
i.
ii.
iii.

What has been the impact of the present scheme on developing countries and
LDCs?
What are the factors influencing the achievements observed?
What unintended consequences, if any, can be linked to the design,
implementation, or use of the current GSP?

Firstly, an overview of the literature on the economic impact of the previous GSP will be
presented. Secondly, a summary of the policy changes under the reformed scheme will
be provided in line with the three-fold approach to quantitative analysis explained in
Section 3.2.1. Lastly, an overview of tariffs and preference margins will be presented,
as well as detailed analyses of trade flows.

7.1. Lessons learnt from literature
The expected economic impact of the GSP scheme on the beneficiary countries is linked
to the assumption that it encourages higher economic growth as a result of increased
preferential market access opportunities. Furthermore, it is expected that preferences
may increase exports at the intensive margin (that is, where countries increase their
existing exports), or at the extensive margin (where countries widen or diversify the
range of products that are exported). Along with these economic drivers, it is anticipated
that beneficiary countries may benefit from further regional and global markets, as well
as from increased FDI.
However, it should be noted that integration into a preferential tariff regime is merely
one factor that may propel the growth of an economy. The scheme operates in an overall
bigger context in which it can only serve as a facilitator, albeit a potentially significant
one, in assisting a beneficiary country to meet its growth and development objectives. 663
The economic impacts of the GSP scheme differ amongst the three arrangements, and
are influenced by several factors such the level of economic development, overall costs
of production and global competitiveness of beneficiary countries. For example, a
number of middle-income economies, such as India and Vietnam, benefit from the
Standard GSP arrangement. As a result of this, the Standard GSP has the largest share
in terms of trade volume of all the three GSP arrangements. 664 On the other hand, the
GSP+ arrangement only applies to vulnerable countries and has the smallest number of
beneficiaries, resulting in the smallest portion in terms of trade volume. 665
Studies indicate that the GSP has led to an increase in exports from developing countries
to the EU and has had an overall positive effect on the economic and social development
of the respective countries. 666 Importantly, despite its low share in overall EU GSP
663
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imports, EBA countries have steadily increased their exports under the GSP scheme in
comparison with other beneficiary countries. In 2014, EBA countries increased their
exports under the GSP scheme by 18 per cent compared to 2013, while GSP+ countries
increased their exports by 8 per cent over the same period. On the contrary, exports
from Standard GSP countries decreased by 12 per cent. 667
However, the level of exports to the EU differs a great deal among GSP beneficiaries. In
2010, it was found that the EU imports under the GSP from East Asia, the Pacific and
South Asia are significantly greater than any other countries or regions included in the
GSP. 668 Similarly, this finding is consistent with EU imports under the GSP scheme in
2016.669
It was also observed that the economic impact of the EU’s GSP in the beneficiary
countries is measurable after a relatively short period of time. The Copenhagen
Economics study on the economic benefits generated by the GSP arrangement in
developing countries finds that the sizeable impact on exports is recognizable, on
average, within two years after preferences have been granted. 670
Importantly, the share of EU imports under the GSP scheme is relatively low. In 2008,
only 4.18 per cent, 0.46 per cent and 0.46 per cent of EU imports entered under the
Standard GSP, GSP+ and EBA arrangements, respectively.671 In 2008, total imports to
the EU with GSP preferences were valued at EUR 727 billion; while in 2014, these were
valued at EUR 51 billion. 672 In 2014, imports which entered under the Standard GSP,
GSP+ and EBA arrangements accounted for 54 per cent, 13 per cent and 34 per cent of
total GSP imports.
Major weaknesses in the context of the impact on the beneficiaries’ overall global
economic development have been identified in the literature. The scheme intends to
stimulate a beneficiary country’s economic growth by widening their preference margins,
thereby contributing to the respective country’s competitiveness. However, as general
trade barriers are gradually lowered via the multilateral system and other regional or
bilateral FTAs, the value of the GSP trade preferences may diminish. Several studies
have paid attention to this development and investigated the impact on these preference
margins.673
There are also a significant number of cases where GSP preferences have been
completely eroded and several exports from GSP beneficiary countries ultimately pay the
full Most Favoured Nation (MFN) tariff. 674 Furthermore, a case study on Mozambique
presented in the 2010 Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s GSP Report suggests that the
impact of the preference regime is likely to be overstated, because a significant number
of products exported by developing countries do not benefit from any positive
preferential margin since they enter the EU under MFN = 0 duties.675 This has significant
667
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implications for the success of the GSP, which depends “on the extent of that preference
margin, as well as on the relationship between that margin, and the incentive for firms
and countries to utilize the preferences on offer.”676
There is some disagreement in the literature as to where eventual tariff margins and
preference rents are absorbed. As illustrated by the case study on Mozambique,
exporters may be unable to capture the price margin related to the trade preferences. 677
This finding is contested by further studies which indicate that export prices and the
preference rents of the decreased tariffs are partly absorbed by the exporters. 678 As
stated in CARIS 2010 “both market share and the size of the preference margin are
positively transmitted to the price margin, which suggests that preference margins are
transmitted to exporters.”679
The Mozambican case study further shows that exports benefit from an average de jure
preference margin of between 9 and 12 per cent.680 Furthermore, low tariff margins have
not had a negative effect on utilisation, which according to the authors suggest that
costs of compliance do not have a direct influence on utilisation.681 The study concludes
that “these findings cast doubts on the ‘value’ of preferences and their potential impact
on developing country exports.”682
The literature further suggests that the EU’s GSP has had a positive impact on countries’
export diversification. The theoretical explanations for this expected benefit are rooted in
the infant industry assumption or the more recent explanation of the heterogeneous firm
trade theory. In short, both theoretical argumentations place importance on preferential
treatment to young industries. In doing so, it is suggested that through the reduction of
trade barriers, more firms and producers are encouraged to export. The 2013 IFN study
on the EU’s impact on export diversification suggests that Standard GSP and GSP+ have
had a significantly positive effect on export diversification.683
Lastly, assessing the effect of preferences on FDI in beneficiary countries, CARIS
estimates a very high impact. Their results suggest a difference of FDI inflows from
beneficiaries to non-beneficiaries of over 200 per cent. It is, however, made clear that
the results shall not be taken ‘too literally’ as the data providing the source for this
calculation is limited in number and relatively high in variation.684

7.2. Identification of policy changes
7.2.1. Synopsis of policy changes under the reformed GSP
The reform of the GSP readjusted the focus of the scheme to those countries most in
need and significantly reduced the number of beneficiary countries from 177 to 90. 685
Out of the 87 countries and territories that graduated from the GSP scheme, 33 already
had alternative trade arrangements for accessing the EU market, 34 had a preferential
676
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trade agreement, and 20 were classified by the World Bank as higher or upper-middle
income countries. Annex IV lists all the graduated countries and the basis for their
graduation. The regulation noted that these countries may re-gain the preferences in
three cases: (i) if they fall out of the high and upper middle income categories; (ii) if the
FTAs are revoked or expire; or (iii) if the autonomous trade regime is phased out.
Since the 2012 Regulation, the EU has examined and updated the list of countries which
would graduate from or be reinstated into the scheme as beneficiary countries. Annex V
summarises these changes and lists the graduation of 22 beneficiary countries. These
countries have graduated due to their classification as upper-middle income countries for
three consecutive years, which was the case for 11 countries, 686 or due to the entrance
into force of other preferential market access arrangements, which was the case for 10
countries.687
Noteworthy cases of the revision of the beneficiary list since the entrance into force of
the GSP Regulation are: (i) South Sudan, which was added to the scheme under the EBA
arrangement after it was added to the list of least developed countries on 18 November
2012; and (ii) Croatia, which became a member of the EU and therefore was removed
from the list of eligible countries.
Section 2.3.2 provides an overview of the 80 beneficiary countries that are under
special investigation in this Mid-Term Evaluation study. Notably, these are countries that
have consistently benefitted from GSP preferences or became a beneficiary country over
the period 2011-2016. In cases where the aforementioned countries are not being
analysed individually, we consider the full complement of countries that traded under the
GSP scheme in a given year in terms of their respective arrangements. Annex IX
presents a list of EU import partners by tariff regime over the period 2011-2016.688
The reformed GSP scheme identified certain products in specific countries which have
become sufficiently competitive and could therefore be withdrawn from the scheme.
Since the adoption of the regulation in 2012, some of the countries for which products
have been withdrawn graduated completely from the scheme. For other countries,
certain products were removed from or added to the list. On 8 March 2016, the EU has
published an implementation regulation with the updated list of products excluded from
the scheme in specific countries. These are detailed in Table 6 below.
Table 6: Graduated product sections per country689

Country
India

Graduated product sections (updated March 2016)
Mineral products;
Inorganic and organic chemicals;
Textiles;
Pearls and precious metals;
Iron, steel and articles of iron and steel;
Base metals (excl. iron and steel);
Articles of base metals (excl. articles of iron and steel);
Motor vehicles,;

686

Iran, Azerbaijan, China, Ecuador, the Maldives, Thailand, Turkmenistan, Fiji, Iraq, the Marshall Islands and
Tonga.
687
Peru, Columbia, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, Costa Rica, El Salvador and Guatemala.
688
Countries that participated in the EBA, Standard GSP and GSP+ arrangements are listed based on their
status in a given year. The list also includes countries that articipated in a trade agreement with the EU (‘trade
agreement’) or traded at the MFN level (‘no agreement’) in a given year. In cases where there are no exports
from a country to the EU, no designation has been provided.
689
Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-and-regions/development/generalised-scheme-ofpreferences/

196

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Indonesia
Kenya
Ukraine

Bicycles;
Aircraft and spacecraft;
Ships;
Boats
Live animals and animal products excluding fish;
Animal or vegetable oils, fats and waxes
Live plants and floricultural products
Railway and tramway vehicles and products;
Animal or vegetable oils, fats and waxes

In the Final Report, the Project Team will analyse the extent to which countries that
were withdrawn from the GSP were impacted and now compete with the current
beneficiary countries (by GSP arrangement) in the EU market. Particular emphasis will
be placed on major economies such as China and Thailand that graduated from the
scheme, and India, as it had the largest number of products withdrawn and no longer
eligible for GSP benefits.
According to Article 8 of the Regulation, a certain product section in a given beneficiary
country graduates from the scheme when the average value (over 3 consecutive years)
of imports of that product from the country into the EU exceeds a certain threshold. The
thresholds for each product are calculated as a percentage of the total value of Union
imports of the relevant product from all GSP beneficiary countries. Therefore, when
certain countries graduate from the scheme, the thresholds have to be adjusted. In
addition to the changes to the thresholds discussed in section 2.3.5 above (graduation
mechanism), following the graduation of China, Ecuador, the Maldives and Thailand as of
1 January 2015, the following changes were introduced 690:



For product sections S-11a and S-11b (textile and clothing) the threshold was
raised from 14.5 per cent to 57 per cent.
For all other product sections the threshold was raised from 17.5 per cent to 57
per cent, except for sections S-2a, S-3 and S-5, for which the threshold remained
17.5 per cent.

Products which have been incorporated into the new GSP and products with higher
preferences under the new GSP are listed in Annex VI below.
7.2.2 Identification of changes in the rules of origin
With regards to the EBA arrangement, the 2010 Regulation of the scheme introduced
differentiation in the rules of origin between LDCs and other beneficiaries. In addition,
the 2010 Regulation included simplification of the rules of origin for certain sectors and
products. Several changes have been made: First, for fisheries products taken from the
sea outside territorial waters, requirements on nationalities of the crew of fisheries
vessels were removed, and requirements for ownership of fisheries vessels were
simplified.691
Secondly, the 2010 Regulation permitted cumulation of preferences: a situation in which
a product’s raw material/s originate from one country but processed in another country

690

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2015/1978, 28 August 2015, article 4.
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/march/tradoc_154347.pdf
691
UNCTAD (2015), Generalized System of Preferences, Handbook On The Scheme Of The European Union, p.
24.
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can still be considered as originated from the second country. There are several types of
cumulation, which can be used together in combination:692
(i)

Bilateral cumulation or "donor country content" – products that originate from
an EU country but processed in a beneficiary country may be considered as
originated from the beneficiary country (and vice versa), as long as the
working or processing carried out in that country is more than the "insufficient
working or processing". This also applies to Norway and Switzerland, and
Turkey is in the process of aligning its rules of origin accordingly as well;

(ii)

Regional cumulation – the EU GSP scheme defines 5 regional groups. 693
Countries within the same group can benefit from cumulation of preferences
between them. This type of cumulation does not apply to countries which are
included in the regional groups as eligible countries, but are no longer
beneficiary countries in the time of exportation of the product to the EU.
Likewise, such cumulation does not apply to products for which preferences
have been withdrawn. Three additional specific rules for this type of
cumulation define the rules of origin for importing and exporting products
within a regional group, in line with the general rules of origin for the GSP
scheme. In case these conditions are not fulfilled, and there is a product
consisting of materials from different countries in the same regional group,
the country of origin will be the one that accounts for the highest share of the
customs value of the materials used, among the countries in that group; and

(iii)

Extended / cross regional cumulation – This two types of cumulation extends
the bilateral cumulation between the EU and beneficiary countries to countries
which (i) has an FTA with the EU or (ii) are in the EU’s “neighbouring regions”
I and III. This type of cumulation, however, is not automatic, but requires a
case-by case request to the European Commission. The process of approving
such a request includes assuring that the third country with which the EU has
an FTA agrees to the conditions of the cumulation and that the rules of origin
of the GSP apply also between that country and the GSP beneficiary
requesting the extended cumulation.

7.3. Descriptive and diagnostic analysis
7.3.1. Tariff and preference margin analysis
In this section, we investigate the share of EU imports by tariff regime, preferential
access under the GSP scheme by number and share of tariff lines, the distribution of
tariffs by regime and share of tariff lines, preference usage by regime type, and
preference margins. Table 7 below shows the share of EU imports by tariff regime from
2011-2016 under MFN arrangements, Standard GSP, GSP+, EBA, other preferential
schemes and unknown arrangements, respectively. For each of the aforementioned
regimes, trade under duty-free rates and positive tariffs are noted in adjacent columns.
The column depicting ‘trade under zero tariffs’ is the summation of the duty-free rate
columns for the MFN, Standard GSP, GSP+, EBA and other preferential schemes.

692

European Commission, The European Union's Rules of Origin for The Generalised System of Preferences a
guide for users, p.13-19.
693
Group I: Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Malaysia,
Myanmar/Burma, the Philippines, Thailand and Viet Nam; Group II: The Plurinational State of Bolivia,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru and the Bolivarian
Republic of Venezuela; Group III: Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Lanka; Group
IV: Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay and Uruguay.
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Table 7: Share of EU imports by tariff regime (2011-2016)
Import
value
(EUR
millions)

MFN=0

MFN>0

GSP

FTAs/PTAs

Other
Agreements

Total

Trade under
zero tariffs

2011

1578724

62.5%

21.5%

5.8%

9.5%

0.7%

100.0%

75.2%

2012

1631256

63.6%

20.0%

5.8%

9.8%

0.9%

100.0%

76.6%

2013

1530711

61.9%

20.2%

6.1%

10.7%

1.1%

100.0%

76.0%

2014

1534073

60.4%

23.1%

3.9%

11.6%

1.1%

100.0%

74.1%

2015

1557035

56.6%

26.1%

3.9%

12.4%

1.1%

100.0%

71.2%

2016
1546772
56.1%
26.1%
4.1%
12.8%
0.9%
100.0%
Source: own calculations based on trade and tariff data supplied by the European Commission

71.4%

From the table, we can see that the importance of preferences in the EU market is
relatively low. Such preferences refer to those attainable under the GSP regime,
FTAs/PTAs and other trading arrangements. Over the period 2011-2016, trade under
preferential arrangements (GSP, FTAs/PTAs and Other Agreements) accounted for less
than 20 per cent of total EU imports per year, of which those imported under GSP
arrangements accounted for around 5 per cent of total EU imports per year. Therefore,
this indicates that trade under MFN arrangements is relatively high. Importantly, trade
under MFN is often at the duty-free level. In 2016, as much as 82.2 per cent of EU
imports entered under MFN arrangements. This was in contrast to 13.7 per cent of
imports under FTAs/PTAs and unknown arrangements, and 4.1 per cent under the GSP
scheme.
We can also see that EU imports under preferential schemes, which includes FTAs,
DCFTAs and EPAs, have increased consistently for all the years under review, signalling
their growing importance in the EU market. Calculations reveal an increase in the share
of imports under FTAs/PTAs by 2.2 percentage points over the period 2014-2016
compared to the previous period. This seems to be consistent with the EU’s trade policy
objectives as over 70 per cent of countries that were previously GSP beneficiaries now
trade under more comprehensive preferential trading schemes.
As a result of the large decline in share of Standard GSP scheme in total EU imports,
there was a decline in the share of overall GSP imports in total EU imports in the postregulation period. However, further analysis reveals that there was a marginal increase
in the share of GSP+ and EBA imports in total EU imports in the post-regulation period
(2014-2016) compared to the previous period (2011-2013). In the case of the GSP+
regime, the average increase in share under the regime was 0.18 percentage points;
while under the EBA regime, the increase in share was 0.03 percentage points. This
finding is consistent with the objectives of the GSP reform to target export expansion
especially amongst the most vulnerable developing countries.
On the contrary, the share of EU imports under the Standard GSP scheme over the
period 2014 -2016 fell by 2.16 percentage points in comparison with the previous period.
As a result of the large decline in share of imports under the Standard GSP scheme,
there was an overall decline in the share of EU imports under all three GSP
arrangements in the latter period amounting to approximately 1.95 percentage points.
Given that the composition of countries in the Standard GSP and GSP+ arrangements
have changed significantly, we further explore whether observed changes in these
arrangements are driven in part by changes of a given country's trade, or in part by
changes in the composition of countries. Figure 106 below presents a graphical
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overview of EU imports under the GSP scheme, dissecting compositional changes over
the period 2011- 2016.
From the graph on the left-hand side, we can see the EU imports from approximately
180 countries beginning in 2011 under the three individual GSP arrangements (noted as
GSP+, EBA and Standard GSP). Following entry into force of the GSP Regulation in 2014,
we can see where there is a significant decline in the value of imports under the
Standard GSP arrangement owing to the graduation of a significant number of
beneficiary countries post-2014. A slight decline in GSP+ imports is also evident. On the
opposite hand, we observe an increase in imports under the EBA arrangement.
The graph on the right-hand side reveals the imports of the 80 beneficiary countries that
are under investigation in this study: the 49 EBA countries, the 23 Standard GSP
countries and the 8 GSP+ countries (see for reference Section 2.3.2). We hold the
composition of these countries constant over the period 2011-2016 to assess how GSP
reform has impacted their exports to the EU under the GSP scheme. From this graph, we
can see that imports have increased for all the three groups. However, there has been a
substantial increase in exports from the EBA_49 countries. Their exports to the EU
increased from EUR 11.3 billion in 2011 to 23.5 billion in 2016. In the case of the
Standard GSP_23, exports increased from EUR 30.8 billion in 2011 to 31.6 in 2016;
while exports from GSP+_8 countries increased from EUR 4.9 billion in 2011 to EUR 7.4
billion in 2016.
70000
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Figure 105: Analysis of compositional effects under the GSP scheme (2011-2016)

Following this assessment of compositional effects, we can conclude that the 80
beneficiary countries that are under investigation have in fact increased their exports
collectively under their respective arrangements. This has been especially the case for
the 49 EBA countries and the 8 GSP+ countries. It has also been found that there has
been a marginal increase in the exports of the 23 Standard GSP countries since 2014.
Annex X provides an overview of the average EU imports from each of the 80
beneficiary countries in the pre-and post-regulation periods, highlighting the percentage
change across the periods.
Subsequently, we investigate preferential access provided under the three GSP
arrangements in 2014 at the CN 8-digit level in Table 8 below. This will help to
determine the level of preferential access afforded by the EU in terms of the number and
share of tariff lines. It can be seen that the difference between the number of tariff lines
that receive preferential access under the GSP+ and EBA regimes is much smaller than
200
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the difference between those that receive preferential access under the Standard GSP
and the EBA regimes.
Additionally, it is important to point out that there are 6179 and 6351 tariffs that benefit
from preferential duty-free treatment under the GSP+ and EBA schemes, respectively;
while there are only 3008 tariff lines that benefit from a similar treatment under the
Standard GSP arrangement. As is known, the share of tariff lines that receive
preferential duty free rates and zero MFN duties for EBA countries is everything but arms,
amounting to 99.8 per cent of all lines; whereas for GSP+ and Standard GSP countries,
similar treatment amounts to 98 per cent and 64 per cent694, respectively.695 It may be
noted there are 18 ‘MFN > 0’ lines under the EBA arrangement, which cover arms and
ammunition, amounting to 0.2 per cent of tariff lines.

Table 8: Preferential access under GSP arrangements by number and share of tariff lines (2014)

MFN = 0
MFN > 0

Number of tariff lines
Standard
GSP
GSP+
EBA
3010
3010
3010
240
183
18

Share of tariff lines
Standard
GSP
GSP+
EBA
32.1%
32.1%
32.1%
2.6%

2.0%

0.2%

Preferential duty free
Positive preferential tariffs

3008
3121

32.1%

65.9%

67.7%

33.3%

0.1%

0.0%

6179
7

6351
0

Total
9379
9379
9379
100.0%
100.0%
*Source: own calculations based on tariff data supplied by the European Commission
**Specific tariffs have not been taken into account

100.0%

694

The product categories that are excluded altogether from preferential tariff treatment under the Standard
GSP (i.e. where MFN>0) include the following: textiles and apparels; fish and crustaceans, molluscs and other
aquatic invertebrates; preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants; organic chemicals; and
cotton.
695
It is important to differentiate between the numbers of lines that receive preferential duty free treatment as
opposed to those than receive MFN duty free treatment. In the case of the calculation of coverage rates under
the various arrangements, only exports that receive preferential treatment apply.
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In order to assess how preferential regimes have evolved over time, we compare the
preferential access under the GSP scheme in the years 2008, 2011 and 2014.Table 9
below shows the share of tariff lines that attract preferential duty-free rates, positive
preferential tariffs, MFN duty-free rates, and positive MFN tariffs, respectively. It can be
seen that preferential duty-free access remained more or less unchanged across all three
years for the Standard GSP and GSP+ arrangements. However, in the case of EBA
countries, the share of tariff lines that attract preferential duty-free access declined by
around 10 percentage points in 2014 compared to 2008.
In the years 2011 and 2014, the shares of tariff lines that attract a positive preferential
tariff were almost negligible for the GSP+ arrangement, and zero in the case of the EBA
arrangement. On the contrary, there was a slight increase in the number of tariff lines
that attract positive preferential tariffs in 2014 under the Standard GSP arrangement
compared to 2011. It can also be observed that the share of tariff lines that attracts
MFN duty-free rates increased by around 10 percentage points in 2011 and 2014 for all
three arrangements compared to 2008. This suggests that the preferential margins that
existed in 2008 for these tariff lines were completely eroded in 2011 and 2014. .
Additionally, the share of ‘MFN > 0’ duties fell to around 3 per cent and 2 per cent of
tariff lines under the Standard GSP and GSP+ arrangements in 2011 and 2014,
respectively.

Table 9: Evolution of preferential access under GSP arrangements by share of tariff lines (20082014)

22.1%

Share of tariff lines
2011
Standard GSP+
EBA
GSP
32.2%
32.2%
32.2%

Standard
GSP
32.1%

2008
GSP+

EBA

22.1%

2014
GSP+

EBA

32.1%

32.1%

MFN = 0

Standard
GSP
22.1%

MFN > 0

8.3%

7.6%

0.3%

2.8%

2.2%

0.2%

2.6%

2.0%

0.2%

Preferential
duty free
Positive
preferential
tariffs
Total

33.5%

68.2%

77.5%

32.6%

65.6%

67.6%

32.1%

65.9%

67.7%

36.0%

2.1%

0.0%

32.4%

0.1%

0.0%

33.3%

0.1%

0.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Source: own calculations based on tariff data supplied by the European Commission.

696

We further analyse the distribution of tariffs under the MFN and GSP regimes in order to
assess the applicable tariffs in the pre- and post-regulation periods using the years 2011
and 2014 as reference points, respectively. This analysis will help us to determine the
extent of improvements in preferential market access. Table 10 shows the percentage
share of total tariff lines across the MFN, Standard GSP, GSP+ and EBA arrangements in
2011 and 2014, where we count the number of tariff lines (‘t’) that have zero-rated
tariffs at the CN-8 digit level; between 0 and 5 per cent; between 5 and 10 per cent;
between 10 and 15 per cent; between 15 and 20 per cent; and above 20 per cent.

696

Shares have been calculated simply with respect to the total number of tariff lines and are not tradeweighted. The 2010 CARIS Report reports tariff lines at the HS-10 digit level notes that in 2002, the number
of counted tariff lines was 14, 155; the number of counted tariff lines in 2005 was 13,990; and the amount of
counted tariff lines in 2008 was 14, 259. In our evaluation, the number of counted tariff lines at the CN 8-digit
level for 2011 is 9294, while the number in 2015 is 9379 lines.
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It is observed that a high percentage of tariff lines under both the EBA and GSP+
arrangements have consistently received duty-free treatment (t=0) for both years under
observation – over 97 per cent under the GSP+ arrangement and over 99 per cent for
the EBA arrangement. We can see that tariffs for arms and ammunition under the EBA
arrangement fall between 0 and 5 per cent (0<t<5) and accounted for approximately
0.2 per cent of tariff lines in both years. In the case of the GSP+ arrangement, there
were applicable positive tariffs (0<t) for approximately 2.2 per cent of tariff lines. For
the Standard GSP arrangement, a significant number of tariff lines (around 65 per cent
in 2011 and 64 per cent in 2014) were eligible for duty-free treatment.
The remaining tariffs lines under the Standard GSP arrangement were mostly eligible for
tariffs between 0 and 5 per cent (0<t<5), as well as between 5 and 10 per cent
(5<t<10). Tariffs were much more diversified under the MFN arrangement in both years.
In effect, approximately 32 per cent of tariff lines were eligible to receive duty-free
treatment, while 55 per cent of tariff lines were eligible for duties below 10 per cent. The
remaining 13 per cent of tariff lines faced duties above 10 per cent. Overall, there were
no major changes in the distribution of tariffs by tariff rates in the pre- and postregulation periods, which seems to be in keeping with the Regulation’s objectives.
Table 10: Distribution of tariffs under the MFN and GSP regimes (2011 and 2014)
Share of tariff lines

Tariff
t=0
Tariff 0<t<5

MFN

2011
Standard GSP+
GSP

EBA

MFN

2014
Standard GSP+
GSP

EBA

32.2%

64.8%

97.8%

99.8%

32.1%

64.1%

98.0%

99.8%

29.9%

15.3%

0.8%

0.2%

29.1%

15.3%

0.7%

0.2%

Tariff 5<t<10

24.8%

14.4%

0.6%

0.0%

24.6%

14.6%

0.5%

0.0%

Tariff 10<t<15

8.4%

3.6%

0.7%

0.0%

8.5%

3.8%

0.6%

0.0%

Tariff 15<t<20

3.0%

1.1%

0.2%

0.0%

3.3%

1.2%

0.2%

0.0%

Tariff 20<t

1.9%

1.0%

0.0%

0.0%

2.3%

1.0%

0.0%

0.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Total
100.0% 100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
Source: own calculations based on tariff data supplied by the European Commission

Table 11 below shows the percentage share of EU imports from GSP beneficiary
countries over the period 2011-2016 by tariff regime. Importantly, it is revealed that
beneficiary countries can export under their respective preferential arrangements (EBA,
GSP+ and Standard GSP), under the MFN regime, and in some cases, under other
preferential trading arrangements at the same time in a given year.
It can be seen that there has been a decline in the share of products imported under
MFN duty-free rates (i.e. MFN=0) from all GSP countries, with the most significant
decline being reflected for GSP+ countries (40.1 percentage points in 2016 compared to
2011). This comes as a result of an increase in the share of products imported under
preferential duty-free rates. This was especially evident for EBA countries, where
preferential duty free usage increased from 25.8per cent to 65.4per cent. In like
manner, preferential duty-free usage by GSP+ countries increased from 10.4 per cent in
2011 to 49.5 per cent in 2016.
The extent of the increase in usage of preferential duty-free rates for these GSP
beneficiary countries reveals the growing importance of such GSP preferences in their
overall exports to the EU. Additionally, it can be seen that the share of products
imported with positive preferential GSP tariffs in 2016 declined in the cases of both EBA
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and GSP+ countries (i.e. where EBA >0 and GSP+ >0) compared to 2011. . In the case
of the Standard GSP arrangement, with the decline of trade under MFN duty rates,
shares of EU imports under preferential duty-free rates and positive preferential tariffs
increased by 5.9 and 10.4 percentage points, respectively.
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Table 11: Share of EU imports from GSP beneficiary countries by tariff regime (2011-2016)
EBA Countries
MFN = 0

MFN > 0

EBA = 0

EBA > 0

Other pref.= 0

Other pref. > 0

Unknown

Total

2011

53.3%

10.5%

25.8%

6.7%

3.6%

0.0%

0.1%

100%

2012

53.2%

9.0%

28.0%

6.2%

3.4%

0.0%

0.2%

100%

2013

52.6%

8.6%

29.7%

5.9%

3.2%

0.0%

0.0%

100%

2014

47.6%

2.6%

45.5%

0.0%

4.3%

0.0%

0.0%

100%

2015

36.7%

2.4%

59.1%

0.0%

1.6%

0.0%

0.3%

100%

2016

28.8%

2.7%

65.4%

0.0%

2.3%

0.0%

0.8%

100%

GSP+ Countries
MFN = 0

MFN > 0

GSP+ = 0

GSP+ > 0

Other pref.= 0

Other pref. > 0

Unknown

Total

2011

80.9%

7.0%

10.4%

1.7%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

100%

2012

80.4%

6.5%

10.7%

1.5%

0.0%

0.0%

0.8%

100%

2013

79.4%

5.8%

10.6%

1.3%

2.0%

1.0%

0.0%

100%

2014

53.9%

5.3%

22.0%

1.9%

12.3%

4.6%

0.0%

100%

2015

52.4%

4.5%

23.5%

0.1%

14.3%

5.0%

0.2%

100%

2016

40.8%

7.6%

49.5%

0.2%

1.8%

0.0%

0.2%

100%

Standard GSP Countries
MFN = 0

MFN > 0

Standard GSP = 0

Standard GSP > 0

Other pref.= 0

Other pref. > 0

Unknown

Total

2011

65.9%

22.2%

4.1%

3.8%

3.8%

0.2%

0.1%

100%

2012

67.4%

21.0%

4.3%

3.4%

3.8%

0.1%

0.1%

100%

2013

66.1%

21.6%

4.3%

3.7%

4.2%

0.1%

0.1%

100%

2014

50.1%

41.2%

3.5%

4.3%

0.9%

0.0%

0.0%

100%

2015

59.8%

13.7%

9.4%

13.0%

3.9%

0.1%

0.2%

100%

4.4%

0.1%

0.3%

100%

2016
56.1%
15.0%
10.0%
14.1%
Source: own calculations based on trade and tariff data supplied by the European Commission
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Table 12 below captures the extent of preference erosion by sector under the three GSP
arrangements. We analyse preference margins under each arrangement as compared to
MFN tariffs in the years 2011 and 2014. Following the calculation of the preference
margins that existed in these two years, we further assess changes over time to
determine which sectors experienced preference declines (erosion) or increases.
The table reveals sectoral preferential margins that range from 0.6 to 10.1 per cent. It
also shows sectors where preferential margins do not exist (i.e. where margins are equal
to 0 per cent). Importantly, preferential margins are highest for EBA and GSP+ countries
in the case of prepared foodstuffs (HS Section IV) – around 10 per cent in 2011 and
2014. This is in contrast to a preference margin of approximately 4 per cent for Standard
GSP countries in the stated years.
It is also evident that MFN tariffs in the EU market are high for agriculture and foodstuffs
(HS Sections I – IV), textiles and clothing (HS Section XI), and footwear (HS Section
XII). Consequently, the preferential margins are high for these categories in the cases of
EBA and GSP+ countries – around 8 per cent in 2011 and 2014. On the other hand, the
table reveals that preference margins are either very low or completely eroded for the
following sections: HS Section XXI – works of art; HS Section X – pulp of wood and
other fibrous cellulosic material; and HS Section XIV – pearls, precious, semi-precious
stones.
Across all three GSP arrangements, preference margins declined in 2014 for HS Section
III - animal or vegetable fats and oils; HS Section IX - wood and articles of wood; HS
Section XIII - articles of stone, plaster, cement; and HS Section XVIII – optical and
photographic instruments. HS Section III - animal or vegetable fats and oils experienced
the most significant decline amounting to 0.15 per cent for both EBA and GSP+
countries.
The sectors that saw an increase in preference margins in 2014 (as compared with
2011) across all three GSP arrangements in the following sectors: HS Section I - live
animals and animal products; HS Section IV - prepared foodstuffs; and HS Section VIII raw hides and skins, leather, fur skins. HS Section I - live animals and animal products
experienced the most significant increase amounting to 0.8 per cent for EBA, 0.8 per
cent for GSP+ countries, and 0.4 per cent for Standard GSP countries.
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Table 12: Preference margins by HS section compared to MFN tariffs (2011 and 2014)

HS Section

Description

EBA

2011
GSP+

EBA

2014
GSP+

5.8%

Standard
GSP
3.0%

6.6%

Standard
GSP
3.3%

Change in Preference Margin
EBA
GSP+
Standard
GSP
0.8%
0.8%
0.4%

Section I

Live Animals; animal products

5.9%

Section II

Vegetable products

6.6%

Section III

Animal or Vegetable fats and oils

4.1%

4.1%

2.1%

5.6%

5.6%

2.9%

4.2%

4.2%

2.1%

0.1%

0.1%

0.0%

5.5%

5.5%

2.8%

-0.2%

-0.2%

Section IV

Prepared foodstuffs

10.1%

10.1%

-0.1%

3.6%

10.4%

10.4%

3.7%

0.3%

0.3%

Section V

Mineral products

0.1%

0.7%

Section VI

Products of the chem. & allied inds

4.3%

0.7%

0.7%

0.8%

0.8%

0.8%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

4.3%

3.8%

4.3%

4.3%

3.8%

0.0%

0.0%

Section VII

Plastics and Articles thereof

0.0%

4.6%

4.6%

3.9%

4.6%

4.6%

3.9%

0.0%

0.0%

Section VIII

0.0%

Raw hides and skins, leather, furskins

3.0%

3.0%

2.3%

3.2%

3.2%

2.4%

0.2%

0.2%

0.1%

Section IX

Wood and articles of wood

2.4%

2.4%

1.8%

2.4%

2.4%

1.8%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Section X

Pulp of wood or other fibrous…

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Section XI

Textiles

8.0%

8.0%

1.6%

8.0%

8.0%

1.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Section XII

Footwear, headgear, umbrellas…

8.0%

8.0%

3.7%

8.2%

8.2%

3.7%

0.2%

0.2%

0.0%

Section XIII

Articles of stone, plaster, cement…

4.0%

4.0%

2.6%

4.0%

4.0%

2.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Section XIV

Pearls, precious, semi-precious stones

0.6%

0.6%

0.6%

0.6%

0.6%

0.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Section XV

Base metals and articles of base metal

1.8%

1.8%

1.5%

1.8%

1.8%

1.5%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Section XVI

Machinery and mechanical appliances

2.4%

2.4%

2.1%

2.3%

2.3%

2.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Section XVII

Vehicles, aircraft, vessels, transport

4.9%

4.9%

3.1%

4.9%

4.9%

3.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Section XVIII

Optical, photographic... Instruments

2.5%

2.5%

2.3%

2.4%

2.4%

2.3%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Section XIX

Arms and ammunition

2.2%

2.2%

2.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

-2.2%

-2.2%

-2.2%

Section XX

Miscellaneous manufactured articles

2.6%

2.6%

2.5%

2.6%

2.6%

2.5%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Section XXI

Works Of Art, collectors' Pieces...

0.0%
0.0%
Source: own calculations based on tariff data supplied by the European Commission

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%
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7.3.2. Trade flow analysis
In this section, we will investigate trade flows under the EU’s GSP regime, including
imports under the GSP scheme as a share of total EU imports, the share of major
imports under the GSP scheme, preference usage by regime type, utilisation rates and
diversification by the number of tariff lines (by country and by HS section)
In Table 13 below, we compare imports under the GSP regime as a share of total EU
imports in the pre-regulation period (2011-2013) and the post-regulation period (20142016). This is done primarily to investigate the extent of the growth or decline in imports
under the GSP regime post-reform. We observe that sectoral shares have fluctuated
between the pre- and post- regulation periods. Importantly, we can see only two
instances of increased sectoral share in the EU market in the cases of Sector XIIFootwear, headgear, et cetera (6 percentage points); and Section XI – Textiles
(3 percentage points). This reveals the growing dominance of these two industries in
overall GSP imports in the post-regulation.
A further investigation into these sectors reveals a significant increase in exports from
Bangladesh and Cambodia under Section XI, and Vietnam and India under Section XII. It
is also noteworthy to mention that India’s overall exports under Section XI continued to
increase although it was no longer able to access GSP preferences for its textiles
products, but only for its apparel and clothing products.
On the other hand, the majority of sectors reflected either no change or declines in
import shares in the second period when compared to the first. The sectors that
experienced the greatest declines in import shares included: Section III - Animal or
vegetable fats and oils (13 percentage points); Section VII - Plastics and articles (10
percentage points); Section I – Live Animals and animal products (7 percentage points);
and Section VI – Products of the chem. & allied industries (7 percentage points). There
were 3 sectors which did reflect zero changes across the periods.
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Table 13: GSP imports as a share of total EU imports by HS section (2011-2016)
HS Section

Description

Section XI

Textiles

Section XII

Footwear, headgear,
umbrellas…
Raw hides and skins,
leather, furskins
Animal or Vegetable
fats and oils
Live Animals; animal
products
Prepared foodstuffs

Section VIII
Section III
Section I
Section IV
Section VII
Section XIII
Section IX
Section XV
Section XX
Section II
Section XVI
Section
XVIII
Section XVII
Section XIV
Section VI
Section V
Section X
Section XIX

Plastics and Articles
thereof
Articles of stone,
plaster, cement…
Wood and articles of
wood
Base metals and
articles of base metal
Miscellaneous
manufactured articles
Vegetable products
Machinery and
mechanical appliances
Optical, photographic...
Instruments
Vehicles, aircraft,
vessels, transport
Pearls, precious, semiprecious stones
Products of the chem.
& allied inds
Mineral products
Pulp of wood or other
fibrous…
Arms and ammunition

Section XXI

2011

2012

2013

18.23%

18.81%

19.30%

14.90%

14.00%

14.12%

17.20%

16.86%

17.66%

24.52%

21.35%

21.01%

19.00%

18.23%

17.04%

11.49%

11.76%

12.47%

14.59%

15.01%

15.90%

8.45%

8.28%

8.62%

7.62%

7.60%

7.85%

5.11%

5.10%

5.05%

3.05%

3.42%

3.66%

7.82%

7.63%

7.79%

2.10%

2.21%

2.38%

1.33%

1.41%

1.54%

3.86%

3.68%

4.35%

0.76%

0.77%

1.05%

7.48%

7.74%

7.04%

2.39%

2.54%

2.60%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

a. Average
(2011-2013)

Works Of Art,
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
collectors' Pieces...
Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission

2017

18.78%
14.34%
17.24%
22.29%
18.09%
11.91%
15.16%
8.45%
7.69%
5.08%
3.38%
7.75%
2.23%
1.42%
3.96%
0.86%
7.42%
2.51%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

2014

2015

2016

20.54%

21.69%

22.61%

19.35%

20.65%

21.29%

14.03%

13.97%

14.66%

10.83%

8.51%

8.74%

12.64%

9.92%

9.25%

7.61%

6.09%

5.56%

6.87%

5.01%

5.11%

5.45%

4.17%

4.12%

3.43%

3.49%

3.66%

2.87%

3.43%

3.34%

2.96%

2.47%

2.57%

3.54%

2.44%

2.47%

1.65%

1.14%

1.22%

1.46%

0.82%

0.89%

2.24%

0.80%

0.69%

0.99%

1.15%

0.67%

0.75%

0.44%

0.45%

0.13%

0.08%

0.05%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%
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Change
(b-a)

21.61%

2.83%

20.43%

6.09%

14.22%
9.36%

-3.02%
12.93%

10.60%

-7.48%

6.42%

-5.49%

5.66%

-9.50%

4.58%

-3.87%

3.53%

-4.16%

3.21%

-1.87%

2.66%

-0.71%

2.82%

-4.93%

1.33%

-0.90%

1.06%

-0.37%

1.25%

-2.72%

0.94%

0.08%

0.55%

-6.87%

0.09%

-2.42%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

EU imports of textiles have consistently been the main category of imports under the
GSP scheme since 2011. In 2011, these imports accounted for 22 per cent of total
imports from all GSP beneficiaries countries. However, with the passage of the new GSP
Regulation, textiles imports as a share of total GSP imports have more than doubled. In
2014, textiles imports accounted for 42 per cent of total GSP imports, while in 2016,
textiles imports amounted to 50 per cent of total GSP imports, which symbolize the
dominance of such exports to the remaining GSP beneficiary countries post-reform.
Importantly, while the value of overall GSP imports have declined significantly since
2014 owing to the exit of a number of beneficiary countries from the scheme including
major players such as China as well as the graduation of India from preferential market
access treatment for some textiles products (Section 11-a), the value of textiles imports
under the GSP has continued to increase in the post-regulation period, revealing an
expansionary effect. In fact, growth in the three year post-regulation period has been
recorded at 24.5 per cent compared to 6.5 per cent in the pre-regulation period 20112013.
Figure 106 shows the average share of major EU imports under the GSP regime in the
pre- and post- regulation periods (reflected as ‘before’ and ‘after’, respectively). It can
be seen that the average share of EU imports of textiles increased by 24 percentage
points in the post-regulation period. This further supports the earlier findings of the
growth in share of textiles in EU imports from GSP countries in the post-regulation
period.
Additionally, it is observed that EU imports of footwear also increased by 6 percentage
points. There were also minor increases in the average shares of raw hides and skins, as
well as miscellaneous manufactured articles. All sectors listed as ‘Other’ either
maintained constant shares or experienced declining shares in the post-regulation period.
These include products that fall under the following HS Sections: Section III – animals or
vegetables fats and oils, Section IX – wood and articles of wood; Section V – mineral
products; Section VI – products of the chemical and allied industries; Section XIII –
articles of stones, plaster, cement; Section XIV – pearls, precious, semi-precious stones;
Section XVII – vehicles, aircraft, vessels, transport; and Section XVIII – Optical,
photographic instruments.
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Other
Manufactured articles
Vegetable products
Prepared foodstuffs
Raw hides and skins, etc.
Live Animals
Plastics
Base metals
Machinery
Footwear, etc.
Textiles
0%

5%

10%

15%
After

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

Before

Figure 106: Share of EU imports under the GSP scheme

Importantly, there was a significant decrease in imports that fall under Section V –
mineral products and under Section VI – products of the chemical and allied
industries in the post regulation period. In the case of minerals, approximately 80 per
cent of GSP exports emanated from the United Arab Emirates, Kuwait, Russia, Saudi
Arabia, and Brazil. All these countries graduated from the scheme following GSP reform
in 2014. In the case of exports of chemical and allied products, approximately 83 per
cent of GSP exports in the pre-regulation period emanated from Russia, India, Indonesia,
Saudi Arabia, Brazil, Malaysia, and Argentina. The majority of these countries either
graduated from the GSP scheme altogether or graduated from obtaining GSP
preferences from this HS Section in particular following GSP reform in 2014.
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Utilisation rates under the GSP
In this sub-section, utilisation rates will be explored to analyse how countries under the
different GSP arrangements have taken advantage of eligible preferences. A country’s
utilisation rate of GSP preferences is estimated by the total value of its preferential
exports divided by the total value of its eligible preferential exports. Annex VII contains
the detailed value of preferential EU imports, the value of eligible preferential imports, as
well as the utilisation rate for each GSP beneficiary country.
In summary, Figure 107 groups utilisation rates across GSP arrangements in the preand post-regulation periods. We can see that on average EBA countries have higher
utilisation rates than the other GSP beneficiaries. In the pre-regulation period, the
average utilisation rate was around 80 per cent. However, in the second period, the
average utilisation rate increased by around 10 percentage points. Whereas the average
utilisation rate for Standard GSP countries was similar to that of the EBA countries in the
pre-regulation period, we observe that the utilisation rate has declined to 73 per cent in
the post-regulation period.
It is important to note that whilst the utilisation rate for GSP+ countries is not as high as
under the other arrangements, the change in the utilisation rate across periods was the
highest. In the pre-regulation period, the average utilisation rate was 57 per cent; while
in the post-regulation period, the average utilisation rate was 69 per cent.

GSP+ Countries

After

Standard GSP Countries

Before

EBA Countries

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 107: Utilisation rate per GSP arrangement

Upon closer examination of preference utilisation rates for individual countries under the
Standard GSP arrangement (Table 14), we can see that only a few countries increased
their rate of utilization of preferences in the post-regulation period. These countries
included Cameroon (7.20 percentage points), Cook Islands (13.04 percentage points),
Iraq (17.14 percentage points), Kenya (24.62 percentage points), Syria (13.80
percentage points), and Tonga (39.90 percentage points). However, in most of these
cases, the average utilisation rates during 2011-13 were very low.
Countries like Micronesia and Ukraine were found to have declining rates of preference
utilisation in the second period. In the case of Micronesia, the average utilisation rate
declined by 41.72 percentage points, while Ukraine’s average utilisation rate declined
40.33 percentage points. Importantly, Micronesia recorded the highest decline in
utilisation rate in the post-regulation period 2014-2016 of all the three GSP
arrangements. Of all the Standard GSP countries, the countries with the highest
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utilisation rates in the post-regulation period were: Tajikistan (85.15 per cent);
Uzbekistan (82.67 per cent); Indonesia (71.01 per cent); and Nigeria (67.87 per cent).
Table 14: Utilisation rate per Standard GSP beneficiary (2011-2016)
Country

a. Average
(2011-2013)
20.8%

Tonga

b. Average
(2014 -2016)
60.1%

Change
(b-a)
39.4

Kenya

0.9%

25.5%

24.6

Iraq

1.6%

18.7%

17.1

Syria

11.3%

25.1%

13.8

Cook Islands

13.9%

26.9%

13.0

Cameroon

0.4%

7.6%

7.2

Vietnam

55.4%

58.6%

3.2

Niue

0.0%

0.6%

0.6

Ivory Coast

0.2%

0.2%

0.0

Ghana

1.0%

0.1%

-0.9

88.0%

85.2%

-2.8

6.4%

3.3%

-3.1

74.6%

71.0%

-3.6

Marshall Islands

3.7%

0.0%

-3.7

Swaziland

4.8%

0.6%

-4.2

Sri Lanka

62.2%

56.5%

-5.7

Uzbekistan

88.5%

82.7%

-5.9

Congo

76.9%

66.4%

-10.5

Nigeria

83.4%

67.9%

-15.5

Nauru

28.3%

0.0%

-28.3

Ukraine

88.8%

48.5%

-40.3

Tajikistan
Fiji
Indonesia

89.0%
47.3%
Micronesia
Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission

-41.7

Utilisation rates are noticeably higher for GSP+ beneficiaries in comparison to Standard
GSP beneficiaries. The GSP+ beneficiary country that increased its utilisation rate the
most in the post-regulation period was the Kyrgyz Republic (28.80 percentage points).
This was followed by Pakistan (10.60 percentage points). On the contrary, there were
minor declines in the utilisation rates recorded for Armenia and Mongolia. Overall, the
GSP+ countries that had the highest utilization rates in the post-regulation period
include Cape Verde (96.96 per cent); Pakistan (95.76 per cent); Bolivia (95.19 per
cent); and Paraguay (91.14 per cent).

Table 15: Utilisation rate per GSP+ beneficiary (2011-2016)
a.

Average
(2011-2013)
33.6%

b. Average
(2014 -2016)
62.4%

Change
(b-a)
28.8

Pakistan

85.2%

95.8%

10.6

Paraguay

88.4%

91.1%

2.8

Philippines

66.4%

68.8%

2.4

Cape Verde

96.7%

97.0%

0.3

Bolivia

95.0%

95.2%

0.2

Armenia

92.7%

90.7%

-2.0

Country
Kyrgyz Republic

92.6%
85.0%
Mongolia
Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission
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EBA counties recorded the most substantial increases in preference utilization rates in
the post-regulation period of all the three GSP arrangements. Of the 47 highlighted
countries, 22 countries recorded increases in their utilisation rate in the post-regulation
period, while 25 countries recorded declines. Notably, the average rise in the utilisation
rate was 28 per cent, while the average decline was 11%.
Several countries with low utilization rates initially were able to take greater advantage
of the preferences in the EU market. Such countries included Comoros (increase of 70.42
percentage points); Uganda (increase of 70. 03 percentage points); Mozambique
(increase of 69.53 percentage points); and Tanzania (increase of 60.36 percentage
points). Importantly, Comoros recorded the most significant increase in utilisation rate in
the post-regulation period across all the three GSP arrangements.
On the other hand, there were several countries who utilized their EBA preferences to a
lesser extent in the post-regulation period. These countries included Tuvalu, Vanuatu,
Yemen and Guinea Bissau. Nevertheless, EBA countries are consistently the highest
preference users across all three GSP arrangements. The countries that lead the pack
are the Solomon Islands (99.21 per cent); Laos (96.94 per cent); Senegal (96.97 per
cent); Bangladesh (96.64 per cent) and Sudan (96.33 per cent).
Table 16: Utilisation rate per EBA beneficiary (2011-2016)697
Country

Comoros
Uganda
Mozambique
Burundi
Haiti
Tanzania
Zambia
Rwanda
Lesotho
Mali
Kiribati
Togo
Sudan
Afghanistan
Sao Tome and Principe
Equatorial Guinea
Guinea
Eritrea
Cambodia
Somalia
Bangladesh
Niger
Burkina Faso
Nepal
Solomon Islands
Laos
Madagascar
Senegal
Benin
Mauritania
Malawi
Bhutan
Gambia

a. Average
(2011-2013)

b. Average
(2014 -2016)

1.2%
2.4%
4.6%
7.6%
9.8%
28.4%
26.3%
1.6%
15.0%
58.2%
7.6%
69.6%
84.5%
39.8%
52.6%
75.5%
32.0%
87.9%
91.2%
1.0%
95.3%
76.5%
87.1%
93.0%
99.8%
97.6%
3.0%
98.1%
87.5%
98.2%
98.4%
97.4%
98.5%

71.7%
72.5%
74.1%
66.3%
64.6%
79.3%
71.6%
45.5%
57.5%
80.5%
25.6%
86.3%
96.3%
49.7%
62.2%
83.0%
39.3%
93.4%
93.3%
2.5%
96.6%
76.6%
86.7%
92.5%
99.2%
96.9%
2.1%
97.0%
85.8%
96.2%
96.1%
93.9%
94.9%

697

Change
(b-a)

70.5
70.1
69.5
58.6
54.8
50.9
45.3
43.8
42.5
22.3
18.0
16.8
11.9
9.9
9.6
7.5
7.3
5.5
2.1
1.5
1.3
0.2
-0.4
-0.5
-0.6
-0.6
-0.9
-1.1
-1.6
-2.1
-2.3
-3.5
-3.6

Myanmar/Burma and South Sudan have been excluded from this analysis. Myanmar/Burma was reinstated
into the GSP scheme in 2013 and South Sudan became eligible for GSP preferences in 2014.
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Country

a. Average
(2011-2013)

b. Average
(2014 -2016)

Change
(b-a)

Chad
7.8%
0.0%
Congo (Democratic Rep)
71.0%
62.4%
Timor-Leste
11.0%
0.0%
Liberia
19.9%
7.0%
Angola
57.6%
43.6%
Central African Republic
45.5%
31.0%
Djibouti
16.5%
1.8%
Ethiopia
97.5%
78.9%
Samoa
44.6%
21.7%
Yemen
88.3%
64.5%
Sierra Leone
69.3%
43.1%
Guinea Bissau
26.2%
0.0%
Vanuatu
73.1%
39.0%
Tuvalu
34.1%
0.0%
Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission

-7.8
-8.6
-11.0
-12.9
-14.0
-14.5
-14.8
-18.6
-22.9
-23.8
-26.2
-26.2
-34.0
-34.1

7.3.3. Analysis of trade diversification
Diversification of exports is one of the key indicators to evaluate the impact of the GSP
on beneficiary countries. Export diversification is held to be important for developing
countries because many developing countries are often highly dependent on relatively
few primary commodities for their export earnings.698 One of the methods that we will
use to analyse diversification is to measure changes in the number of tariff lines that a
country exports over time. The following tables illustrate the average number of CN-8
digit tariff lines in which trade was reported in the pre-and post-regulation periods and
the change across periods for all beneficiary countries.
Among EBA countries, there are no clear trends but most of the 49 countries increased
the number of tariff lines under which trade was reported, with the exception of 11
beneficiaries. These 11 beneficiaries were: Afghanistan, Haiti, Tanzania, Lesotho, the
Solomon Islands, Uganda, Zambia, the Central African Republic, Sao Tome and Principe,
Guinea Bissau and Mali. It is important to highlight countries like Bangladesh, Cambodia,
Madagascar, Nepal and Timor-Leste that increased the number of tariff lines traded by
200 or more in the post-regulation period. Sudan and Kiribati recorded the highest
percentage change in tariff lines, however, starting from an extremely low initial base of
the number of tariff lines in the pre-regulation period.

698

World Integrated Trade Solution, (2017). Trade Indicators. Available at:
http://wits.worldbank.org/wits/wits/witshelp/Content/Utilities/e1.trade_indicators.htm
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Table 17: Diversification by number of tariff lines for EBA beneficiaries
Country
Sudan
Kiribati
Nepal
Yemen
Timor-Leste
Bhutan
Gambia
Comoros
Togo
Djibouti
Samoa
Somalia
Tuvalu
Eritrea
Liberia
Congo (Democratic Rep)
Madagascar
Angola
Vanuatu
Cambodia
Benin
Ethiopia
Guinea
Malawi
Sierra Leone
Bangladesh
Equatorial Guinea
Laos
Chad
Senegal
Mozambique
Mauritania
Burundi
Burkina Faso
Rwanda
Niger
Afghanistan
Haiti
Tanzania
Lesotho

a. Average
(2011-2013)
4
25
371
53
660
60
115
48
28
111
150
35
369
103
195
347
1129
777
482
838
241
513
264
135
934
1488
216
363
110
57
312
344
87
330
203
992
447
317
244
68

b. Average
(2014 -2016)
23
52
675
79
979
88
167
69
39
149
192
45
463
129
244
434
1400
962
590
1024
293
622
315
158
1073
1707
248
416
125
65
351
383
96
364
221
1054
440
304
233
65

216

Difference
(b-a)
19
27
304
26
319
28
53
21
11
38
42
9
94
26
49
87
271
185
108
186
52
108
51
23
139
220
32
53
15
7
40
39
9
34
19
62
-7
-13
-10
-3

Percentage Change
483.3%
109.3%
81.9%
50.0%
48.4%
46.7%
45.9%
43.8%
38.8%
34.2%
27.9%
26.4%
25.6%
25.2%
25.2%
25.2%
24.0%
23.8%
22.5%
22.2%
21.6%
21.1%
19.2%
16.8%
14.8%
14.8%
14.7%
14.6%
13.3%
12.8%
12.7%
11.3%
10.8%
10.3%
9.2%
6.3%
-1.6%
-4.2%
-4.2%
-4.9%

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

a. Average
b. Average
Difference
Country
(2011-2013)
(2014 -2016)
(b-a)
Percentage Change
Solomon Islands
252
237
-15
-6.0%
Uganda
17
16
-1
-6.0%
Zambia
169
147
-22
-12.8%
Central African Republic
95
74
-22
-22.7%
Sao Tome and Principe
41
32
-9
-22.8%
Guinea Bissau
83
44
-39
-47.0%
Mali
139
60
-80
-57.2%
TOTAL
14361
16946
2585
18.0%
* Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission
**Myanmar/Burma and South Sudan have been excluded from this analysis. Myanmar/Burma was reinstated into the GSP scheme in 2013 and South Sudan became
eligible for GSP preferences in 2013.
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Among Standard GSP countries, the difference is more relevant with countries like
Indonesia, Iraq and Uzbekistan utilizing over 4000 tariff lines in both periods, reflecting a
high degree of diversification. Only 3 countries reduced the number of tariff lines under
which they traded. These 3 countries were Syria, the Cook Islands and Tajikistan.
Tajikistan is noteworthy as the number of tariff lines under which it traded fell by over
600, which should be highlighted as exceptional and further investigation is warranted.
Table 18: Diversification by number of tariff lines for Standard GSP beneficiaries
a. Average
(2011-2013)

b. Average
(2014 -2016)

Difference
(b-a)

Percentage
Change

Nauru

14

25

11

74.4%

Ukraine

19

33

14

73.7%

Sri Lanka

7

12

5

66.7%

Ivory Coast

493

773

280

56.8%

Micronesia

57

79

22

38.8%

Vietnam

412

523

111

26.9%

Kenya

852

1068

216

25.4%

Tonga

133

158

25

19.0%

Fiji

198

236

37

18.8%

Congo

440

521

81

18.4%

Marshall Islands

1220

1346

126

10.3%

Cameroon

899

991

92

10.2%

India

1142

1251

109

9.6%

Niue

1394

1500

106

7.6%

Nigeria

19

20

1

7.0%

Uzbekistan

4287

4551

264

6.2%

Swaziland

2021

2101

80

4.0%

Indonesia

6567

6647

80

1.2%

Iraq

4148

4195

46

1.1%

Syria

239

236

-3

-1.4%

Cook Islands
63
42
-21
Tajikistan
1379
737
-642
TOTAL
26003
27045
1040
Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission

-33.0%
-46.5%
4.00%

For GSP+ countries, changes are not very significant, with the exception of Mongolia that
has a notable increase of 26.2 per cent. The only country that traded under less tariff
lines in the post-regulation period was Cape Verde, formerly under the EBA scheme.
Table 19: Diversification by number of tariff lines for GSP+ beneficiaries
a. Average
(2011-2013)
342

b. Average
(2014 -2016)
432

Difference
(b-a)
90

Percentage Change
26.2%

Bolivia

643

723

80

12.4%

Armenia

586

633

47

8.0%

Pakistan

2833

2974

141

5.0%

Philippines

Mongolia

2942

3047

105

3.6%

Paraguay

487

499

12

2.4%

Kyrgyz Republic

273

279

6

2.2%

Cape Verde

414

405

-9

-2.2%

TOTAL
8520
8992
472
Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission
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With regards to the diversification in HS sections, Table 20 below reveals difference in
the average number of tariff lines exported to the EU at the CN-8 digit level in the preand post-regulation periods for the following countries: EBA beneficiaries, Standard GSP
beneficiaries, GSP+ beneficiaries, countries that traded at the MFN level (“No
Agreement”) and countries that have FTAs and other reciprocal trading arrangements
with the EU (“Trade Agreements”).
It is evident that EBA beneficiaries have outperformed in all other categories, and have
recorded increases in the number of tariff lines traded in all HS sections. It is important
to highlight the considerable increase in the number of lines traded for textiles (HS
Section XI) and for vehicles (HS Section XVI). However, it may be noted that only a few
dominant countries in the EBA arrangement contributed to this increase. In general,
overall increases are strongly linked to few countries that absorb the majority share of
EBA exports.
It is also noteworthy that Standard GSP countries have recorded declines, indicating
reduced diversification, in practically every section, showing that after the reform, there
may not have been significant engagement to maintain the exports in certain sections.
On the other hand, GSP+ countries as well as countries with and without trade
agreements did not reflect any major changes in the number of tariff lines in which trade
was recorded.
Diversification measured by number of tariff lines exported to the EU has been strongest
for EBA beneficiary countries. Given that these countries are considered to be the most
vulnerable and disadvantaged of all the GSP beneficiaries, for them to be leading the
pack in terms of the number of tariff traded is a good sign of engagement and may show
that the GSP reforms are achieving their desired impact. On the contrary, for Standard
GSP beneficiaries, the considerable decrease at all sectors level could be a sign that (i)
the countries exiting the GSP had achieved a higher degree of diversification than the
remaining countries; and (ii) the remaining beneficiary countries were not able to fill the
gap that has been left with the exit/graduation of a large number of beneficiaries in 2014.
For GSP+ countries, the changes of the level of diversification vary significantly among
countries, reflecting the heterogeneity of this subgroup of beneficiaries.
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Table 20: Diversification in the number of tariff lines utilised per product section*
HS Section

Description

EBA

GSP

GSP+

No
Agreement
23

Trade
Agreement
80

SECTION I

Live Animals; animal products

315

-191

8

SECTION II

Vegetable products

727

-35

13

28

45

SECTION III

Animal or Vegetable fats and oils

102

-18

7

5

15

SECTION IV

Prepared foodstuffs

614

-142

7

22

43

SECTION IX

Mineral products

192

-7

3

8

10

SECTION V

Products of the chem. & allied inds

212

-35

3

0

7

SECTION VI

Plastics and Articles thereof

450

-103

14

-3

11

SECTION VII

Raw hides and skins, leather, furskins

279

-10

11

0

1

SECTION VIII

Wood and articles of wood

177

-14

-2

-4

-1

SECTION X

Pulp of wood or other fibrous…

SECTION XI
SECTION XII

Textiles
Footwear, headgear, umbrellas…

208
1587
206

-21
-25
-1

4
6
0

-5
0
-1

-4
1
-1

SECTION XIII

Articles of stone, plaster, cement…

247

-11

4

-1

-1

SECTION XIV

Pearls, precious, semi-precious stones

71

-3

1

0

0

SECTION XIX

Base metals and articles of base metal

6

-4

-1

-1

0

SECTION XV

Machinery and mechanical appliances

781

-55

56

-7

-3

SECTION XVI

Vehicles, aircraft, vessels, transport

1664

-70

47

-4

-4

SECTION XVII

Optical, photographic... Instruments

253

-24

18

1

7

SECTION XVIII

Arms and ammunition

480

-5

2

-2

-2

SECTION XX

Miscellaneous manufactured articles

345

-1

5

-1

-1

SECTION XXI

Works Of Art, collectors' Pieces...

0

0

14
0
0
Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission
*This change was calculated by taking the difference of the average number of tariff lines in the pre- and post-regulation periods
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We further investigate the extent of export diversification of the GSP beneficiaries using
the Herfindahl Index. The Herfindahl Index (HI) is an indicator which measures the
diversification of a country’s export portfolio. 699 The HI measures the sum of squared
shares of each product in total export. A country with a highly diversified export portfolio
will have an index close to zero, whereas a country which exports only one export will
have a value of 1 (least diversified). If a country exports only 2 products to the EU, for
example, where both products have an export share of 0.5, then the country’s HI score
would be equal to 0.5.
On the other hand, if another country exports 20 products to the EU, where each product
has an export share of 0.05, then the country’s HI score would be equivalent to 0.05. If
we compare the HI scores of the first and second country, it is evident that the first
country with the narrow export base has an HI score that is closest to 1 (indicative of a
least diversified portfolio), while the second country with the broader export base has an
HI score that is closest to 0 (indicative of a highly diversified export portfolio). In this
section, we assess export diversification based on the beneficiaries’ exports to the EU at
the product level using CN 8-digit trade information as well as at the sectoral level using
HS 2-digit trade information.
From the table below, we can see that the following EBA countries have diversified
export portfolios at the product level, almost attaining the highly diversified score of 0 in
the post-regulation period: Bangladesh, Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, Nepal and Senegal.
On the other hand, the following countries were the least diversified in the postregulation period: Angola, Burundi, Equatorial Guinea, Lesotho, Rwanda Sao Tome and
Principe and Timor-Leste, with HI product scores exceeding 0.5 in the pre-reform period
2011-2013. Niger is noteworthy as it reflected the largest change in the post-regulation,
moving from a moderately diversified export portfolio at the product level towards a
least diversified portfolio.
Conversely, the country that recorded the most significant change in export
diversification at the product level was Guinea Bissau, moving from 0.64 in the first
period to 0.28 in the second period. This reflects a significant increase in the number of
products that were traded since 2014. If we compare export diversification at the
product level with its equivalent at the sectoral level, we find that countries like
Bangladesh and Cambodia that are highly diversified at the product level are not as
diversified at the sectoral level. Some of the EBA countries that were closer to being
perfectly diversified at the sectoral level with HI-scores below 0.2 were Afghanistan,
Benin, Madagascar, Mali, and Togo.
In contrast, the countries that were least diversified were Lesotho and Niger. Following
GSP reform, Yemen recorded the most improvements in export diversification at the
sectoral level of all the EBA countries. The countries that showed improvements at both
the product and sector levels of all the EBA beneficiaries were: Burundi, Chad, Congo
(Democratic Rep), Djibouti, Eritrea, Haiti, Malawi, Niger, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe,
Somalia, South Sudan, Tanzania and Tuvalu.

699

World Integrated Trade Solution (2017). Trade Indicators. Available at:
http://wits.worldbank.org/wits/wits/witshelp/Content/Utilities/e1.trade_indicators.htm
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Table 21: Herfindahl Index for EBA Countries (2011-2016)

EBA Countries
Afghanistan
Angola
Bangladesh
Benin
Bhutan
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Central African Republic
Chad
Comoros
Congo (Democratic Rep)
Djibouti
Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gambia
Guinea
Guinea Bissau
Haiti
Kiribati
Laos
Lesotho
Liberia
Madagascar
Malawi
Mali
Mauritania
Mozambique
Myanmar
Nepal
Niger
Rwanda
Samoa
Sao Tome and Principe
Senegal
Sierra Leone

a.
0.15
0.85
0.06
0.14
0.62
0.22
0.72
0.03
0.41
0.55
0.48
0.28
0.27
0.68
0.12
0.34
0.17
0.57
0.64
0.22
0.34
0.05
0.97
0.31
0.04
0.33
0.1
0.45
0.52
0.04
0.07
0.34
0.67
0.14
0.82
0.04
0.29

Product Level (CN-8 digit level)
Average
b. Average
(2011-2013)
(2014 -2016)
0.1
0.82
0.05
0.14
0.56
0.21
0.82
0.03
0.22
0.6
0.28
0.29
0.28
0.75
0.56
0.24
0.17
0.52
0.28
0.29
0.26
0.05
0.98
0.24
0.06
0.44
0.11
0.17
0.4
0.03
0.04
0.87
0.46
0.19
0.86
0.03
0.27

Change
(b-a)
-0.05
-0.03
-0.01
0
-0.06
-0.01
0.1
0
-0.19
0.05
-0.2
0.01
0.01
0.07
0.44
-0.1
0
-0.05
-0.36
0.07
-0.08
0
0.01
-0.07
0.02
0.11
0.01
-0.28
-0.12
-0.01
-0.03
0.53
-0.21
0.05
0.04
-0.01
-0.02
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c.
0.2
0.91
0.43
0.3
0.72
0.25
0.74
0.36
0.57
0.56
0.58
0.3
0.29
0.88
0.22
0.37
0.22
0.57
0.64
0.24
0.5
0.22
0.98
0.35
0.12
0.49
0.17
0.56
0.53
0.43
0.19
0.36
0.77
0.19
0.86
0.26
0.35

Sectoral Level (HS-2 digit level)
Average
d. Average
(2011-2013)
(2014 -2016)
0.13
0.84
0.42
0.17
0.62
0.25
0.84
0.34
0.81
0.6
0.49
0.31
0.3
0.82
0.56
0.27
0.22
0.54
0.36
0.31
0.4
0.29
0.98
0.28
0.12
0.61
0.15
0.33
0.42
0.29
0.18
0.91
0.65
0.25
0.88
0.22
0.38

Change
(d-c)
-0.07
-0.07
-0.01
-0.13
-0.1
0
0.1
-0.02
0.24
0.04
-0.09
0.01
0.01
-0.06
0.34
-0.1
0
-0.03
-0.28
0.07
-0.1
0.07
0
-0.07
0
0.12
-0.02
-0.23
-0.11
-0.14
-0.01
0.55
-0.12
0.06
0.02
-0.04
0.03
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Solomon Islands
Somalia
South Sudan
Sudan
Tanzania
Timor-Leste
Togo
Tuvalu
Uganda
Vanuatu
Yemen
Zambia

0.43
0.31
0.07
0.31
0.09
0.95
0.25
0.21
0.31
0.36
0.51
0.33

0.35
0.68
0.23
0.26
0.13
0.93
0.13
0.53
0.3
0.21
0.16
0.28

-0.08
0.37
0.16
-0.05
0.04
-0.02
-0.12
0.32
-0.01
-0.15
-0.35
-0.05

0.5
0.49
0.12
0.33
0.14
0.95
0.26
0.26
0.34
0.4
0.66
0.34

0.51
0.7
0.32
0.29
0.17
0.93
0.15
0.62
0.33
0.29
0.28
0.41

0.01
0.21
0.2
-0.04
0.03
-0.02
-0.11
0.36
-0.01
-0.11
-0.38
0.07

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission
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The table below reveals that the majority of Standard GSP beneficiary countries recorded
declines or recorded no changes in export diversification at the product level following
GSP reform. Some noteworthy countries that consistently had diversified portfolios at
the product level were India, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Ukraine and Uzbekistan. Following
the passage of the new regulation, the Marshall Islands and the Congo improved their
status significantly at the product level. On the other hand, Iraq’s export portfolio was
the least diversified at the product level post-reform, while Tonga’s export basket
decreased the most in the second period. Unlike the situation with the EBA countries,
Standard GSP countries that exhibited highly diversified portfolios at the product level
were also similarly diversified at the sectoral level. The Congo and Micronesia also
showed progress on the path to export diversification at the sectoral level post-reform.

Table 22: Herfindahl Index for Standard GSP Countries (2011-2016)
Product Level (CN-8 digit level)
Standard GSP
countries
Cameroon
Congo
Cook Islands
Fiji
Ghana
India

a. Average
(2011-2013)

0.3
0.66
0.47
0.78
0.33
0.01
Indonesia
0.02
Iraq
0.98
Ivory Coast
0.17
Kenya
0.11
Marshall Islands
0.61
Micronesia
0.38
Nauru
0.39
Nigeria
0.73
Niue
0.62
Sri Lanka
0.02
Swaziland
0.41
Syria
0.25
Tajikistan
0.33
Tonga
0.19
Ukraine
0.04
Uzbekistan
0.06
Vietnam
0.11
Source: own calculations based

b. Average
(2014-2016)

Change
(b-a)

Sectoral Level (HS-2 digit level)
c. Average
(2011-2013)

0.21
-0.09
0.33
0.43
-0.23
0.73
0.52
0.05
0.58
0.74
-0.04
0.78
0.24
-0.09
0.39
0.01
0
0.05
0.01
-0.01
0.07
0.98
0
0.99
0.22
0.05
0.36
0.11
0
0.22
0.36
-0.25
0.9
0.25
-0.13
0.83
0.17
-0.22
0.43
0.75
0.02
0.93
0.52
-0.1
0.62
0.02
0
0.17
0.45
0.04
0.64
0.07
-0.18
0.33
0.3
-0.03
0.41
0.42
0.23
0.31
0.03
-0.01
0.12
0.05
-0.01
0.18
0.11
0
0.16
on trade data supplied by the European Commission

d. Average
(2014 -2016)
0.25
0.49
0.61
0.74
0.37
0.04
0.07
0.99
0.48
0.21
0.8
0.39
0.25
0.89
0.52
0.19
0.59
0.14
0.39
0.57
0.1
0.17
0.18

Change
(d-c)
-0.08
-0.24
0.03
-0.04
-0.02
-0.01
0
0
0.12
-0.01
-0.1
-0.44
-0.18
-0.04
-0.1
0.02
-0.05
-0.19
-0.02
0.26
-0.02
-0.01
0.02

The majority of GSP+ countries reflected only minor changes in export diversification at
the product level in the post regulation period, with the exception of Paraguay. Paraguay
recorded the greatest improvement in export diversification at the product level of all
GSP+ countries. There was no change in export diversification at the product level for
Bolivia, Cape Verde, Pakistan and the Philippines. It is also important to note that
Pakistan has the most diversified export portfolio at the product level of all the GSP+
countries, followed by the Philippines. Similarly, there were only minor changes in
export diversification at the sectoral level, with the exception of Paraguay. Pakistan was
the most diversified of the GSP+ countries at the sectoral reform, post-reform. However,
the HI was higher at the sectoral compared to the product level, signaling a less
diversified portfolio at the sectoral level. It is also important to note that Mongolia
experienced no changes in its diversification status at the sectoral level post-reform.
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Table 23: Herfindahl Index for GSP+ Countries (2011-2016)
Product Level (CN-8 digit level)
a. Avg.
b. Avg.
Change
(2011-2013)
(2014 -2016)
(b-a)

Sectoral Level (HS-2 digit level)
c. Avg.
d. Avg.
Change
(d-c)
(2011-2013)
(2014 -2016)

GSP+
Countries
Armenia

0.18

0.16

-0.02

0.2

0.18

-0.02

Bolivia

0.12

0.12

0

0.16

0.2

0.04

Cape Verde

0.14

0.14

0

0.3

0.29

-0.01

Kyrgyz Republic

0.11

0.18

0.07

0.19

0.28

0.09

Mongolia

0.24

0.23

-0.01

0.28

0.28

0

Pakistan

0.02

0.02

0

0.12

0.15

0.03

Paraguay

0.62

0.3

-0.32

0.64

0.32

-0.32

Philippines

0.04

0.04

0

0.23

0.26

0.03

Source: own calculations based on trade data supplied by the European Commission

In view of the level and changes of export diversification comparing across the three
types of schemes (EBA, Standard GSP and GSP+) it is evident that the eligible countries
in the EBA group have the most serious issues of lack of export diversification, with 18
countries experiencing an improvement during the period of review and 31 countries not
realizing any change or even a deterioration in their export diversification profiles at the
product level.700

700

At the sectoral level, 19 countries experienced an improvement, while 30 countries did not realize any
change or even deterioration in their export diversification profiles.
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7.4.

Econometric analysis using the Gravity Model

In this section, we present the preliminary findings of a bilateral gravity model at the
product level, which seeks to assess the impact of the EU’s GSP on exports to the EU.
Typically regarded as the standard workhorse for modelling international trade flows, the
gravity model explains and interprets changes in the values of trade between countries
and regions through changes in a number of structural variables, such as the distance
between the originating and destination countries, the historical trading relations
between the trade partners as well as variables changing during the period under review.
In our model, standard gravity model variables are utilized, as well as several dummy
variables that are intended to capture the implementation of the 2014 GSP Regulation,
such as change in eligible trade regime (MFN, GSP or RTA/FTA).

7.4.1.
Specification and data
The specific hypothesis that is being tested are (a) to assess whether the removal of
countries eligible for GSP and changes in the GSP have impacted the exports of the GSP
eligible countries; and (b) to investigate whether there have been associated impacts on
the exports of those countries that are no longer eligible.
The gravity model specification used for the analysis is as follows:

log(𝑋𝑖𝑘𝑡 ) = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1 log(𝐻𝑆2𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑠𝑖𝑠𝑡 ) + 𝛽2 𝑙𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑗 + 𝛽3 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑙𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑖𝑗 + 𝛽4 𝑐𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑛𝑦𝑖𝑗 + ∑ 𝛾𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑖𝑡
𝑖𝑡

+ 𝛽5 𝐸𝑥𝐺𝑆𝑃𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼𝑖𝑘 + 𝑒𝑖𝑘𝑡
where:

log(Xikt) is the natural logarithm of exports of good k from country i to the EU in
period t;
log(HS2exportsist) is the natural logarithm of country i’s total exports to the world
defined at HS 2-digit level701;
logdistcapij is the distance from the capital of each country to the EU 702;
comlangij is a dummy variable that indicates if the country i has the same official
language of any EU member State j;703
colonyij is a dummy variable that indicates if the country i was a colony of any EU
member State j;
Regimeit are dummy variables that indicate the regime under which country i is
eligible to trade in period t. In order to assess the movements across the three GSP
arrangements, we have coined statuses for beneficiaries that have ‘always’ traded under
a particular regime over the period under review; countries that entered into a particular
GSP arrangement at period t – referred to as ‘in’; and countries that were no longer
eligible for preferences in a particular GSP arrangement at period t – referred to as ‘out’.

701

A key variable in most gravity model estimations is an “activity” variable that captures the economic size of
the countries being modelled. In this paper, we follow the approach of French (2013) where we use the total
world exports at the sectoral level for the product traded between country i and the EU as the activity variable.
This is done primarily because of the high level of disaggregation (CN 8-digit) of the EU trade data.
702
Brussels, Belgium was utilised as a proxy for the capital of the EU.
703
One of the official languages of Belgium, French, – was used as a proxy for language.

226

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
A list of country movements across the three GSP arrangements is provided in Annex
VIII704;
RTA-FTAit is a dummy variable that indicates whether a country i has participated
in an RTA, FTA, EPA or any other similar trading arrangements with the EU at period t;
ExGSPit is a dummy variable that indicates whether country i was previously a
GSP beneficiary country and graduated from the scheme post-2013;
PostRegulationt is a dummy variable that capture the difference between the prereform period (2011-2013) and post-reform period (2014-2016);705
𝛼𝑖𝑘 represents exporter-product fixed effects (resistance terms), which absorb all
time-invariant country and product effects.
The data used comprise CN 8-digit exports to the EU which were matched with HS 2digit global exports for each of the EU’s 218 trading partners. The period under review
runs from 2011 to 2016. It takes into account the three years prior to entry into force of
the 2012 Regulation as well as the three years post entrance into force. Importantly, the
dataset has allowed us to match for each partner country and product line at the CN 8digit level, the regime(s) under which a country was eligible to trade in a given year.
Additionally, it should be recalled that countries may have been eligible to export under
more than one preferential regime in a given year.
Therefore, it is possible for the same product from the EU’s trading partner to enter the
market via different tariff regimes in a given year. The tariff regimes that products enter
the EU under include MFN, GSP (i.e. Standard GSP, GSP+ and EBA), as well as the
varying types of RTAs and FTAs.
The final dataset accounts for approximately 1.3 million trade flows. Import data at the
CN 8-digit level was provided by the European Commission, while global exports at the
HS 2-digit level were retrieved from the United Nations International Trade Statistics
Database (UN Comtrade). Structural variables, including distance, common language
and colony variables were retrieved from the gravity model database of the Centre
d'Études Prospectives et d'Informations Internationales (CEPII).
7.4.2.
Results of the Gravity Model
The results of two regressions are presented in

704

It is important to note that there is no ‘EBA_in’ category. Although Myanmar/Burma re-entered the EBA
arrangement in 2013, we have considered it in the ‘EBA_Always’ category as it was entered into the
arrangement before entry into force of the 2012 Regulation.
705
In the first and second regressions, we use a set of year dummies instead of the ‘PostRegulation’ variable to
capture time fixed effects.
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Table 24 below. The first presents the results of an ordinary least squares (OLS)
regression, whereas the second regression is a fixed effects model706, which controls for
time-invariant variables (such as distance, history and language) in order to focus on
year-to-year changes, countries that change regimes, as well as the reform of the GSP
regulation.

706

Importantly, the results of a Hausman test has validated that a fixed effects model is preferable to a
random effects model.
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Table 24: Results of the Bilateral Gravity Model at the Product Level

VARIABLES
lnHS2exports
logdistcap

OLS Model

Fixed
Model707

0.561***

0.128***

(0.000995)

(0.00440)

-0.350***

--

Effects

(0.00395)
comlang

0.212***

--

(0.00904)
colony

-0.231**

--

(0.0960)
2012

-0.114***

--

(0.00981)
2013

-0.223***

--

(0.00962)
2014

-0.0215**

--

(0.0101)
2015

0.167***

--

(0.0102)
2016

0.244***

--

(0.0106)
EBA_Out
EBA_Always

2.336***

-0.820***

(0.196)

(0.237)

0.117***

--

(0.0160)
Standard GSP_Out
Standard GSP_In
Standard GSP_Always

0.414***

-0.0814***

(0.0243)

(0.0166)

-0.174***

0.0444

(0.0453)

(0.0291)

0.116***

--

(0.00952)
GSP+_Out
GSP+_In
GSP+_Always

0.0612

0.0733***

(0.0452)

(0.0258)

-0.137***

0.197***

(0.0300)

(0.0212)

-0.0223

--

(0.0246)
RTA-FTA
ExGSP
Constant
Observations
R-squared
Number
groups

of

0.124***

0.192***

(0.00676)

(0.0143)

-0.828***

0.169***

(0.0239)

(0.0158)

-11.76***

-6.229***

(0.0401)

(0.0877)

1,267,975

1,267,975

0.233

0.002

exporter-product

376,044

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

707

Time invariant variables are not taken into consideration in the fixed effects model.
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7.4.3.
Interpretation of the Gravity Model
The OLS model reveals that almost all variables are statistically significant at the 99%
confidence level, with the exception of the colony 708 , ‘GSP+_out’ and ‘GSP+_always’
variables. Expectedly, as a country’s world exports in a particular sector increases, so
does its level of bilateral exports to the EU. The coefficient on the distance variable is
negative, which confirms that the more remote countries trade less with the EU. In
addition, the coefficient on the common language variable is positive, which supports the
argument that countries trade more if there is commonality in language. On the
contrary, there is a negative coefficient for exports from former colonies of the EU
member states.
The dummies for the respective GSP arrangements tells us that on average, and in
comparison to both non-GSP and non-FTA countries, how GSP countries have traded
with the EU. To this effect, the results of the OLS model reveal that EBA countries which
participated in the regime over the entire review period (“EBA_always”) and the Maldives
who exited the scheme in 2014 (“EBA_out) export more in comparison to non-GSP and
non-FTA countries.
In like manner, those that always traded under the Standard GSP (‘GSP _always’) and
those that exited the scheme (‘Standard GSP_out’) both reflected positive coefficients,
indicating that they exported more in comparison to countries that did not participate in
any grouping. In the case of the GSP+ variables, only the ‘Standard GSP+_in’ coefficient
is statistically significant, and reveals that these countries exported less than countries
that did not participate in any grouping. The FTA coefficient is positive, while the Ex-GSP
coefficient is negative.
The fixed effects model seeks to estimate the impact of the GSP reform on exports from
beneficiary countries. It was better able to capture the impact of the transition to the
2012 Regulation, hence providing us with more precise estimates. Importantly, the
results of the fixed effects model reveal that as a country’s world exports in a particular
sector increases, so does its level of bilateral exports to the EU. It shows that in a
significant way countries that exited the EBA and the Standard GSP exported less with
the EU in comparison to non-GSP and non-FTA countries, whereas countries that entered
into and exited the GSP+ arrangement had positive coefficients, demonstrating that they
exported more in comparison to the aforementioned groups.
Given the time-invariant characteristics of the ‘always’ variables as a result of their
constant status across the review period, all three of these variables were dropped from
the model. The RTA-FTA variable and Ex-GSP variables are positive, indicating that
countries that have entered into varying forms of regional trade agreements and free
trade agreements over the period, and those that have exited the GSP scheme post2013 have exported more to the EU in comparison to non-GSP and non-FTA countries.
Overall, the estimates vary according to the type of regression technique used. However,
the fixed effects model is preferred as it controls for time-invariant variables (such as
distance, history and language) in order to focus on year-to-year changes. Estimates
from the OLS and the fixed effects models both reveal a positive relationship between a
country’s world exports at the sectoral level and specific product exports to the EU. The
results also indicate that countries that have exported more to the EU in comparison to
countries that are not a part of any grouping. In the case of some of the regime
dummies, we can see that even though they are statistically significant across the
models, the results are ambiguous.
The Project Team will carry out further work towards the development of the gravity
708

This variable is statistically significant at the 90% confidence level.
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model in the Final Report. A regression that seeks to analyse the utilization of
preferences will also be presented alongside the gravity model as complementary
analysis.
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8. Social and human rights impact analysis
This section will discuss the social impact of the GSP on the beneficiary countries. It will
address the following evaluation questions:
(i)
What has been the impact of the present scheme on developing countries and
LDCs?
(ii)

What are the factors influencing the achievements observed?

(i)
What unintended consequences, if
implementation, or use of the current GSP?

any,

can

be

linked

to

the

design,

It will first analyse the literature on the social and human rights impact of the GSP prior
to the reforms implemented as of 2014 (Section 8.1.), whereas Section 8.2. will look
into more detail at the social and human rights impact, including a dedicated review of
the impact of the GSP+ arrangement (Sections 8.3. and 8.4.).

8.1. Lessons learnt from literature
Literature on the social and human rights impact of the GSP has largely been of a
descriptive and qualitative nature, using country case studies to provide a more detailed
account of the impact. The impact has largely been equated with a beneficiary’s
ratification and effective implementation of international conventions on labour and
human rights.
Overall the literature does not offer any consensus on the concrete impact of the EU’s
GSP on labour and human rights. An extensive body of literature and analysis suggests
that trade and economic growth have a positive effect on poverty reduction. In this
respect, the GSP is considered to be an instrument for reducing poverty in developing
countries, as economic growth triggered through trade liberalisation drives poverty
reduction. 709 However, it is also pointed out that no direct link between trade
liberalisation, economic growth and poverty reduction can be drawn.
The literature review shows that in some instances the linkage between trade
liberalisation and economic growth may be negative. Nor is it always the case that
enhanced economic growth translates into reduced poverty. Nevertheless, studies
suggest that the scheme’s induced human rights promotion can have a beneficial indirect
impact on poverty reduction as it supports structural changes in society.710
The EU may withdraw trade preferences temporarily when it identifies serious and
systematic infringements of the basic obligations for the GSP. These violations include
unfair trading practices, export of goods made by prison labour and systematic violations
of international conventions and agreements on labour and human rights. It has been
pointed out in literature that the EU has not always applied the withdrawal mechanism
consistently and in a transparent manner. 711 This in turn impacts the scheme’s
effectiveness in the social and human rights dimension, as the beneficiary status is

709

Cardamone, P. and Scoppola, M. (2012). The Impact of EU preferential Trade Agreements on Foreign Direct
Investment. Available at: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2178874
710
CARIS. (2010). Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised System of Preferences; Beke, L., D’Hollander,
D., Hachez, N. and Pérez de las Heras, B. (2014). Report on the integration of human rights in EU development
and trade policies.
711
Velluti, S. (2016). The Promotion and Integration of Human Rights in EU External Trade Relations; Beke, L.,
D’Hollander, D., Hachez, N. and Pérez de las Heras, B. (2014). Report on the integration of human rights in EU
development and trade policies.
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associated with “endorsing a third country’s human rights record.” 712 The application of
the withdrawal mechanism can hence compromise the scheme’s effective promotion of
social and human rights in the beneficiary countries.713 Critical analysis holds the view
that “the impact and credibility of the EU’s approach to human rights in its external trade
policy has been called into question because of the selective and uneven application of
these human rights instruments.”714 Some cases of violation of core labour standards or
human rights such as in Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan have not had negative
consequences for the respective countries, whereas in other cases the EU has acted and
withdrew preferences from the violating countries, including Myanmar/Burma, Belarus
and Sri Lanka.715
The scheme’s concrete impact on improving social and human rights standards depends
highly on the specific case and beneficiary country and it is not uniform across countries.
This is enforced by the fact that each country seeks to meet its obligations, and in
particular the GSP+ commitments, in its individual context. In this respect, the eligible
countries face different issues, challenges and constraints. 716 The literature suggests
that, in order to identify a tangible positive impact on the social conditions of a
beneficiary country, effective monitoring of the actual implementation of the relevant
provisions and conventions is essential.
In the 2011 CARIS study it had been suggested that the effective implementation of
labour rights and human rights conventions primarily relates to social and economic
rights and the adequate provision of education and health services. The effective
implementation of these conventions and policies is “is in practice very difficult in a
number of developing countries” also due to the high costsassociated with the effective
implementation. However, despite the high costs associated with guaranteeing social and
economic rights, the potential benefits for beneficiary countries are far greater. 717 As
demonstrated by the 2016 European Commission report on the GSP+ arrangement,
several countries still lack full compliance with the convention’s requirements, which are
insufficiently implemented in domestic laws or lack adequate reporting. 718
Overwhelming consensus can be found on the potential positive impacts of the scheme
on labour and human rights in the beneficiary countries. In particular the GSP+
monitoring and reporting process is expected to have the potential to bring about change
in law and practice of labour and women rights. 719 This may be demonstrated by the
specific case of El Salvador, in which the country’s Supreme Court found ILO Convention
No. 87 on Freedom of Association and the Right to Organise to be incompatible with the
Constitution of El Salvador. This ruling was followed by an examination of the European
Commission, which was very likely instrumental for the subsequent constitutional
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Beke, L., D’Hollander, D., Hachez, N. and Pérez de las Heras, B. (2014). Report on the integration of human
rights in EU development and trade policies.
713
Velluti, S. (2016). The Promotion and Integration of Human Rights in EU External Trade Relations; Beke, L.,
D’Hollander, D., Hachez, N. and Pérez de las Heras, B. (2014). Report on the integration of human rights in EU
development and trade policies.
714
Velluti, S. (2016). The Promotion and Integration of Human Rights in EU External Trade Relations, p. 41.
715
Velluti, S. (2016). The Promotion and Integration of Human Rights in EU External Trade Relations; Beke, L.,
D’Hollander, D., Hachez, N. and Pérez de las Heras, B. (2014). Report on the integration of human rights in EU
development and trade policies.
716
European Commission. (2016). GSP+ report on Sustainability, Human Rights and Good Governance.
Questions and Answers. Available at: trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/january/tradoc_154179.pdf
717
CARIS. (2010). Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised System of Preferences, p. 10.
718
European Commission. (2016). Joint Staff Working Document on the EU Special Incentive Arrangement for
Sustainable Development and Good Governance (GSP+) covering the period 2014-2015. (SWD (2016) 8 final).
719
Humbert, F. (2008). Do Social Clauses in Generalised Systems of Preferences Advance the Cause of
Women?
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changes adopted. The prospect of losing GSP+ benefits are therefore believed to have
had a positive effect on the labour and social standards in El Salvador.720

8.2.

Social and human rights impact of the GSP

Trade can have a positive impact on social development, human rights and labour
standards. In addition to supporting economic growth, job creation and poverty
reduction, increased net exports can generate additional resources for social
development. However, the GSP is at most a facilitator and for it to have a positive
social and human rights impact, the governments must have enacted effective
legislation, social policies and actively support institutions and legal reforms focusing on
the promotion and protection of human and labour rights.
The case studies on Bangladesh, Bolivia, Ethiopia and Pakistan show that improvements
on a variety of social indicators have occurred in the beneficiary countries. The life
expectancy increased on average by 1.6 years between 2011 and 2015, with the
strongest increase in Ethiopia by 2.5 years. The same positive development is reflected
in the constant decrease of infant mortality, which has strongly declined in Bangladesh.
There are mixed results in terms of spending on social policies such as health and
education. Expenditure on education as percentage of GDP has increased in Bolivia,
Bangladesh and Pakistan in recent years, but declined in Ethiopia. Similarly, public
expenditure on health in percentage of GDP have increased in Bolivia and have gone
down since 2011 in Pakistan, Ethiopia and Bangladesh by 0.27 per cent on average721.
A main objective of the GSP is to strengthen the scheme’s impact on poverty
eradication. The GSP establishes an indirect link between the preferential market access
and the reduction of poverty by contributing to economic growth in the beneficiary
countries and so to support the national poverty reduction efforts. The countries under
scrutiny in this study have been successful in the reduction of poverty. This can be
explained by the increased economic growth and the consequent enlarged employment
opportunities, which are expected to have a positive effect on poverty reduction.
A comprehensive analysis of the social impact of the scheme is hampered by an overall
lack of data on social indicators as well as long time-lags before statistics become
available. The financial, institutional and human capacities necessary for monitoring and
collecting such data may be limited for developing countries. As a result, there is often
only outdated or incomplete information available. Additionally, it can take considerable
time before the effect of changes in trade become visible in these indicators. The case
studies therefore also look at qualitative assessments of social and human rights
changes.
The GSP is used by the EU to promote human rights, core labour standards and reduce
poverty in the beneficiary countries. In order to realise its objectives, the GSP applies
negative conditionality with sanctioning the violation of the fundamental human rights
and labour standards by withdrawing trade preferences, and applies positive
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CARIS. (2010). Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised System of Preferences, p. 154; Velluti, S.
(2016). The Promotion and Integration of Human Rights in EU External Trade Relations; Beke, L., D’Hollander,
D., Hachez, N. and Pérez de las Heras, B. (2014). Report on the integration of human rights in EU development
and trade policies.
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World Bank. (2016). World Development Indicators. Available at:
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SH.XPD.PUBL?locations=PK-ET-BD
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conditionality by rewarding achievements on human rights and labour standards with
improved market access.722
The EU has increasingly promoted labour standards internationally and strengthened its
cooperation with the ILO through a strategic partnership since 2004.723 The case studies
have shown that labour rights in Pakistan as well as in Bangladesh have strengthened
since the GSP has been in place. These labour standards have been put forward though
legislative acts and programme initiatives, such as the Sustainability Compact for
Bangladesh. Overall, the EU applies a cooperative, dialogue-based method to increase
the GSP’s impact on labour rights. This method implies close cooperation between the EU
and different actors in the beneficiary countries to tackle shortcomings and discuss
achieved progress. This enhances the role of civil society, companies and local
authorities in the implementation of labour standards. 724
Additionally, the GSP creates conditionality to comply with fundamental human rights
and labour standards. As stated in Article 19 of the GSP Regulation, the EU can
temporarily withdraw preferential access to its market for any type of beneficiary in case
of severe and systematic violations of labour and human rights. Ahead of initiating the
procedure for temporary withdrawal, the Commission informs the beneficiary country of
their concerns. This provision can provide an incentive for beneficiary countries to
adhere to labour and human rights to avoid losing their trade preferences. This
conditionality is the strongest for beneficiaries for whom the EU is a main export
destination.
Bangladesh constitutes such a case and also an example of the EU’s applied
conditionality when severe violations of labour rights and workers’ safety standard occur.
The EU has repeatedly communicated its intention to initiate the temporary withdrawal
procedure for Bangladesh due to the lack of occupational safety in the country. Such
warnings have been issued in response to the Rana Plaza collapse in 2013. The EU has
taken the approach of close engagement and collaboration with the Government of
Bangladesh to improve labour standards, resulting in the Sustainability Compact.
The dialogue and collaboration approach has not been chosen by the US, which in
addition to the Sustainability Compact also withdrew its trade preferences for
Bangladesh, albeit it should be noted that US preferences do not apply to most textile
and garment products. The EU is following the developments in regards to occupational
safety in Bangladesh continuously, such as in March 2017, when the EU reminded the
Government of its commitments to uphold labour standards with a letter to the
Government of Bangladesh delivered through the Bangladesh Embassy in Brussels.725
For Bangladesh, the EBA is an economic and social driver. 726 The withdrawal of
preferential access to the EU market can hence severely impact the economic and social
dimensions in Bangladesh. Bangladesh exports EUR 16.2 billion worth of goods to the
722

Xiarchogiannopoulou,E. The impact of external Europeanization on Developing Countries. Social
Conditionality in EU’s GSP; Velluti, S (2016) The promotion of social rights and labour standards in the EU’s
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EU, of which EUR 15.2 billion worth of RMGs in 2016. Its exports to the EU account for
43.6 per cent of Bangladesh’s global exports. The withdrawal of EBA preferences would
reinstate the Common Customs Tariff and would severely impact the country’s
competitive advantage, in particular with respect to countries with similar competitive
advantages such as Cambodia and Pakistan.
In the case of Bangladesh, the EU has taken the approach of enhanced engagement and
stronger cooperation to improve workers’ rights and occupational safety standards in the
country. Since 2013, several activities have taken place to improve labour rights and
standards, including safety audits in RMG factories, the launch of the Better Work
Bangladesh Programme and increased resources to improve fire security. 727
As noted in the literature review, Article 19 has not been equally and consistently applied
by the European Commission in case of severe and systematic of labour and human
rights. This has also been argued by various civil society organisations in
communications with the Commission, including in the stakeholder consultation for the
present Evaluation.728
This may be illustrated with the case of Cambodia. Cambodia’s exports to the EU have
increased significantly since 2009 as a result of the EBA preferences. In 2016, the EU
was the main export destination, accounting for 37 per cent of Cambodia’s global
exports. 729 A wide range of industries benefits from the trade preferences, including
land-intensive industries such as sugar and rice. 730 As a result of the increased
production of sugar and rice, there have reportedly been severe human rights violations
in the form of widespread displacement, violent evictions and land grabbing in order to
issue land concessions to these industries. In this context, the UN and civil society have
issued clear statements on the negative impact of these land concessions on human
rights in Cambodia.731
The Commission has not triggered Article 19 in response to the reported human rights
violations in Cambodia. Similar to the case of Bangladesh, the EU has increased its
development cooperation with the country with a special focus on the country’s land
sector reform. The EU’s Multi-Annual Indicative Programme 2014-2020 further illustrates
this commitment as it focuses cooperation in agriculture and natural resource
management, basic education and skills development and governance and
administration.732
Numerous civil society organisations have criticised the European Commission’s
approach to the situation in Cambodia. They argue that the approach has not been
727

European Commission. (2016). Joint Conclusions Second Follow-up Meeting on Bangladesh Sustainability
Compact. Available at: http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/january/tradoc_154181.pdf
728
Act Alliance. (2016). Available at: : http://actalliance.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Finalized_CSOsJointLetter-EUs-Commissioner4Trade-EUDelegation-in-PP_Sugarcane-Case_Jan2016.pdf , FIDH. (2017).
Available at: https://www.fidh.org/IMG/pdf/2017.05.08_final_fidh-adhoc-licadho-altsean-burma-_odhikar_pahra-hrcp_contribution_mid-term_evaluation_of_the_eu_gsp_gd_ca_ag.pdf Human Rights Watch. (2017).
Available at: https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2017/country-chapters/cambodia.
729
European Commission. (2017). European Union Trade in Goods with Cambodia. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2006/september/tradoc_113362.pdf
730
International Federation for Human Rights et al. (2017). Contribution to the Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU
GSP. Available at: https://www.fidh.org/IMG/pdf/2017.05.08_final_fidh-adhoc-licadho-altsean-burma_odhikar-_pahra-hrcp_contribution_mid-term_evaluation_of_the_eu_gsp_gd_ca_ag.pdf
731
Human Rights Council. (2012). Report of the Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights in
Cambodia. Available at: http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/RegularSession/Session21/AHRC-21-63-Add1_en.pdf; International Federation for Human Rights et al. (2017). Contribution to the MidTerm Evaluation of the EU GSP. Available at: https://www.fidh.org/IMG/pdf/2017.05.08_final_fidh-adhoclicadho-altsean-burma-_odhikar-_pahra-hrcp_contribution_mid-term_evaluation_of_the_eu_gsp_gd_ca_ag.pdf
732
EEAS. (2017). Cambodia and the EU. Available at: https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquartershomepage/1006/cambodia-and-eu_en

236

EUROPEAN COMMISSION
effective as the human rights violations continue and there is a lack of political will in
Cambodia to substantially improve the situation. Civil society organisations further
criticise the EU’s hesitance to withdraw the EBA preferences in order to incentivise the
country to adhere to the fundamental human rights.733
Another case that may demonstrate a lack of consistent application of Article 19 is the
case of Myanmar/Burma. EEC trade preferences had been suspended since 1997
following labour rights violations concerning forced labour, but Myanmar/Burma’s status
as EBA beneficiary was reinstated in 2013, once the required conditions were fulfilled
following the assessment of the ILO. The reinstatement of trade preferences had a
significant economic impact, as exports to the EU increased from EUR 192 million in
2013 to EUR 963 million in 2016.734
Despite significant progress and wide-ranging reforms in the country, there remain
reports on severe human rights violations. These violations include discrimination against
ethnic and religious minorities, conflict-related violence and regression of the freedoms
of expression, speech, assembly and association. Although Myanmar/Burma's
cooperation with UN Special Rapporteur (Yanghee Lee) continues, her full access to
areas to discharge her mandate in an appropriate manner remains an issue. An
independent international fact-finding mission was established by the UN Human Rights
Council in March 2017.735
It is argued that the human rights violations qualify for temporary withdrawal under
Article 19 of the Regulation. However, the European Commission has been reluctant
withdraw the EBA preferences. An explanation could be that the previous withdrawal had
little impact on enhancing compliance with human rights and labour rights. This is due to
the limited levels of trade the country had with the EU prior to withdrawal, which
restricted the EU’s leverage in the country. 736 In this context, stakeholders have
suggested that Myanmar/Burma would better benefit from trade preferences of the type
that GSP+ grants to condition human rights and labour standards. 737
The social impact of the scheme is two-fold. On the one hand, the scheme generates
additional revenue and thus potential additional resources for social development
policies. Furthermore, the conditionality of the scheme can be an incentive for
beneficiaries to adhere to fundamental labour and human rights. On the other hand, the
GSP can have a negative impact through stimulating trade and production, which could
result in practices to favour selected economic and political elites through unfair
practices such as e.g. land grabbing.

8.3.

Social and human rights impact of the GSP+

GSP+ status is granted to beneficiaries based on vulnerability criteria and the ratification
and implementation of the 27 international conventions on human rights, labour rights,
environmental protection and good governance. The reformed scheme has granted
733

ACT Alliance. (2016). NGO letter to Commissioner Malmström and HR Mogherini. Available at:
http://actalliance.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Finalized_CSOs-JointLetter-EUs-Commissioner4TradeEUDelegation-in-PP_Sugarcane-Case_Jan2016.pdf
734
European Commission. (2017). Trade in goods with Myanmar. Available at:
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2006/september/tradoc_113423.pdf
735
UNODC. (2016). Report of the Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights in Myanmar. Available
at: https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N16/272/60/PDF/N1627260.pdf?OpenElement
736
Ark et al.(2016) The integration of EU development, trade and human rights policies. Available at:
http://www.fp7-frame.eu/frame-reps-9-4/
737
International Federation for Human Rights et al. (2017). Contribution to the Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU
GSP. Available at: https://www.fidh.org/IMG/pdf/2017.05.08_final_fidh-adhoc-licadho-altsean-burma_odhikar-_pahra-hrcp_contribution_mid-term_evaluation_of_the_eu_gsp_gd_ca_ag.pdf

2017

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU’s Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Final Interim Report 21 September 2017

EN

GSP+ status to a number of beneficiaries that did not previously receive GSP+
preferences – Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan, Panama and the
Philippines. Other countries benefitted from the GSP+ under the prior Regulation and
had already ratified and implemented the list of conventions, which remained unchanged
at the time of adoption of the 978/2012 Regulation.
Table 25: Recent ratification of human rights and labour rights conventions738
Country

GSP+ status

Recent ratification

Ecuador

1 January 2014 until
1 January 2015



Convention against Torture, 2010

Pakistan

1 January 2014




Convention against Torture, 2010
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights,
2010
Withdrawal of reservations to CAT and ICCPR, 2011



It can be observed in Table 25 above that Ecuador and Pakistan have ratified
conventions on human rights leading up to their GSP+ admission. Especially in the case
of Pakistan the ratification of the conventions was linked to the country’s efforts to
obtain GSP+ status. However, Pakistan had formulated a number of reservations to the
conventions, which in the reformed GSP made the country ineligible for GSP+
preferences. In an effort to become eligible for the GSP+, Pakistan withdrew seven out
of nine reservations on the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR)
and six out of nine reservations on the Convention Against Torture (CAT). 739
This illustrates that the EU, through conditionality, can have a positive impact on the
promotion of labour and human rights in the beneficiary countries. Through this
conditionality, the EU also has the potential to have a positive impact in the Standard
GSP beneficiaries that are eligible for GSP+ based on the vulnerability criteria. Table 26
demonstrates that about half of the eligible beneficiaries have not yet signed or ratified
the fundamental conventions on human rights and labour standards. It furthermore
shows that a number of beneficiaries have recently ratified a number of international
conventions.
However, the positive impact of the GSP+ on labour and human rights is limited. The
majority of the new GSP+ beneficiaries had already ratified the fundamental
international conventions long before their admission to the special arrangement.
Additionally, a large number of Standard GSP beneficiaries have already ratified all
relevant UN and ILO conventions.
Table 26: Ratification of international conventions on human rights and labour rights by GSP+
eligible countries740
Country

Ratification of international conventions

Congo




Ratified all UN conventions on human rights
Ratified all ILO conventions on labour rights

Cook Islands



Only ratified the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
against Women and the Convention on the Rights of the Child

738
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Micronesia



Only ratified the Forced Labour Convention and the Abolition of Forced Labour
Convention



Only ratified the Convention on Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
against Women and has signed the Convention against Torture
Not a member of the ILO


Nauru



Only ratified the Convention on the Rights of the Child and recently the
Convention on Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women in
2011 and the Convention against Torture in 2012
Not a member of the ILO

Nigeria




Ratified all UN conventions on human rights
Ratified all ILO conventions on labour rights

Niue




Only ratified the Convention on the Rights of the Child
Not a member of the ILO

Syrian Arab
Republic




Ratified all UN conventions on human rights
Ratified all ILO conventions on labour rights

Tajikistan




Ratified all UN conventions on human rights, most recently the Convention on
the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide in 2015
Ratified all ILO conventions on labour rights

Ukraine




Ratified all UN conventions on human rights
Ratified all ILO conventions on labour rights

Uzbekistan




Ratified all UN conventions on human rights
Ratified all ILO conventions on labour rights, most recently the Convention on
Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to Organise in 2016 which
has yet to enter into force



In addition to ratifying the international conventions, beneficiary countries must adhere
to their reporting obligations under the various conventions. It has been found that
beneficiaries perform better in reporting on their obligations under human rights
conventions and labour rights conventions compared to environmental conventions. The
Commission Report on the GSP+ reveals that beneficiaries have generally made
considerable efforts to comply with their reporting obligations. However, the monitoring
bodies often experience delays in receiving due reports.
For instance, Cape Verde has not fulfilled its reporting obligations for most of the seven
human rights conventions, despite significant efforts have been made. Similarly, Cape
Verde did not submit the reports due in 2014 regarding fundamental Conventions No.
29, 105, 138 and 182, and delayed the submission of reports of Convention number 87
and 98 due in 2016. Another GSP+ beneficiary that encounters numerous difficulties in
complying with reporting obligations is Mongolia. Despite clear improvements in the level
of compliance, the country has persistent problems with meeting its reporting
obligations, including on the fundamental conventions.
The differences between the beneficiary countries can also be observed in the case
studies on Bolivia and Pakistan. While Pakistan generally complies with the reporting
requirements, Bolivia on the other hand constitutes an example of a GSP+ beneficiary
that is largely inconsistent in its reporting.
Overall, the lack of compliance could be linked to a lack of capacity and financial
resources required for data gathering, processing and reporting. However, governments
can in some cases receive financial and technical assistance to comply with the reporting
requirements.
Another requirement of the GSP+ is that there cannot be any serious shortcomings in
the effective implementation of the conventions in the beneficiary country. The
assessment on the effective implementation of the conventions is based on input from
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the relevant UN monitoring bodies, the European Parliament, the EU Delegations in the
beneficiary countries, the EU Member States and civil society organisations. The UN and
ILO monitoring bodies largely base their assessment on national reporting and input
from civil society. In cases where beneficiary countries fail to comply with the reporting
obligations, it becomes difficult to assess the effective implementation of the
conventions, undermining some of the incentives attached to the GSP+ arrangement.
To support the effective implementation of the conventions, the EU provided a grant to
the ILO in 2015 for the two-year pilot project Sustaining GSP-Plus Status by
Strengthened National Capacities to Improve ILS Compliance and Reporting to support
GSP+ beneficiaries in the implementation of the ILO conventions. El Salvador,
Guatemala, Mongolia and Pakistan participated in the pilot project.
As stated in Article 15 of the 978/2012 GSP Regulation, the EU can temporarily withdraw
GSP+ trade preferences when a beneficiary country does not respect the binding
undertaking to ensure the effective implementation of the GSP+ covered conventions.
This provision provides an incentive for beneficiary countries to implement the
international conventions on labour and human rights. This may especially be true for
countries that export significant volumes of sensitive products to the EU, for which a
reduced tariff applies under Standard GSP but for which GSP+ grants complete duty
suspension. Additionally, this conditionality is strongest when the EU is the main export
market for the beneficiary.
This conditionality is illustrated by the case of Sri Lanka. In February 2010, the Council
of Ministers decided to temporarily suspend Sri Lanka’s GSP+ preferences after
shortcomings in the effective implementation of the ICCPR, the CAT and the Convention
on the Rights of the Child (CRC) were identified. The Commission engaged in a dialogue
with the Sri Lankan authorities to realise rapid and sustainable progress to address these
shortcomings and avoid temporarily withdrawal from the scheme. However, due to a
lack of tangible and sustainable progress by August 2010, the Commission withdrew Sri
Lanka’s GSP+ status.741
The withdrawal of GSP+ preferences had a negative impact on the Sri Lankan economy
and resulted in a loss of thousands of jobs. 742 In the context of the huge potential of the
GSP+, Sri Lanka submitted a request for GSP+ preferences in July 2016, after which the
Commission assessed the country’s eligibility with the vulnerability criteria, the
ratification of the 27 international conventions without reservation and whether there
have been any serious shortcomings in the effective implementation of the
conventions. 743 In January 2017, the Commission noted Sri Lanka’s progress on the
effective implementation of its international commitments, including on the ICCPR, the
CAT and the CRC, and its improved willingness to address any remaining shortcomings.
Several salient shortcomings were identified, which form the basis for the dialogue
between the EU and Sri Lanka as part of the GSP+ monitoring process. 744
Another case in which the Commission leverages the conditionality linked to the GSP+
arrangement concerns the ‘war on drugs’ in the Philippines. After taking office in 2016,
President Rodrigo Duterte launched a war on drugs, after which seven thousand extra741
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judicial killings have taken place. 745 Furthermore, in March 2017, the House of
Representatives approved the Death Penalty Bill which reinstates capital punishment for
drug-related crimes. This bill is a violation of Article 6 of the UN International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights.746
The EU responded to these developments by stressing the potential impact on its
preferential market access. The alleged cases of extrajudicial killings and the
reintroduction of capital punishment will be taken into account in the GSP+ monitoring
process and the review of the Philippines’ implementation of the GSP+. 747 In this
respect, European Trade Commission Cecilia Malmström in March 2017 expressed the
EU’s concerns about the abusive policies on drugs and warned that the country could
lose its GSP+ preferences due to these human rights violations. 748 Similarly, the
European Parliament urged the Commission to take action and consider the withdrawal
of GSP+ preferences if the situation does not improve. 749 At the time of writing no
further measures had yet been taken by the Commission.
If the GSP+ preferences would be withdrawn, the Philippines would receive duty
suspension on non-sensitive goods and duty reduction on sensitive goods, instead of
duty-free access to the EU market. The withdrawal from GSP+ would therefore increase
the price of Filipino imports and decrease the country’s competitive advantage vis-à-vis
other GSP+ and/or EBA beneficiaries. This could have a substantial impact on the trade
between the EU and the Philippines as the EU was the Philippines’ third largest export
destination in 2016.
In 2016, the Philippines exported EUR 6.2 billion worth of goods to the EU.750 A number
of Members of the House of Representatives have highlighted the potential negative
economic impact of reintroducing the death penalty through withdrawal of GSP+
preferences.751 However, the House of Representatives approved the Death Penalty Bill
by 217 votes in favour, 54 against and 1 abstention.752
As illustrated by the cases of Sri Lanka and the Philippines, the conditionality to adhere
to the fundamental conventions on labour and human rights has the potential to have a
significant impact on the social and human rights situation in the country. It can
incentivise a beneficiary country to comply with the international conventions and realise
concrete change in the country, though the degree of leverage is also determined by the
relative importance of the EU market for their exports.
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8.4. Good governance impact of GSP+
The GSP+ conditionality has had a limited impact on the ratification and implementation
of the UN conventions on drug control and anti-corruption. The list of international
conventions did not change with the 978/2012 GSP reform and as a result, countries
that already benefitted from the GSP+ had already ratified and implemented the
conventions on good governance. Furthermore, the four international conventions were
already ratified by the newly admitted GSP+ beneficiaries.
The EU can potentially positively impact the ratification and implementation of the
international conventions on good governance by Standard GSP beneficiaries. Of the
beneficiaries that meet the vulnerability criteria, almost half have not yet signed and
ratified all conventions on drug control and anti-corruption required under the GSP+.
Table 27 below provides an overview of the status of ratification by the eligible
countries.
Table 27: Ratification of international conventions on good governance by GSP+ eligible
countries753
Country

Ratification of international conventions

Congo

Ratified all UN conventions on good governance

Cook Islands

Only ratified the Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and
Psychotropic Substances and the Convention against Corruption in 2011

Micronesia

Ratified all UN conventions on good governance, most recently the Convention
against Corruption in 2012

Nauru

Only ratified the Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and
Psychotropic Substances in 2012 and the Convention against Corruption in 2012

Nigeria

Ratified all UN conventions on good governance

Niue

Only ratified the Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and
Psychotropic Substance in 2012 with a declaration of application through New
Zealand for the Convention on Narcotic Drugs and the Convention on
Psychotropic Substances

Syrian Arab
Republic

Ratified all UN conventions on good governance, except the Convention against
Corruption which it has signed

Tajikistan

Ratified all UN conventions on good governance

Ukraine

Ratified all UN conventions on good governance

Uzbekistan

Ratified all UN conventions on good governance

The Commission Report on the GSP+ demonstrated that all beneficiaries generally
complied with the reporting obligations under the good governance conventions.
However, there are instances in which beneficiary countries are not fully compliant. Cape
Verde, for example, is not compliant with the obligation concerning the submission of
information pursuant to Article 12 of the 1988 convention for the years 2009-2013. Cape
Verde ratified the UN Convention against Corruption in 2008, and maintains ratification.
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The reports on the implementation of these conventions are not publicly accessible,
making it difficult to assess the effective implementation. Bolivia has not fully
implemented the conventions on drugs control with respect to the coca leaf. In 2012,
Bolivia withdrew from the UN Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs to make a reservation
to the convention which allows the traditional use of the coca leaf in the country. This
resulted in an investigation launched by the Commission intended to assess the effect of
this action on the country’s GSP+ status. The twelve-month investigation revealed that
Bolivia has continued to incorporate the relevant provisions of the convention into its
national legislation and can hence continue to benefit from the GSP+ arrangement.754
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9. Environmental impact analysis
This section will discuss the environmental impact of the GSP on the beneficiary
countries. It will address the following evaluation questions:
(i)
What has been the impact of the present scheme on developing countries and
LDCs?
(ii)

What are the factors influencing the achievements observed?

(i)
What unintended consequences, if
implementation, or use of the current GSP?

any,

can

be

linked

to

the

design,

It will first analyse the literature on the impact of the previous GSP on the environment
(Section 9.1.). Then it will look into more detail at the environmental impact (Section
9.2.), including the impact of the GSP+ arrangement (Section 9.3.). The final section
(Section 9.4.) provides fresh data and a country ranking on the environmental status of
all GSP-eligible countries, using the ND-Gain Index for 2015.

9.1. Lessons learnt from literature
It has been difficult for the environmental impact of the GSP scheme to be
comprehensively assessed, due to a variety of reasons: firstly, tangible indicators to
measure environmental improvements are lacking or lagging behind and secondly,
environment as a public good can hardly be assessed without taking into account the
wider regional context. Hence an environmental impact assessment is difficult, as this
type of evaluation would necessarily need to distinguish between GSP beneficiary and
non-beneficiary countries.755
The majority of literature makes use of a simple approach to assess the environmental
impact of the scheme – the environmental impact of the GSP in a beneficiary country is
equated with the country’s ratification and effective implementation of the respective
environmental conventions covered by the GSP+ and whether it is abiding to the
reporting requirements. 756 While the shortcomings of this approach are evident, it has
often been used as an appropriate indicator for the environmental impact of the scheme
due to data-paucity.
Whether GSP conditionality has a positive environmental impact in the beneficiary
countries is, according to the literature, difficult to measure. 757 Overall it has been found
in specific case studies that ratification was the strongest for the conventions covering
environmental protection and climate change as compared with labour rights
conventions. 758 According to the recently published EC report on the GSP+, one finds
that despite the fact that the beneficiary countries included in the GSP+ have ratified the
respective environmental conventions, the vast majorities of countries have compliance
issues with the conventions. Lack of compliance is particularly an issue for the Stockholm
Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants, the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and the
CITES.759
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It should be noted that there is an overall lag in data on environmental indicators and
the costs associated with the monitoring and collecting of such data are often high for
developing countries facing severe budget constraints. As a result, there is only outdated
or incomplete information available on the environmental conditions and impact on the
beneficiary countries in recent years. Additionally, it can take considerable time before
the effect of efforts and changes in trade become visible. Considering that the reformed
scheme entered into force in 2014, these factors hamper a comprehensive analysis of
the environmental impact of the scheme.

9.2. Environmental impact of the GSP
Trade can be an important facilitator for environmental protection and improvement.
Increased trade leads to economic growth, increased incomes and facilitates a more
efficient resource allocation. As such, more resources can be allocated towards
environmental protection and improvement. This is particularly true for developing
countries and countries in transition, which often lack the financial resources to
implement effective policies on environmental protection and climate change. 760
In this respect, the GSP could have a positive environmental impact in the beneficiary
countries. With the introduction of the reformed scheme, imports from the beneficiary
countries have increased significantly. This has generally had a positive impact on the
GDP growth, which increased in Bangladesh, Bolivia, Ethiopia and Pakistan. In theory,
this should have made more financial resources available for environmental
improvement and protection.
However, in this sense trade only has a positive impact on the environment if effective
legislation and environmental policies are implemented by the government and
enforcement institutions have been established. In absence of these, or when there are
other disruptive domestic policies, trade can in fact have a negative impact on the
environment and contribute to environmental problems. The actual impact of the scheme
will thus depend on the specific beneficiary country and its priorities.761
The case studies have pointed towards differing environmental impacts caused by
economic development in the countries, which leads to increases in production,
motorised transport and urbanisation. As illustrated by the case of Bangladesh, this has
led to severe deterioration in air quality, particularly in urban centres. Among others, air
pollution contributes significantly to environmental and health problems, such as
respiratory diseases. In addition, deteriorating water quality has been linked to the
increased export opportunities in the case study on Bolivia.
The Bolivian mining industry and the untreated waste water emerging from it, have
severe negative effects on the surrounding rivers and water sources. This does not solely
constitute a major environmental issue, but further impacts public health in the
country.762 As demonstrated in the case study on Ethiopia, deforestation constitutes the
country’s main environmental challenge. It remains unclear to which extent the
increased export opportunities resulting from the EBA arrangement (e.g. in the
floricultural and coffee/tea sectors) contribute to the deforestation practices in the
country.
760
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However, reports suggest an indirect impact of the scheme, as land conversion from
forested to agricultural occurs in particular to convert forests into coffee and tea
plantations and farmland. 763 Pakistan’s main environmental issue has to be seen in
context with the increased cotton production. Reportedly, the cotton leaf curl virus
disease and insect pests as a result of inefficient plant protection measures have led to
excessive use of pesticides. The environmental harm in form of soil pollution constitutes
a major challenge for the country’s environmental conditions.764
These detrimental impacts on the environment in the beneficiary countries can be
caused and affected by numerous factors and processes. Many human activities,
including trade and production, may have a negative impact on the environment. The
increase in trade and demand from the EU can expand the production in beneficiary
countries. And as their economies grow, so does the footprint the countries leave on the
environment. If there are no effective policies in place to counter this impact, the GSP
could thus negatively affect the environment in the beneficiary countries.
This is particularly true for certain sectors that have a severe detrimental effect on the
environment. In this sense, the environmental impact of the scheme can be assessed by
analysing the footprint of the main import products under the scheme.
The main products imported by the EU under the GSP are textiles and apparel. Between
2011 and 2016, the total EU imports of textiles and apparel has increased by 15.7 per
cent from EUR 92.4 billion to EUR 106.9 billion. The import of textiles and apparel under
the GSP increased from EUR 34.6 billion to EUR 39.1 billion – an increase of 12.9 per
cent. The most significant increase occurred for EBA imports, which almost doubled since
2011 and made up more than half of the GSP import in 2016. The main export countries
are EBA beneficiaries – Bangladesh, Cambodia, Myanmar/Burma, Madagascar and Laos.
The textile industry is important for developing countries due to their competitive
advantage in terms of low wages and proximity to natural resources. 765 The industry has
had a positive social impact in terms of income generation, also for women, employment
opportunities and economic development in developing countries, but the industry
generally has a negative impact on the environment. 766 The Environmental Impact of
Products Study indicated that textiles and apparel have a significant environmental
impact. Its environmental impact is ranked fourth, after food and drinks, transport and
housing.767 The environmental impact depends on the fibre and the processing methods
used, but in general there is a negative impact relating to energy-intensive and waterintensive production methods, GHG emissions, resource depletion, high waste generation
and the use of chemicals.768
To be able to import to the EU markets, producers have to comply with the REACH
Regulation, which limits and prohibits the use of certain chemical substances in textile
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products. In this respect, the EU can have a positive impact on the use of hazardous
chemicals, such as mercury phosphate and tris phosphate, in the textile production
process. 769 However, this impact is limited to the chemicals used in the production
process and does not extend to the sustainable management of the production process.
The case studies on Bangladesh and Pakistan demonstrate that a sustainable production
and adherence to environmental standards is often low. As a result, the textile industry
has a significant negative impact on water quality through the insufficient management
of wastewater polluted with chemicals. Additionally, the industry has a negative impact
on soil and landfilling due to the large amount of waste produced as well as emissions of
GHG affecting air quality.
The potential positive environmental impact of the GSP is limited because conditionality
in the GSP for Standard GSP and EBA beneficiaries is restricted to labour and human
rights. While the GSP Regulation includes a clause on temporary withdrawal in the case
of the systematic violation of labour and human rights, it does not extend this clause to
environmental protection and compliance with international conventions. As such,
eligibility of Standard GSP and EBA benefits does not provide an incentive to comply with
international environmental agreements and conventions and related environmental
standards.

9.3. Environmental impact of the GSP+
The conditionality of the GSP+ arrangement had a limited environmental impact on the
recently included GSP+ beneficiary countries under the reformed scheme. The
beneficiaries had already ratified the required UN conventions on climate change and
environmental protection long before their admission to the scheme. Additionally, other
countries that benefitted from the GSP+ under the old Regulation had already ratified
and implemented the list of conventions, which remained the same in the new
Regulation.
However, the EU has the potential to positively impact the ratification and
implementation of international conventions through the conditionality of the GSP+.
About half of the Standard GSP beneficiaries that are eligible for the arrangement have
not yet signed or ratified the fundamental conventions on climate change and
environmental protection. This is illustrated in Table 28 below.
An illustrative example of this positive impact is Tajikistan, a Standard GSP beneficiary.
In 2015, the Government of Tajikistan adopted a post-WTO accession plan which sets
out its priorities related to trade. In the plan, the Government expresses its desire to
become a GSP+ beneficiary and lists the actions that need to be undertaken in this
respect.770 As a result, Tajikistan has recently ratified the Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) and the Basel Convention
in 2016. Along with the adoption of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of
the Crime of Genocide in 2015, the country has ratified all required international
conventions.
However, the positive impact of the GSP+ on environmental and climate change remains
limited. All new GSP+ beneficiaries had already ratified the fundamental international
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conventions long before their admission to the special arrangement. Additionally, a large
number of Standard GSP beneficiaries have already ratified all relevant UN conventions.
Table 28: Ratification of international conventions on climate change and environmental protection
by GSP+ eligible countries771
Country

Ratification of international conventions

Congo

Ratified all UN conventions on climate change and environmental protection

Cook Islands

Ratified all UN conventions on climate change and environmental protection,
except the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora and the Cartagena Protocol

Micronesia

Ratified all UN conventions on climate change and environmental protection,
except the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora and the Cartagena Protocol

Nauru

Ratified all UN conventions on climate change and environmental protection,
except the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora

Nigeria

Ratified all UN conventions on climate change and environmental protection

Niue

Ratified all UN conventions on climate change and environmental protection,
except the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora and the Basel Convention

Syrian Arab
Republic

Ratified all UN conventions on climate change and environmental protection

Tajikistan

Ratified all UN conventions on climate change and environmental protection,
most recently the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of
Wild Fauna and Flora in 2016 and the Basel Convention in 2016

Ukraine

Ratified all UN conventions on climate change and environmental protection

Uzbekistan

Ratified all UN conventions on climate change and environmental protection,
except the Cartagena Protocol and the Stockholm Convention

In terms of adherence with the reporting requirements under the conventions, the GSP+
beneficiaries are lagging behind with reporting on environmental conventions than on
the human rights and labour rights conventions. The 2016 Commission Report on the
GSP+ observes that, in general, beneficiaries mostly lack in compliance with reporting
obligations under the environmental conventions. Except for Georgia, the beneficiary
countries lagged behind for between two and five of the following conventions. The
countries mainly face difficulties in reporting on CITES, the Basel Convention, the
Cartagena Protocol and the Stockholm Convention.772
There are also notable differences between the beneficiary countries, underpinned by the
case studies on Bolivia and Pakistan Bolivia only partially fulfils its obligations in terms of
771
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reporting, though Bolivia has made an effort in 2016 to submit the outstanding reports
under the Basel Convention. Pakistan, on the other hand, has generally submitted the
latest reports in compliance with its obligations and has recently made an effort to catch
up on its reporting by submitting missing and overdue reports.
Overall, the lack of compliance could be linked to a lack of capacity and financial
resources required for data gathering, processing and reporting. However, governments
can in some cases receive financial and technical assistance to comply with the reporting
requirements.
The lack of adherence to the reporting requirements creates an obstacle in assessing the
effective implementation of the conventions in the beneficiary countries. Commission
monitoring on the effective implementation of the conventions is based on input from the
relevant UN monitoring bodies, the European Parliament, the EU Delegations in the
beneficiary countries, the EU Member States and civil society organisations. In turn, the
UN monitoring bodies largely base their assessment on national reporting on the
conventions. As such, national reporting as required by the conventions has so far not
been met to a standard sufficient to be the basis of strong conclusions or
recommendations. This deficit in up-to-date and verifiable data undermines some of the
incentives attached to the GSP+ arrangement.
Additionally, the level of implementation is dependent on the transposition of the
conventions’ provisions into national legislation. This varies per country and per
convention, making it difficult to draw a direct link to the GSP+ conditionality. An
illustrative case in this respect is Bolivia. The Government of Bolivia in 2012 adopted the
Law of the Rights of Mother Earth, which constitutes a comprehensive basis for
environmental protection, respect for biodiversity and treatment of hazardous and toxic
substances.773 However, a direct causal link between this law and the GSP+ cannot be
identified.
Another observation to be made with respect to the GSP+ arrangement is that Bolivia
and Pakistan are facing environmental challenges that are not covered by the
fundamental conventions on environmental protection and climate change. These
challenges include among others, deteriorating water quality and increased soil pollution
and degradation. Overgrazing and unsustainable cultivation methods in combination with
intensive use of chemical fertilisers endanger the environment and cause harm to the
sustainable development in the countries. Further, the widespread lack of waste water
management and the resulting pollution seems to be among the main detrimental
environmental and public health challenges caused by increased economic activity.
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9.4. Review of environmental progress using ND-GAIN index
In order to attempt to formulate the linkages between GSP preferences and
environmental progress in GSP beneficiary countries, we will review the extent of
environmental progress that has taken place in GSP countries over the review period
using the ND-Gain index.
The ND-GAIN index is a proxy that is used to capture a country’s vulnerability to climate
change and other global challenges as well as its readiness to absorb adaptation
investments and initiatives. The ND-GAIN index totally comprises 45 indicators, among
which 36 are used to measure vulnerability, and 9 are used to measure readiness.774 As
illustrated in Table 29, vulnerability indicators are used to assess a country's exposure,
sensitivity and capacity to adapt to the negative effects of climate change, taking into
account 6 life-supporting sectors: food, water, health, ecosystem service, human habitat,
and infrastructure.
Table 29: Overview of vulnerability indicators under ND-Gain Index
SECTOR

EXPOSURE

SENSITIVITY

FOOD

Projected change of
cereal yields

Food import
dependency

Projected Population
Change
Projected change in
annual groundwater
runoff
Projected change of
annual groundwater
recharge
Projected change in
vector-borne diseases
Projected change in
deaths from climate
change induced
diseases
Projected Change of
biome distribution
Projected change in
marine biodiversity

Rural Population

Agricultural capacity
(use of Fertilizer,
Irrigation, Pesticide,
Tractor Use)
Child malnutrition

Fresh water
withdrawal rate

Access to reliable
drinking water

Water dependency
ratio

Dam capacity

Slum population

Medical Staff

Dependency on
external resources
for health services

Access to improved
sanitation facilities

Dependency on
Natural Capital
Ecological footprint

Protected Biomes

Projected change of
warm periods

Urban concentration

Projected change of
flood hazard
Projected change of
hydropower
generation capacity
Projection of sea level
rise impacts

Age dependency
ratio
Dependency on
imported energy

WATER

HEALTH

ECOSYSTEM
SERVICES

HUMAN HABITAT

INFRASTRUCTURE

Population living
under 5m above sea
level

CAPACITY

Engagement in
international
environmental
conventions
Quality of trade and
transport-related
infrastructure
Paved roads
Electricity Access
Disaster
preparedness

Furthermore, readiness indicators are used to assess the ease with which a country is
able to leverage investments and convert them to adaptation actions, taking into
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account 3 components: economic readiness, governance readiness and social readiness.
This is illustrated in Table 30.

Table 30: Overview of readiness indicators under ND-Gain Index
COMPONENT
Economic
Readiness

Governance
Readiness
Social Readiness

INDICATORS
Doing Business (one indicator considering the following 10 subindicators)
Starting a
Dealing with
Getting
Registering
Business
Construction
Electricity
Prosperity
Permits
Getting Credit
Protecting
Paying Taxes
Trading Across
Investors
Borders
Enforcing Contracts
Resolving Insolvency
Political Stability
Control of
Rule of Law
Regulatory
and nonCorruption
Quality
Violence
Social Inequality ICT
Education
Innovation
Infrastructure

To scale indicators, the ND-GAIN index follows a “proximity-to-goalpost” approach with
score values that range from 0 to 1 775. For each indicator that measures vulnerability,
the score reflects a country’s distance from a target of zero (the lowest possible score).
Likewise, for each indicator that measures readiness, the score reflects how far a country
is from a target readiness of one (the highest possible score). Consequently, if a
country’s vulnerability score increases, this indicates that the country is becoming more
vulnerable to the effects of climate change. On the other hand, as a country’s readiness
score increases, this signals that the country is significantly improving its capacity to
take advantage of investments and to convert them into adaptation actions. The actual
ND-GAIN index is calculated as follows:776
(Readiness index - Vulnerability index + 1) x 50
Scores range from 0 to 100, with 100 being the highest possible score. In 2015, 181
countries were assessed and were ranked based on their overall index scores. Denmark
was ranked as number 1 based on a score of 81.3, while the Central African Republic
was ranked as number 181 based on its score of 24.9. Table 31 illustrates the overall
ranking of GSP beneficiary countries under this index. It can be seen that the Ukraine
was the best performer of all the Standard GSP beneficiaries in 2015, ranking 65 out of
181 countries. This was followed by Vietnam (92 nd) and Indonesia (96th). All the
remaining Standard GSP countries ranked over 100. In this group, the Congo had the
lowest score, ranking 167 of the 181 countries. In the GSP+ category, Armenia had the
most impressive score, ranking 64th. This was followed by Kyrgyzstan (80th) and
Mongolia (82nd).
It is noteworthy to mention that Pakistan, the largest GSP+ beneficiary, and Bolivia had
the lowest ranking of all the GSP+ countries. Pakistan was ranked 125 th, while Bolivia
was ranked 127th. In the subsequent section, we will see that even though Pakistan and
Bolivia are the lowest ranking of the group, their vulnerability and readiness scores have
progressively increased since 2011. In the EBA category, all countries have ranked below
100. This does not come as a surprise given that the EBA beneficiaries are the most
vulnerable of all the three categories of GSP beneficiary countries. Bhutan has been
found to be the least vulnerable to climate change and other global challenges, and the
most adaptable on the economic, social and governance fronts, ranking 113 th. In
775
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contrast, the Central African Republic was not only ranked as the most vulnerable and
least adaptable of the EBA countries, but had the lowest overall score of all the ranked
countries. Overall, the GSP+ countries were the best performing countries of all the GSP
beneficiary countries.
Table 31: Country ranking under ND-Gain Index (2015)
GSP777
65. Ukraine
92. Vietnam
96. Indonesia
102. Fiji
105. Ghana
106. Tonga
109. Tajikistan
112. Uzbekistan
119. India
134. Syria
134. Iraq
138. Cameroon
138. Cote d’Ivoire
144. Nigeria
147. Swaziland
152. Kenya
167. Congo

GSP+
64. Armenia
80. Kyrgyzstan
82. Mongolia
94. Sri Lanka
95. Cape Verde
97. Philippines
99. Paraguay
125. Pakistan
127. Bolivia

EBA778
113. Bhutan
114. Samoa
120. Nepal
122. People’s Democratic
Republic Lao
125. Vanuatu
130. Cambodia
132. Senegal
133. Zambia
136. Rwanda
136. Sao Tome and Principe
140. Comoros Islands
141. Timor-Leste
142. Bangladesh
143. Tanzania
144. Equatorial Guinea
146. Ethiopia
147. Solomon Islands
149. Guinea
151. Benin
153. Sierra Leone
153. Mozambique
155. Malawi
156. Togo
157. Gambia
158. Mali
159. Djibouti
159. Myanmar/Burma
161. Burkina Faso
161. Lesotho
164. Angola
165. Madagascar
166. Liberia
167. Niger
169. Guinea-Bissau
170. Haiti
171. Uganda
172. Mauritania
174. Democratic Republic of
Congo
175. Afghanistan
176. Yemen
177. Sudan
178. Burundi
179. Eritrea
180. Chad
181. Central African Republic
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The following Standard GSP countries were not included in the 2015 ranking of the ND-GAIN index: the
Cook Islands, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Nauru and Niue.
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The following EBA countries were not included in the 2015 ranking of the ND-GAIN index: Kiribati, Somalia,
South Sudan and Tuvalu.
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9.4.1. Overview of progress in case study countries
Figure 108 below reflects an overall improvement in the environmental situation of the
four case study countries under investigation: Pakistan, Bolivia, Bangladesh, and
Ethiopia. However, their respective scores are still far from 100. Their ND-GAIN index
country scores denote great need for investment and innovation to improve country
readiness, and urgency for action.779 Importantly, we are unable to assess the full extent
of progress following GSP reform as data is only available up to the year 2015.
It is however evident that, over the period 2010-2015, Ethiopia has made the most
progress in addressing national environmental issues, owing to an overall improvement
in its readiness index scores. Its overall score in 2015 increased by 2.3 points compared
to 2010. Ethiopia largely benefits from the EBA scheme in exports of flowers, coffee, and
textiles. The industries that mostly benefit from the GSP scheme, such as floriculture,
make an extensive use of water, consequently reducing water supply. Although Ethiopia
has generally improved in terms of vulnerability and readiness, its situation is still rather
critical. In 2015, Ethiopia was classified as the 36th most vulnerable country and the
40th least ready country to adapt to climate change, and overall 146th in the ND-GAIN
country index out of the 181 listed countries780.
45
44
43
42
41
40
39
38
37
36
35

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Pakistan

43.1

43.3

44

43.9

44.3

44.4

Bolivia

42.8

43.7

43.7

44.2

43.9

44

Bangladesh

39.9

40.1

40.2

40.2

41

41

Ethiopia

37.7

38

38.1

39.2

39.8

40

Pakistan

Bolivia

Bangladesh

Ethiopia

Figure 108 ND-GAIN Index for selected countries (2010-2015)

Pakistan, on the other hand, shows a comparatively steady improvement of 1.3 points in
2015 compared to 2010. Although the readiness index score of Pakistan increased from
0.334 in 2012 to 0.342 in 2015, the country remains substantially vulnerable to the
negative effects of the climate change. A similar trend was also witnessed in Bolivia,
which saw modest improvements in its scores (1.2 points increase in 2015 compared to
2010). In contrast to Pakistan, Bolivia registered a minor decline in its readiness score in
2015 compared to 2012, approximately 0.003 points. There were also significant
improvements in its vulnerability index in 2015. However, Bolivia’s natural ecosystems
remain increasingly vulnerable as evidenced by its score - 0.533 points - on the
vulnerable scale index). The consequences of such ecosystem degradation reflect in
species loss, and loss of resilience to change. The agro-industry expansion, and its
poorly managed extractive industries and inadequate infrastructure, will continue to
reduce forest coverage and to provoke fragmentation in the ecosystems.
779
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Bangladesh is noted as one of the world’s most environmentally vulnerable places,
despite slight improvements in its vulnerability and readiness index scores in 2015. It
ranked 145 out of 181 listed countries in 2015. Bangladesh rose from a score of 39.9 in
2010 to a score of 41.0 in 2015781, demonstrating the ability to steadily adjust and adapt
to climate change challenges in spite of major national difficulties such as overpopulation, geographic location and political instability. Water pollution in Bangladesh is
a substantial environmental issue, representing the biggest threat to the vulnerability
index score of the country.
In 2015, Bangladesh had a score of 0.600 in the water component, followed by health
with 0.589, and food 0.551. Challenges in the water storage are currently threatening
more than 200 Bangladeshi rivers782. These rivers directly or indirectly receive a large
quantity of untreated industrial wastes and effluent, and the limitations in the dam
capacity continuously degenerate as indicated in the vulnerability index. In 2015, the
ND-GAIN revealed that Bangladesh has increased its ‘dam capacity’ indicator score by
0.992 in cumulative storage capacity.
In conclusion, we have observed that there have been modest environmental
improvements in the four case-study countries. It is, however, very difficult to formulate
more direct linkages between the GSP scheme and environmental progress. However,
we can see where countries are making strides towards environmental improvement and
protection on a yearly basis. Although Ethiopia has the lowest score of all the four
countries, it has demonstrated the most progress over the period of all the four countries.
Pakistan has the highest overall score of the four, but still needs to make further
improvements as it is the largest GSP+ beneficiary yet the lowest ranked of all the GSP+
beneficiaries.
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10. Project timeline
This section presents an organised timeline for the delivery of the outstanding project
activities and outputs during the implementation phase and finalisation phase.

10.1. Implementation phase
During the remainder of the implementation phase, the Project Team will continue its
extensive quantitative and qualitative research. The data analysis will be updated with
trade data from 2016 to provide a complete overview of the impact of the GSP.
Additionally, the Project Team will complete the stakeholder consultation activities,
including the interviews and meetings and the Online Public Consultation. The outcomes
of the stakeholder consultation activities will further be incorporated into the Final
Interim Report.
The Project Team will conduct the following activities:






Complete the data analysis;
Complete the stakeholder consultation activities;
Finalise the quantitative and qualitative research, including for the case studies;
Second ISSG on the Draft Interim Report; and
Second Civil Society Dialogue in Brussels in September 2017.

10.2. Finalisation phase
During the finalisation phase, the Project Team will deliver a final round of qualitative
and quantitative analysis outputs for the overall assessment and case studies to form
part of the Draft Final Report and Final Report. The Project Team will capture the final
feedback and comments received online and through the stakeholder consultation
network, as well as feedback from the ISSG.
The in-depth impact assessment and stakeholder consultation will help to judge the
GSP’s effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and relevance. It will furthermore provide
input to identify the main risks and opportunities regarding the implementation of the
GSP Regulation and to develop concrete policy recommendations and flanking measures
to mitigate the risks and unintended consequences.
The Final Report will include the following elements:
 Descriptive account of the EU’s GSP;
 Detailed description of the methodology used for the evaluation;
 Outcomes and results of the impact assessment;
 Conclusions reached and proposals for policy recommendations and flanking
measures;
 Details of communication and consultation activities:
o Outline of contacts with stakeholders in the EU and the beneficiaries;
o Minutes of the local workshops in Pakistan, Bolivia, Ethiopia and
Bangladesh, including key stakeholder positions and points of view;
o Minutes of the Civil Society Dialogues held in Brussels, outlining key
stakeholder positions and points of views, programmes and a list of
participants;
o Concise summary of comments, suggestions and feedback received and
how such feedback was incorporated in the Final Report; and
o Overview of the level of use of the dedicated project website.
o References and data sources used.
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11. Conclusions
This section summarises the main preliminary findings of the Mid-Term Evaluation of the
EU’s GSP that have been identified through quantitative and qualitative analysis and
initial stakeholder consultation. Firstly, the economic impact of the GSP reform will be
discussed, followed by the social, human rights and environmental impact of the
scheme.

11.1. Economic impact
The 2012 GSP Regulation introduced a number of reforms to the legal framework to
better reflect the current global landscape and better focus the preferences on the
countries most in need. The GSP should help developing countries and LDCs to expand
and diversify their exports to the EU and as such to support economic development in
the beneficiary countries.
Due to the large number of beneficiaries involved in the assessment and the different
arrangements of the scheme, it is difficult to provide a general statement about the
economic impact of the scheme. The main findings of the preliminary data analysis can
be summarised as follows:


Between 2011 and 2016, the majority of imports entered the EU market under
MFN. In 2016, almost 82 per cent of EU imports used MFN tariffs. In contrast,
only 14 per cent of imports entered under other preferential and unknown
arrangements. The share of other preferential schemes, which includes FTAs,
DCFTAs and EPAs, has consistently increased since 2011, signalling their growing
importance in the EU market.



In 2016, only 4 per cent of EU imports entered the market under the GSP. The
share of EU imports under the GSP+ and EBA arrangements increased after 2014.
It is observed that a high percentage of tariff lines under both arrangements have
consistently received duty-free access to the EU market – over 97 per cent for
GSP+ and over 99 per cent for EBA. On the contrary, the share of EU imports
under the Standard GSP arrangement has decreased since 2014.



As a result of the large decline in share of Standard GSP scheme in total EU
imports, there was a decline in the share of overall GSP imports in total EU
imports in the post-regulation period.



Following an assessment of compositional changes post GSP reform, it has been
found that the 80 GSP beneficiary countries under investigation have in fact
increased their exports collectively under the respective arrangements. This has
been especially the case for the 49 EBA countries and the 8 GSP+ countries. It
has also been found that there has been a marginal increase in the exports of the
23 Standard GSP countries since 2014.



Tariffs in the EU market were highest for agriculture and foodstuffs, textiles and
clothing and footwear imports. As a result, the preference margins were the
highest for these categories, although they vary per GSP arrangement.
Preference margins were negligible for works of art, pulp of wood and other
fibrous cellulosic material, and pearls, precious, semi-precious stones.



There were no major changes in preference margins that existed in the pre- and
post-regulation periods. Hence, any additional impact from the new GSP scheme
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would not come from changing margins on individual products, but from the
changing composition of countries that are included and excluded from the
scheme.


The main product sections imported under the GSP are textiles, footwear and
machinery and mechanical appliances. Only two product sections increased their
share in the EU market between 2014 and 2016 compared to their share between
2011 and 2013: footwear (by 6 percentage points) and textiles (by 3 percentage
points). While the value of overall GSP imports declined since 2014 as a result of
the exclusion of a large number of beneficiaries, the value of textile imports
continued to grow. Between 2014 and 2016, textile imports under GSP increased
by 24.5 per cent, compared to 6.5 per cent between 2011 and 2013.



On average, EBA beneficiaries have a higher utilisation rate than other GSP
beneficiaries. Between 2011 and 2013, the average utilisation rate was 80 per
cent, which increased by 10 percentage points between 2014 and 2016. Similarly,
the utilisation rate for Standard GSP beneficiaries increased from 57 per cent to
69 per cent. For GSP+ beneficiaries, the average utilisation rate decreased to
73 per cent. Among the countries with the highest utilisation rates are the
Solomon Islands (99.21 per cent), Laos (96.94 per cent), Senegal (96.97 per
cent), Bangladesh (96.64 per cent) and Sudan (96.33 per cent).



The data analysis showed an increase in the utilisation of duty-free preferences
across all arrangements. This was especially the case for EBA countries.
Preferential duty-free imports jumped from 25.8 per cent in 2011 to 65.4 per
cent in 2016, moving upwards a total of 39.6 percentage points. The extent of
the increase in the usage of preferential duty-free rates for EBA countries reveals
the growing importance of such preferences in their overall exports to the EU.
Additionally, it was revealed that the share of products imported with positive
preferential GSP tariffs in 2016 declined in the cases of both EBA and GSP+
countries (i.e. where EBA >0 and GSP+ >0) compared to 2011.



The level of export diversification, measured by number of tariff lines for which
non-zero exports have been recorded, has been the highest for EBA beneficiaries,
but decreased considerably at all sector levels for Standard GSP beneficiaries. The
heterogeneous GSP+ beneficiaries differ significantly in their performance on
export diversification.



Calculations of Herfindahl indices across the three GSP arrangements confirm that
EBA countries have the least diversified export portfolios at the product and
sectoral levels, with 18 countries experiencing an improvement during the period
of review and 31 countries not realizing any change or even deterioration in their
export diversification profiles at the product level. The results were very similar
for sectoral diversification. Unlike EBA countries, Standard GSP countries that
exhibited highly diversified portfolios at the product level were also similarly
diversified at the sectoral level. The majority of GSP+ countries reflected only
minor changes in export diversification at the product level in the post regulation
period, with the exception of Paraguay that exhibited significant positive changes.
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The results of the gravity model 783 vary according to the regression technique
that is utilized; however, the fixed effects model 784 is preferred as it controls for
time-invariant variables (such as distance, history and language) in order to focus
on year-to-year changes. Estimates of the fixed effects model reveals a positive
relationship between a country’s world exports at the sectoral level and specific
product exports to the EU. It also reveals that countries that have a trade
agreement with the EU have exported more than non-GSP and non-FTA
countries.



Results also reveal that those countries that exited the EBA scheme as well as
those that exited the Standard GSP arrangement exported less to the EU in
comparison to non-GSP and non-FTA countries. Following GSP reform, the
countries that exited the EBA scheme (The Maldives) and the Standard GSP
arrangement (i.e. over 80 countries) transitioned either on account of special
market access arrangements with the EU or were designated as high-income or
upper-middle income countries. These results were to be expected as non-GSP
and non-FTA countries have relatively more developed economies, and as such,
trade flows with the EU would be more robust.



Additionally, countries that entered into and exited the GSP+ arrangement had
positive coefficients, indicating that they exported more to the EU in comparison
with countries that did not belong to any specific grouping. The countries that
entered into the GSP+ arrangement in the post-regulation period were Pakistan
in 2014, the Philippines in 2015 and Kyrgyzstan in 2016, while the countries that
exited the GSP+ arrangement were Azerbaijan in 2014, Ecuador in 2015, and
Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Panama, and Peru in 2016. In the case of the
latter countries, there was a transition to free trade agreements, which was found
to have stimulated exports in comparison to countries that did not belong to any
grouping.



Lastly, countries that have entered into varying forms of regional trade
agreements over the period, as well as all those which collectively exited the GSP
Scheme post-2013 (i.e. countries that were previously EBA, Standard GSP and
GSP+ beneficiaries), have all increased their exports in comparison to countries
that did not participate in the GSP scheme or an FTA arrangement. This finding
reveals that the EU’s GSP reform was effective in the sense that the countries
that graduated from the scheme, as well as those that transitioned to FTAs were
able to increase their trade in relation to countries that did not belong to any
grouping.

In the Final Report, the Project Team will further analyse the extent to which countries
that were withdrawn from the GSP were impacted, and how they have competed with
the current beneficiary countries (by GSP arrangement) in the EU market. Particular
emphasis will be placed on major economies such as China and Thailand that graduated
from the scheme, and India, as it had the largest number of withdrawn product sections.
Additionally, the Project Team will carry out further work towards the development of
the gravity model in the Final Report. A regression that seeks to analyse the utilization of
preferences will also be presented alongside the gravity model as complementary
analysis.
783

The gravity model is typically referred to as the ‘workhorse’ of international trade policy analysis. The model
predicts bilateral trade flows to be positively related to economic sizes (often using GDP measurements) and
negatively related to distance between two countries.
784

A fixed effects model is a statistical model that is used primarily to remove omitted variable bias by
measuring change within a group. It controls for unobserved heterogeneity when heterogeneity is constant
over time and correlated with independent variables.
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11.2. Social and human rights impact
The 2012 GSP Regulation aimed to strengthen the support for sustainable development
and good governance in the beneficiary countries, including inclusive social development
and respect for human rights. International trade and economic growth can contribute to
social development if the beneficiary countries have policies in place to effectively direct
its resources to support social development for all layers of society. However, economic
growth and international trade can also contribute to deteriorating labour and human
rights. Hence, the integral concept of sustainable development is linked to economic
growth and good governance, which lies at the heart of the GSP Regulation.
The impact of the GSP will differ per beneficiary country, depending on the national
policies and priorities, the main export products and the importance of the EU market.
Overall, the reform can be considered to have had a positive impact on social and human
rights in the beneficiary countries. In general, the increase in exports has supported the
economic growth, employment and social development in the beneficiary countries.
Additionally, the increased exports and economic opportunities have also had some
negative impacts on fundamental rights and social development.
The main conclusions can be summarised as follows:


Under the Standard GSP and EBA arrangements, there exists a more limited
conditionality to adhere to fundamental labour and human rights. The EU may
decide to withdraw trade preferences in case of severe and systematic violations
of fundamental rights, which creates an incentive for governments to better
guarantee these rights for their people. This is particularly true for countries that
have a strong dependence on the EU market. However, in practice the EU is
perceived as not having consistently applied this approach in cases of labour and
human rights violations. Instead of withdrawing preferences, which could severely
harm the beneficiary’s economy, the Commission has engaged in a structured
dialogue where feasible. The EU could potentially have a bigger impact on
adherence to fundamental rights by more consistently invoking the possibility of
applying the temporary withdrawal mechanism.



Under the GSP+ arrangement, there exists conditionality to comply with 15 ILO
and UN conventions on labour and human rights. As such, the EU has leverage to
directly contribute to positive social development and adherence to international
conventions by GSP+ beneficiaries. In this respect, the Commission has
successfully affected Sri Lanka’s compliance with the UN human rights
conventions. Additionally, the EU can incentivise Standard GSP beneficiaries to
ratify and effectively implement the conventions on labour and human rights in
exchange for duty-free access to the EU market. The prospect of GSP+ status has
led to the ratification and implementation of human rights conventions in Pakistan
and Tajikistan.



The case studies suggest that all four beneficiary countries have made progress
on a number of social and human rights indicators. Despite the increase in
financial resources available, there is no strong evidence that this has benefitted
government expenditure on areas such as education and health. Additionally, the
case studies imply that GSP+ beneficiaries are not necessarily improving at a
faster rate than EBA beneficiaries, as they are already further ahead in the
development process. There does seem to be a potential difference in the level of
improvement depending on the country’s reliance on the EU market and export
volumes.
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However, in several cases, economic growth and export opportunities did not go
hand-in-hand with adherence to fundamental labour and human rights. One
example of this relates to land grabbing for the purpose of industrial
development. In Ethiopia and Cambodia there have been reported cases of land
grabbing or inadequate compensation to grant land for companies in respectively
the floriculture sector and the rice and sugar industry. Another example concerns
the lack of compliance with labour rights to maintain a competitive advantage,
which can be argued to be the case for Bangladesh.



The case studies and local stakeholder workshops further suggest that the theme
of social and sustainable development through trade and economic growth is
becoming increasingly important. In their development strategies, the countries
acknowledge the importance of trade and economic development to reduce
poverty and enhance the welfare of people in all layers of society.

With respect to the above preliminary findings, it should be noted that an impact of the
reform on social development and human rights could take several years to fully
materialise in the social and human rights indicators. First of all, progress on social
development and human rights is slow because it takes significant time to realise
societal change. Secondly, there is an overall lack of recent data on social and human
rights indicators to perform an up-to-date assessment of the impact.
Furthermore, the social and human rights impact should be considered in the context of
a globalised economy. There are numerous factors and actors, both domestically and
internationally, that may influence social development and pressure governments to
adhere to labour and human rights. In some beneficiary countries, the EU may have a
more significant impact than in others, depending on the importance of the EU market
for the country and the level of dialogue between the EU and the beneficiary.

11.3. Environmental impact
The 2012 GSP Regulation aimed to strengthen the support for sustainable development
in the beneficiary countries, including respect for natural resources and the environment.
International trade and economic growth can contribute to sustainable development if
the beneficiary countries have policies in place to effectively mitigate the negative effects
of economic development and to direct its resources to support environmental
protection.
The impact of the GSP will differ per beneficiary country, depending on the national
policies and priorities, the main export products and the importance of the EU market.
Overall, the reform can be considered to have had a limited impact on sustainable
development in the beneficiary countries. In general, the increase in export has
supported economic growth and production in the beneficiary countries, which has a
negative impact on the environment. However, there is also a positive impact relating to
the increased awareness of the need for sustainable development and in adherence to
the international conventions.
The main conclusions can be summarised as follows:


Under the Standard GSP and EBA arrangements, there are no conditionalities to
propel beneficiary countries to adhere to environmental standards, and to comply
with international conventions on climate change and environmental protection.
As such, the EU has limited leverage to directly contribute to sustainable
development in the beneficiary countries.
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Under the GSP+ arrangement, there exists conditionality for beneficiary countries
to comply with 8 UN conventions on climate change and environmental
protection. As such, the EU has leverage to directly contribute to sustainable
development and adherence to international conventions by GSP+ beneficiaries.
The case studies suggest that there is a difference in the level of adherence and
implementation, depending on the country’s reliance on the EU market.
Additionally, through the additional tariff preferences provided under the GSP+
arrangement, the EU can motivate Standard GSP beneficiaries to ratify and
effectively implement the conventions on climate change and environmental
protection. This has led for example to the ratification and implementation of
environmental conventions by Tajikistan in the context of potentially becoming a
GSP+ beneficiary.



The case studies suggest that all four beneficiary countries have experienced
negative impacts of increased trade and economic growth, which becomes visible
in a number of environmental indicators. Despite the increased financial
resources available, there is no strong evidence that this has benefitted
environmental protection, natural resource management and environmental
management. For most developing countries, the priority first and foremost lays
with supporting social development and poverty reduction.



The case studies and local stakeholder workshops further suggest that the theme
of sustainable development has become increasingly important in the policy
dialogue. There is increased awareness about the need to find the right balance
between economic development and environmental protection, especially because
most of these countries are dependent on their natural resources for economic
growth. An important indicator of the political willingness is the strong focus on
sustainable development in the countries’ development strategies and the recent
establishment of new ministries and agencies to implement this.



In some cases, particular export products can have a detrimental effect on the
environment in absence of adequate environmental and waste management
mechanisms. This is particularly true for the main import products under the
GSP: textile and clothing. For example, Pakistan and Bangladesh, which both
produce and export large volumes of textile and clothing, face the negative
impact on air, water and soil quality.



The 2015 ND-GAIN Index reveals that the majority of GSP beneficiary countries
were revealed to be quite vulnerable to the effects of climate change and lack the
overall capacity to take advantage of investments and convert them into
adaptation actions.



Generally speaking, the best performers in the ranking were found amongst the
GSP+ countries. In 2015, Armenia had the most impressive score, ranking 64th
out of 181 countries. The only exceptions in the GSP+ country rankings were
Pakistan and Bolivia that ranked amongst the lowest of all the GSP beneficiaries.
Not surprisingly, given their high levels of vulnerability and resource constraints,
the EBA countries are the lowest ranked of the three GSP arrangements. The
Central African Republic was ranked at the 181st position. Nevertheless, Bhutan,
Samoa, Nepal and the People’s Democratic Republic of Lao were the forerunner
countries of all the EBA countries. In the case of the Standard GSP countries,
Ukraine, Vietnam and Indonesia are noteworthy as they were found to be the
least vulnerable and most adaptable of all the countries.
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We have observed that there have been modest environmental improvements in
the four case-study countries based on the estimates of the ND-GAIN Index.
Ethiopia demonstrated the highest year-on-year changes, which were sustained
by a general improvement in its readiness capacity. Similarly, Bangladesh and
Bolivia have shown modest improvements. However, Pakistan was the highest
ranked of the four countries in 2015, placing 125th out of 181 countries. Overall,
it is very difficult to formulate more direct linkages between the GSP scheme and
environmental progress. However, we can see where countries are making strides
towards environmental improvement and protection on a yearly basis.

With respect to the above preliminary findings, it should be noted that any impact of the
reform on environmental protection could take several years to materialise in the
environmental indicators. First of all, progress on environmental indicators is slow
because it takes significant time to create awareness and realise substantial change.
Secondly, there is an overall lag and lack of data on environmental indicators which
hampers a comprehensive analysis of the impact of a reform that only recently entered
into force. A lack of data can also hamper national governments to effective address
environmental challenges in their countries.
Furthermore, the environmental impact should be considered in the context of a
globalised economy. There are numerous factors and actors, both domestically and
internationally, that may influence sustainable development and pressure governments
to improve their environmental protection. In some beneficiary countries, the EU may
have a more significant impact than in others, depending on the importance of the EU
market for the country and the level of dialogue between the EU and the beneficiary.
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Annex I: GSP+ covered conventions
UN Conventions on human rights
1948

Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide

1965

International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial
Discrimination

1966

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

1966

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights

1979

Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women

1984

Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment
or Punishment

1989

Convention on the Rights of the Child

ILO Conventions on labour rights
1930

Convention concerning Forced or Compulsory Labour (No. 29)

1948

Convention concerning Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to
Organise (No. 87)

1949

Convention concerning the Application of the Principles of the Right to Organise
and to Bargain Collectively (No. 98)

1951

Convention concerning Equal Remuneration of Men and Women Workers for
Work of Equal Value (No. 100)

1957

Convention concerning the Abolition of Forced Labour (No. 105)

1958

Convention concerning Discrimination in Respect of Employment and
Occupation (No. 111)

1973

Convention concerning Minimum Age for Admission to Employment (No. 138)

1999

Convention concerning the Prohibition and Immediate Action for the Elimination
of the Worst Forms of Child Labour (No. 182)

UN Conventions on environmental protection and climate change
1973

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and
Flora

1987

Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer

1989

Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous
Wastes and Their Disposal

1992

Convention on Biological Diversity

1992

The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

1998

Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

2000

Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety

2001

Stockholm Convention on persistent Organic Pollutants

UN Conventions on good governance
1961

UN Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs

1971

UN Convention on Psychotropic Substances

1988

UN Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic
Substances

2004

UN Convention against Corruption
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Annex II: Ratification of GSP+ conventions by Bolivia
Convention

Ratification

Compliance with reporting obligations to monitoring
bodies

CPPCG

Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide
(1948)

2005

No country reporting obligations.

CERD

International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial
Discrimination (1965)

1970

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations
XXI-XXIV Reporting Cycle: Country Report to be
submitted in 2013

ICCPR

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966)

1982

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
III Reporting Cycle: Country Report submitted in
2011 (due in 1999).

ICESCR

International Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights (1966)

1982

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations
III-IV Reporting Cycle: Country Report to be
submitted in 2010.

CEDAW

Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against
Women (1979)

1990

Compliant with country reporting obligations
V-VI Reporting Cycle: Country Report submitted in
2013 (due in 2011).

CAT

Convention Against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment (1984)

1999

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations
II Reporting Cycle: Country Report submitted in 2011
(due in 2004).

CRC

Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989)

1990

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations
V-VI Reporting Cycle: Country Report to submitted in
2015.

No. 29

Convention concerning Forced or Compulsory Labour (1930)

2005

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 87

Convention concerning Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right
to Organise (1948)

1965

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 98

Convention concerning the Application of the Principles of the Right to
Organise and to Bargain Collectively (1949)

1973

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 100

Convention concerning Equal Remuneration of Men and Women Workers
for Work of Equal Value (1951)

1973

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 105

Convention concerning the Abolition of Forced Labour (1957)

1990

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 111

Convention concerning Discrimination in Respect of Employment and
Occupation (1958)

1977

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
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No. 138

Convention concerning Minimum Age for Admission to Employment (1973)

1997

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 182

Convention concerning the Prohibition and Immediate Action for the
Elimination of the Worst Forms of Child Labour (1999)

2003

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

CITES

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna
and Flora (1973)

1979

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations.
Delayed submission for Annual Reports
Outstanding Annual Reports for 2015 and 2016.

Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer (1987)

1994

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Annual data for 2015 submitted.

Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of
Hazardous Wastes and Their Disposal (1989)

1996

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations.
Annual Report for 2013,2014 and 2015 submitted in
2016.
Missing Annual Reports for 2001, 2002, 2004 and
2006.

Convention on Biological Diversity (1992)

1994

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Fifth National Report submitted in 2015.

UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (1992)

1994

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations.
Second National Communication submitted in 2009.
Missing National Communications and missing
Biennial Update Reports.

Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (2000)

2002

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Submitted Third National Report in 2016. (due in
2015)

Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants (2001)

2003

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations.
Third Round National Report submitted in 2016.
Missing First and Second National Report.

Kyoto Protocol to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change
(1998)

1999

No country reporting obligations.

UN Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs (1961)

2013

Reservation on coca leaf

UN Convention on Psychotropic Substances (1971)

1985

UN Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic
Substances (1988)

1990

UN Convention against Corruption (2004)

2005

UNFCCC

UNCAC

2017

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Review Cycle 1 took place in 2014.
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Annex III: Ratification of GSP+ conventions by Pakistan
Convention

Ratification

Compliance with reporting obligations to monitoring bodies

CPPCG

Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide
(1948)

1957

No country reporting obligations.

CERD

International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial
Discrimination (1965)

1966

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Country Report submitted in 2015

ICCPR

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966)

2010

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Country Report submitted in 2015

ICESCR

International Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights (1966)

2008

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Fourth Country Report submitted in 2015

CEDAW

Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against
Women (1979)

1996

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations.
Fourth Country Report submitted in 2011
Fifth Country Report to be submitted in March 2017

CAT

Convention Against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment (1984)

2010

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Initial Report submitted in 2016

CRC

Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989)

1990

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Country Report submitted in 2015

No. 29

Convention concerning Forced or Compulsory Labour (1930)

1957

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 87

Convention concerning Freedom of Association and Protection of the
Right to Organise (1948)

1951

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 98

Convention concerning the Application of the Principles of the Right to
Organise and to Bargain Collectively (1949)

1952

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 100

Convention concerning Equal Remuneration of Men and Women Workers
for Work of Equal Value (1951)

2001

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 105

Convention concerning the Abolition of Forced Labour (1957)

1960

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 111

Convention concerning Discrimination in Respect of Employment and
Occupation (1958)

1961

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 138

Convention concerning Minimum Age for Admission to Employment
(1973)

2006

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

No. 182

Convention concerning the Prohibition and Immediate Action for the
Elimination of the Worst Forms of Child Labour (1999)

2001

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

CITES

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna

1976

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations.
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and Flora (1973)

-

UNFCCC

UNCAC

Annual Report for 2015 submitted in 2016 and
Biennial Report for 2015-2016 submitted in 2017
Missing Annual Report for 2016 and Biennial Reports
for 2003-2004, 2005-2006, 2009-2010 missing

Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer (1987)

1992

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Annual data for 2015 is available

Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of
Hazardous Wastes and Their Disposal (1989)

1994

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations.
Annual Report for 2015 submitted in 2016
Missing Annual Reports for 2001, 2002 and 2008

Convention on Biological Diversity (1992)

1994

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Fifth National Report submitted in 2014

UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (1992)

1994

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations.
Initial National Communication submitted in 2003
Missing National Communications and missing
Biennial Update Reports

Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (2000)

2009

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations.
Submitted Third National Report in 2016
Missing First National Report and Interim National
Report

Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants (2001)

2008

Lack of compliance with country reporting obligations.
Third Round National Report submitted in 2016
Missing Second Round National Report

Kyoto Protocol to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change
(1998)

2005

No country reporting obligations.

UN Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs (1961)

1965

Compliant with country reporting obligations.

UN Convention on Psychotropic Substances (1971)

1977

UN Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic
Substances (1988)

1991

UN Convention Against Corruption (2004)

2007

2017

Compliant with country reporting obligations.
Review Cycle 1 took place in 2015. Country Report or
Executive Summary not yet available online
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Annex IV: Graduated countries by reason for graduation
Basis for graduation

Trade agreement

Alternative trade arrangements
for accessing the EU market:

Countries / Territories
Anguilla
Netherlands Antilles
Antarctica
American Samoa
Aruba
Bermuda
Bouvet Island
Cocos Islands
Christmas Islands
Falkland Islands
Gibraltar
Greenland
South Georgia and South Sandwich
Islands
Guam
Heard Island and McDonald Islands
British Indian Ocean Territory
Cayman Islands
Northern Mariana Islands
Montserrat
New Caledonia
Norfolk Island
French Polynesia
St Pierre and Miquelon
Pitcairn
Saint Helena
Turks and Caicos Islands
French Southern Territories
Tokelau
United States Minor Outlying Islands
Virgin Islands – British
Virgin Islands- US
Wallis and Futuna
Mayotte

High-income countries and one
territory according to the World
Bank classification

Saudi Arabia
Kuwait
Bahrain
Qatar
United Arab Emirates
Oman
Brunei Darussalam
Macao (territory)

Upper-middle income countries
according to the World Bank
classification

Argentina
Brazil
Cuba
Uruguay
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Basis for graduation

Trade agreement

Countries / Territories
Venezuela
Belarus
Russia
Kazakhstan
Gabon
Libya
Malaysia
Palau

Countries with a preferential
trade agreement

Euromed

Algeria
Egypt
Jordan
Lebanon
Morocco
Tunisia

CARIFORUM

Belize
St. Kitts and Nevis
Bahamas
Dominican Republic
Antigua and Barbuda
Dominica
Jamaica
Saint Lucia
Saint-Vincent and the Grenadines
Barbados
Trinidad and Tobago
Grenada
Guyana
Surinam

Economic Partnership Agreement
Market Access Regulation

Côte d'Ivoire
Ghana
Cameroon
Kenya
Seychelles
Mauritius
Zimbabwe
Namibia
Botswana
Swaziland
Papua New Guinea
Fiji

Other

Mexico
South Africa
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Annex V: Graduated and reinstated countries
Change
Countries graduated from the
scheme

Countries reinstated into the
scheme

Country
Iran
Azerbaijan
China
Ecuador
the Maldives
Thailand
Turkmenistan
Peru
Colombia
Honduras
Nicaragua
Panama
Costa Rica
El Salvador
Guatemala
Fiji
Iraq
the Marshall Islands
Tonga
Georgia
Cameroon
Myanmar/Burma

Amendment date
23 February 2014

Botswana*
Cameroon
Côte d'Ivoire
Fiji
Ghana
Kenya
Namibia*
Swaziland

27 September 2014

31 December 2013

27 September 2014

5 November 2015

31 December 2013

* Botswana and Namibia were reinstated only for the period between 1 October 2014 and 31 December 2015
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Annex VI: New tariff lines benefitting from preferences as non-sensitive products
CN code
Description
280519
Alkali/alkaline-earth metals other than sodium & calcium
280530
Rare-earth metals, scandium & yttrium, whether/not intermixed/interalloyed
281820
Aluminium oxide (excl. artificial corundum)
310221
Ammonium sulphate
310240
Mixtures of ammonium nitrate with calcium carbonate/other inorganic non-fertilising substance
310250
Sodium nitrate
310260
Double salts & mixtures of calcium nitrate & ammonium nitrate
320120
Wattle extract
780199
Unwrought lead other than refined, n.e.s. in 78.01
810194
Unwrought tungsten (wolfram), incl. bars & rods obt. simply by sintering
810411
Unwrought magnesium, containing at least 99.8% by weight of magnesium
810419
Unwrought magnesium (excl. of 8104.11)
810720
Unwrought cadmium; powders
810820
Unwrought titanium; powders
810830
Titanium waste & scrap
GSP: Tariff lines which were sensitive and will now be non-sensitive
CN code
Description
6031200
Fresh Cut Carnations And Buds, Of A Kind Suitable For Bouquets Or For Ornamental Purposes
24011060
Sun-Cured Oriental Type Tobacco, Unstemmed Or Unstripped
39076020
Poly "Ethylene Terephthalate", In Primary Forms, Having A Viscosity Number Of >= 78 Ml/G")
85219000
Video Recording Or Reproducing Apparatus (Excl. Magnetic Tape-Type);Video Recording Or Reproducing Apparatus, Whether
Or Not Incorporating A Video Tuner (Excl. Magnetic Tape-Type And Video Camera Recorders)
GSP+: New tariff lines benefiting from preferences
280519
Alkali/alkaline-earth metals other than sodium & calcium
280530
Rare-earth metals, scandium & yttrium, whether/not intermixed/interalloyed
281820
Aluminium oxide (excl. artificial corundum)
780199
Unwrought lead other than refined, n.e.s. in 78.01
Source: European Commission
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Annex VII: Imports and utilisation rate by GSP beneficiary (in millions of euros)
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Afghanistan
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

26.12
4.25
1.69
39.68%

32.54
9.46
3.63
38.37%

40.02
7.46
3.08
41.34%

35.03
16.94
6.97
41.11%

25.18
6.16
3.69
59.88%

18.94
5.35
2.57
48.12%

Angola
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

6582.65
133.56
91.73
68.68%

7070.99
123.14
82.30
66.84%

9165.74
71.23
26.45
37.14%

9361.18
50.12
20.94
41.78%

7008.98
39.95
18.09
45.28%

4155.60
67.52
29.47
43.65%

Armenia
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

302.27
111.91
108.06
96.56%

255.25
82.00
78.34
95.53%

190.65
53.07
45.70
86.11%

192.87
47.31
42.40
89.63%

269.77
115.14
103.51
89.90%

293.98
116.33
107.67
92.56%

Bangladesh
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

9005.31
8891.68
8410.78
94.59%

9809.80
9744.74
9319.44
95.64%

10822.70
10764.54
10301.77
95.70%

12309.54
12247.76
11765.55
96.06%

15072.56
15004.41
14629.56
97.50%

16245.37
16182.22
15592.19
96.35%

Benin
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

45.47
9.67
8.29
85.72%

27.55
13.96
13.54
96.96%

16.21
3.25
2.59
79.75%

30.00
12.25
11.25
91.82%

29.19
5.54
3.97
71.68%

26.94
5.12
4.82
94.03%

Bhutan
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

3.84
3.07
2.96
96.26%

5.09
4.92
4.77
96.94%

10.26
9.37
9.28
99.04%

14.93
14.79
14.42
97.47%

48.50
16.73
16.10
96.27%

2.60
2.14
1.88
88.03%

Bolivia
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

353.68
49.54
45.67
92.17%

359.12
57.64
55.06
95.52%

469.93
69.90
68.08
97.40%

516.31
107.09
102.58
95.78%

588.81
84.34
80.75
95.75%

522.56
58.29
54.81
94.03%
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2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Burkina Faso
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

52.79
6.50
5.63
86.67%

60.89
6.48
5.79
89.33%

44.11
8.04
6.85
85.30%

111.55
11.64
9.85
84.59%

53.93
11.20
9.50
84.76%

105.82
10.92
9.90
90.66%

Burundi
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

45.31
0.77
0.17
21.90%

41.91
0.43
0.00
0.94%

31.55
0.69
0.00
0.00%

21.36
0.41
0.09
20.70%

38.06
0.36
0.32
89.02%

31.85
0.29
0.26
89.02%

Cambodia
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

1490.54
1488.42
1344.57
90.34%

2031.97
2027.26
1842.62
90.89%

2498.15
2489.66
2300.32
92.40%

3014.92
3004.24
2774.90
92.37%

4055.23
4000.36
3767.44
94.18%

4538.25
4471.58
4175.09
93.37%

Cameroon
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

2156.68
120.13
0.26
0.22%

2109.68
98.14
0.33
0.34%

2359.99
137.72
0.77
0.56%

2147.91
32.56
0.04
0.12%

1780.64
150.20
26.07
17.36%

1765.83
120.51
6.32
5.25%

Cape Verde
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

45.43
44.07
42.86
97.27%

54.48
44.96
43.29
96.29%

47.44
45.38
43.76
96.42%

96.85
55.90
54.72
97.89%

63.14
53.15
51.39
96.69%

70.80
68.31
65.76
96.27%

Central African Republic
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

53.61
0.07
0.01
10.13%

54.04
0.16
0.07
45.09%

25.89
0.36
0.29
81.19%

6.25
0.18
0.16
86.95%

12.04
0.06
0.00
4.61%

16.32
0.44
0.01
1.48%

213.25
0.40
0.00
0.00%

18.54
0.37
0.00
0.00%

49.05
0.23
0.05
23.45%

13.79
0.32
0.00
0.00%

108.77
0.62
0.00
0.00%

114.70
1.00
0.00
0.00%

Chad
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate
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2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Comoros
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

9.26
6.14
0.00
0.00%

58.82
6.70
0.07
1.09%

13.20
8.69
0.23
2.60%

10.64
6.78
1.54
22.65%

10.95
5.61
5.49
97.88%

15.66
7.51
7.09
94.42%

Congo
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

1997.28
96.28
76.66
79.62%

2431.29
85.72
68.37
79.76%

1363.05
67.57
48.18
71.31%

1523.99
82.83
67.27
81.21%

1764.66
40.96
31.13
75.99%

1047.57
34.08
14.33
42.05%

Congo (Democratic Rep)
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

601.04
7.03
6.26
89.00%

628.23
24.09
8.02
33.29%

1094.55
14.52
13.18
90.75%

1002.41
8.20
6.24
76.08%

457.15
10.08
5.18
51.42%

716.25
5.98
3.56
59.64%

Cook Islands
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

0.28
0.16
0.03
18.57%

12.02
0.08
0.02
23.00%

1.54
0.15
0.00
0.00%

1.49
0.10
0.06
62.76%

1.91
0.06
0.00
5.24%

8.67
0.25
0.03
12.69%

Djibouti
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

5.17
1.06
0.52
48.94%

5.27
1.43
0.00
0.27%

5.62
2.32
0.01
0.39%

8.11
3.77
0.06
1.64%

13.10
2.63
0.00
0.00%

23.71
5.67
0.21
3.71%

Equatorial Guinea
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

4052.70
233.63
113.32
48.50%

5270.64
311.55
274.27
88.03%

4025.96
374.95
337.38
89.98%

3643.05
227.49
210.57
92.56%

1931.89
45.31
33.13
73.12%

1240.15
22.72
18.94
83.38%

Eritrea
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

3.67
2.11
1.95
92.59%

3.68
2.68
1.97
73.71%

3.04
2.38
2.32
97.41%

8.22
2.51
2.38
94.92%

41.74
2.50
2.29
91.86%

13.11
2.17
2.03
93.53%

Ethiopia
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Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

2011
664.28
202.85
197.04
97.14%

2012
594.12
217.19
211.22
97.25%

2013
501.76
228.42
223.90
98.02%

2014
549.82
252.20
248.73
98.62%

2015
675.37
333.65
256.38
76.84%

2016
710.26
399.08
244.50
61.26%

Fiji
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

67.61
2.23
0.23
10.49%

44.94
2.32
0.06
2.51%

82.43
3.49
0.21
6.10%

97.69
1.30
0.00
0.22%

85.50
5.53
0.42
7.62%

60.07
6.53
0.14
2.18%

Gambia
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

19.97
11.69
11.61
99.30%

15.08
8.95
8.74
97.63%

8.41
5.06
5.00
98.71%

17.63
9.28
8.56
92.29%

16.90
11.47
11.26
98.17%

14.08
10.54
9.93
94.25%

Ghana
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

3417.91
632.77
10.65
1.68%

3258.32
494.65
2.35
0.47%

3296.91
488.43
3.59
0.74%

2832.89
150.58
0.13
0.08%

2592.88
737.37
0.80
0.11%

2236.26
671.70
0.87
0.13%

Guinea
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

463.73
5.56
3.76
67.69%

521.41
4.26
0.71
16.68%

435.96
2.27
0.27
11.73%

454.34
1.65
0.66
39.91%

583.06
1.57
0.74
47.26%

575.46
2.64
0.81
30.69%

Guinea Bissau
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

4.17
0.07
0.04
60.80%

5.84
0.13
0.01
11.08%

1.44
0.12
0.01
6.81%

3.33
0.01
0.00
0.00%

1.99
1.05
0.00
0.00%

1.64
0.40
0.00
0.00%

Haiti
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

18.59
5.65
1.05
18.57%

22.75
12.75
1.02
8.03%

27.83
15.95
0.43
2.71%

31.32
17.79
3.32
18.69%

33.00
14.01
12.48
89.12%

38.88
15.52
13.34
85.97%

37842.75

35381.42

35023.17

35481.06

37678.31

37473.91

India
Total EU Imports
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GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

2011
21930.39
18492.17
84.32%

2012
21072.87
17411.66
82.63%

2013
21901.56
18413.92
84.08%

2014
16966.27
15015.55
88.50%

2015
18885.07
16678.26
88.31%

2016
18813.25
16584.92
88.16%

Indonesia
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

15595.46
7468.34
5553.20
74.36%

14876.10
7627.57
5732.68
75.16%

13525.55
6486.04
4816.02
74.25%

13824.55
6273.16
4508.23
71.87%

14628.79
7166.17
5013.82
69.97%

13877.92
7233.36
5149.05
71.18%

Iraq
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

8924.62
10.73
0.08
0.70%

12435.27
2.82
0.08
2.74%

10530.49
3.61
0.05
1.33%

11487.71
5.23
0.15
2.79%

11938.50
7.91
2.08
26.29%

10172.90
3.84
1.04
27.12%

Ivory Coast
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

3181.86
882.65
0.58
0.07%

3259.29
853.84
0.88
0.10%

3282.83
994.18
3.34
0.34%

3234.62
319.70
0.37
0.11%

4228.77
1287.25
3.26
0.25%

4470.50
1274.37
2.07
0.16%

Kenya
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

1208.77
753.88
4.68
0.62%

1175.51
736.22
7.95
1.08%

1072.08
726.07
7.08
0.98%

1140.65
190.91
138.11
72.34%

1302.24
864.00
19.93
2.31%

1264.47
866.04
16.28
1.88%

Kiribati
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

1.83
1.35
0.04
2.96%

0.81
0.47
0.03
5.90%

0.05
0.04
0.01
13.96%

0.05
0.03
0.02
76.82%

0.14
0.06
0.00
0.00%

0.15
0.09
0.00
0.00%

Kyrgyz Republic
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

22.50
3.82
1.98
51.93%

30.82
3.30
0.70
21.33%

44.25
4.10
1.13
27.47%

68.76
11.99
8.24
68.72%

48.75
10.08
6.57
65.20%

72.18
6.08
3.24
53.22%

208.53
166.81

239.41
199.88

251.84
193.31

222.57
195.08

235.06
195.81

234.54
177.17

Laos
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
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GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

2011
160.07
95.96%

2012
196.84
98.48%

2013
190.02
98.30%

2014
191.07
97.95%

2015
189.92
96.99%

2016
169.88
95.89%

Lesotho
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

243.07
3.19
0.17
5.30%

220.84
2.42
0.41
16.83%

186.36
1.40
0.32
22.97%

247.36
1.57
0.48
30.93%

254.45
1.99
1.41
70.81%

207.53
2.89
2.05
70.84%

Liberia
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

225.48
1.75
0.06
3.62%

193.62
1.73
0.48
27.93%

278.61
2.37
0.66
28.10%

284.02
3.40
0.42
12.44%

186.04
0.58
0.00
0.00%

270.12
4.37
0.38
8.67%

Madagascar
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

539.31
438.44
6.15
1.40%

564.34
474.56
18.63
3.93%

701.22
522.70
19.41
3.71%

826.02
534.46
21.33
3.99%

922.07
573.70
4.77
0.83%

926.92
702.11
9.85
1.40%

Malawi
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

221.48
187.47
183.77
98.03%

244.70
221.56
219.75
99.19%

210.84
188.86
184.99
97.96%

289.99
266.63
251.60
94.36%

320.56
286.32
270.03
94.31%

267.53
214.86
214.04
99.62%

Mali
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

21.46
1.69
1.07
63.03%

31.04
1.98
1.01
51.02%

41.16
3.87
2.34
60.58%

34.49
4.40
3.63
82.46%

39.32
5.50
4.17
75.76%

33.79
5.73
4.76
83.15%

Marshall Islands
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

59.08
0.37
0.02
5.75%

33.87
0.46
0.02
5.25%

13.05
0.84
0.00
0.00%

146.01
0.42
0.00
0.00%

116.79
0.50
0.00
0.00%

187.04
20.90
0.00
0.00%

Mauritania
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports

783.56
123.62
120.96

592.60
126.15
124.91

485.37
113.28
110.85

544.98
172.68
164.75

475.35
221.07
212.22

427.05
224.23
217.85
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2011
97.85%

2012
99.02%

2013
97.85%

2014
95.41%

2015
96.00%

2016
97.16%

Micronesia
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

0.17
0.15
0.13
0.90

0.25
0.25
0.22
0.87

0.23
0.22
0.20
0.91

0.35
0.17
0.13
0.74

0.54
0.51
0.22
0.42

0.45
0.44
0.11
0.25

Mongolia
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

69.64
15.83
15.29
96.55%

62.95
13.68
12.50
91.39%

66.07
15.76
14.17
89.88%

71.15
17.95
15.10
84.12%

80.09
18.73
16.28
86.91%

64.22
18.20
15.27
83.91%

Mozambique
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

1315.64
1212.83
54.21
4.47%

1238.57
1102.45
51.15
4.64%

1307.21
1116.03
51.05
4.57%

1346.24
1143.59
292.71
25.60%

1422.13
1170.22
1137.84
97.23%

1296.91
969.31
963.81
99.43%

155.43
0.00
0.00

151.53
0.00
0.00

192.49
160.91
80.83
50.23%

354.33
312.64
297.07
95.02%

644.38
561.92
534.18
95.06%

963.64
868.62
826.44
95.14%

Nauru
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

0.05
0.05
0.04
84.92%

0.06
0.02
0.00
0.00%

0.24
0.15
0.00
0.00%

0.08
0.03
0.00
0.00%

0.63
0.18
0.00
0.00%

0.10
0.05
0.00
0.00%

Nepal
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

91.42
83.05
77.04
92.76%

86.47
76.77
71.29
92.86%

83.72
75.97
70.92
93.36%

86.25
77.73
72.07
92.72%

97.30
86.88
80.34
92.48%

94.10
83.22
76.88
92.38%

Niger
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

5.43
2.97
1.80
60.70%

38.91
3.90
3.42
87.59%

6.89
3.14
2.55
81.12%

118.52
2.96
1.93
65.29%

116.76
3.31
2.73
82.43%

116.15
3.69
3.03
82.19%

Utilisation Rate

Myanmar/Burma
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate
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2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Nigeria
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

24180.93
603.98
488.85
80.94%

32130.14
600.14
519.83
86.62%

28390.56
492.66
407.82
82.78%

27669.66
207.88
135.41
65.14%

18312.32
129.28
94.96
73.45%

10820.87
156.87
101.97
65.00%

Niue
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

0.05
0.02
0.00
0.00%

0.07
0.07
0.00
0.00%

0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00%

0.13
0.11
0.00
0.79%

0.23
0.01
0.00
0.96%

0.27
0.18
0.00
0.00%

Pakistan
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

4497.21
3869.17
3639.96
94.08%

4019.48
3501.19
3252.89
92.91%

4432.15
3845.43
2633.08
68.47%

5382.92
4768.21
4551.13
95.45%

5945.29
5441.71
5227.89
96.07%

6173.65
5753.66
5509.32
95.75%

Paraguay
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

1191.07
39.75
32.84
82.62%

950.27
27.09
24.64
90.97%

1158.10
48.02
43.96
91.53%

1098.63
72.82
69.35
95.23%

1056.98
46.57
42.27
90.78%

1073.83
41.84
36.57
87.40%

Philippines
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

6104.27
1592.84
1019.47
64.00%

4885.66
1706.79
1131.97
66.32%

4616.14
1543.91
1061.66
68.76%

5265.38
1826.34
1227.15
67.19%

6717.10
2319.85
1584.24
68.29%

6232.04
2343.56
1660.63
70.86%

Rwanda
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

44.59
0.45
0.00
0.00%

41.37
0.68
0.03
4.85%

25.95
0.40
0.00
0.00%

30.02
0.54
0.11
19.97%

46.85
0.94
0.65
69.03%

48.31
1.97
0.93
47.35%

Samoa
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

1.44
0.76
0.14
18.23%

0.63
0.41
0.20
49.82%

0.48
0.42
0.28
65.68%

1.08
0.87
0.31
35.75%

2.27
1.75
0.22
12.80%

1.81
1.41
0.23
16.38%
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2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Sao Tome and Principe
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

5.13
0.44
0.27
59.76%

5.88
0.43
0.17
39.14%

4.31
0.19
0.11
58.79%

8.00
0.18
0.11
64.03%

8.41
0.14
0.10
68.96%

10.34
0.18
0.10
53.53%

Senegal
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

404.76
300.47
296.53
98.69%

328.05
225.90
220.99
97.83%

323.02
219.04
214.04
97.72%

391.55
281.69
276.86
98.28%

411.22
293.89
286.07
97.34%

415.27
288.22
274.61
95.28%

Sierra Leone
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

170.92
2.54
1.34
52.88%

214.46
3.77
3.02
80.00%

167.48
2.96
2.22
74.99%

219.94
0.48
0.08
16.60%

237.93
3.94
3.28
83.27%

221.44
1.81
0.53
29.48%

Solomon Islands
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

48.04
47.53
47.39
99.70%

56.26
32.38
32.33
99.83%

48.16
47.42
47.36
99.86%

62.99
62.07
61.95
99.81%

68.30
67.71
66.36
98.00%

53.49
52.94
52.85
99.82%

Somalia
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

1.97
0.04
0.00
2.30%

1.69
0.04
0.00
0.00%

1.78
0.03
0.00
0.64%

2.57
0.12
0.01
4.71%

8.59
0.12
0.00
0.00%

13.05
0.57
0.02
2.72%

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.07
0.01
0.00
0.00%

0.12
0.03
0.00
0.00%

0.16
0.05
0.00
0.00%

0.22
0.11
0.07
66.66%

2239.28
1775.15
1176.56
66.28%

2250.08
1763.53
1071.96
60.78%

2038.16
1644.03
979.95
59.61%

2161.00
1797.48
1073.68
59.73%

2335.76
1965.34
1078.25
54.86%

2387.51
2015.32
1105.87
54.87%

South Sudan
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate
Sri Lanka
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate
Sudan
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Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

2011
333.77
26.70
16.29
61.02%

2012
145.82
48.70
47.08
96.68%

2013
174.94
68.60
65.69
95.76%

2014
204.46
107.84
101.34
93.98%

2015
211.62
83.32
81.72
98.08%

2016
169.03
23.47
22.75
96.95%

Swaziland
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

167.20
29.28
1.23
4.21%

180.03
24.85
1.27
5.13%

224.39
16.97
0.85
5.02%

150.57
5.14
0.05
0.90%

133.56
19.47
0.11
0.56%

121.53
21.07
0.06
0.26%

Syria
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

3201.62
247.15
14.68
5.94%

252.52
127.51
12.46
9.77%

115.40
45.95
8.40
18.28%

85.01
25.21
3.44
13.66%

80.26
25.36
4.40
17.37%

49.31
20.09
8.91
44.37%

Tadjikistan
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

64.90
15.87
14.42
90.90%

72.03
12.68
11.86
93.57%

48.76
14.75
11.71
79.40%

52.35
14.90
10.57
70.96%

46.36
12.11
11.29
93.22%

81.88
12.95
11.82
91.28%

Tanzania
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

497.47
231.42
67.58
29.20%

458.87
239.91
75.09
31.30%

506.88
237.24
58.42
24.62%

588.07
281.70
119.72
42.50%

686.38
356.27
346.97
97.39%

616.01
323.66
317.09
97.97%

Timor-Leste
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

12.63
0.08
0.03
32.37%

5.01
0.04
0.00
0.00%

6.89
0.14
0.00
0.74%

11.96
0.04
0.00
0.00%

5.98
0.05
0.00
0.00%

5.37
0.07
0.00
0.00%

Togo
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

319.85
15.78
14.90
94.43%

188.94
44.35
11.15
25.15%

101.82
15.18
13.52
89.07%

83.51
20.25
19.15
94.57%

69.92
21.85
20.09
91.94%

102.33
33.25
24.10
72.46%

0.05

0.36

0.16

0.91

0.38

0.84

Tonga
Total EU Imports
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GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

2011
0.04
0.00
5.61%

2012
0.36
0.04
11.09%

2013
0.03
0.01
45.55%

2014
0.07
0.05
75.87%

2015
0.14
0.10
70.33%

2016
0.10
0.04
34.22%

Tuvalu
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

0.11
0.09
0.06
67.40%

0.06
0.02
0.00
0.00%

0.26
0.21
0.07
34.76%

0.51
0.48
0.00
0.00%

0.51
0.45
0.00
0.00%

0.06
0.03
0.00
0.00%

Uganda
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

437.80
145.91
4.03
2.76%

407.43
150.70
3.70
2.46%

420.34
147.30
3.03
2.05%

447.59
149.92
31.57
21.06%

488.88
157.88
154.43
97.81%

444.11
150.23
147.98
98.50%

Ukraine
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

13165.40
2533.86
2238.34
88.34%

12906.66
2512.26
2246.73
89.43%

12065.12
2181.91
1934.45
88.66%

11973.70
2480.51
1467.62
59.17%

11279.84
2671.73
1183.75
44.31%

11493.54
3327.96
1396.14
41.95%

Uzbekistan
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

285.85
143.43
130.63
91.08%

133.47
77.77
69.63
89.54%

119.74
86.45
73.48
85.00%

146.16
75.96
60.46
79.60%

117.17
69.70
57.70
82.78%

117.89
86.97
74.47
85.63%

Vanuatu
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

3.87
3.22
3.11
96.49%

2.32
0.24
0.09
37.25%

0.55
0.20
0.17
85.44%

1.84
0.40
0.33
82.84%

11.75
4.51
0.41
9.17%

3.33
1.47
0.37
25.11%

Vietnam
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

12626.75
4877.97
2634.21
54.00%

18185.95
5061.67
2804.80
55.41%

20819.42
5166.18
2926.07
56.64%

21684.98
8933.59
5203.28
58.24%

29404.63
11237.21
6649.36
59.17%

32510.44
12186.22
7113.07
58.37%

414.04
31.55

104.15
87.01

118.34
80.94

83.93
10.57

17.46
7.08

18.73
6.28

Yemen
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
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GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

2011
20.90
66.24%

2012
86.59
99.52%

2013
80.22
99.11%

2014
8.27
78.19%

2015
3.02
42.61%

2016
4.57
72.78%

Zambia
Total EU Imports
GSP Eligible Imports
GSP Preferential Imports
Utilisation Rate

390.53
114.64
26.02
22.69%

334.18
103.20
33.29
32.26%

372.52
101.34
24.33
24.01%

305.01
76.31
38.77
50.80%

421.76
94.55
67.48
71.37%

425.25
77.42
71.81
92.75%
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Annex VIII: List of country movements in GSP scheme
(2011-2016)
LIST OF CHANGES IN STANDARD GSP BENEFICIARY COUNTRIES
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

STATUS: ALWAYS
Cameroon
Congo
Cook Islands
Fiji
Ghana
India
Indonesia
Iraq
Ivory Coast
Kenya
Marshall Island
Micronesia
Nauru
Nigeria
Niue
Sri Lanka
Swaziland
Syria
Tajikistan
Tonga
Ukraine
Uzbekistan
Vietnam
STATUS: IN

2014

1.
2.
3.

Colombia
Honduras
Nicaragua

2014

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

STATUS: OUT
Algeria
American Samoa
Anguilla
Antarctica
Antigua and Barbuda
Argentina
Aruba
B.I.O.T.
Bahamas
Bahrain
Barbados
Belize
Bermuda
Bonaire and St Eustatius
Bouvet Island
Brazil
British Virgin island
Brunei
Cayman Isles
Christmas Island
Cocos Islands
Cuba
Curacao
Dominica
Dominican republic
Egypt
Falkland Islands
French Polynesia
French Southern Territories
Gabon
Gibraltar
Greenland
Grenada
Guam

2011 - 2016
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LIST OF CHANGES IN STANDARD GSP BENEFICIARY COUNTRIES
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
1.
2.
3.
1.
2.
3.

2015
2016

Guyana
Heard and McDonald Islands
Jamaica
Jordan
Kazakhstan
Kuwait
Lebanon
Libya
Macao
Malaysia
Mauritius
Mayotte
Mexico
Montserrat
Morocco
New Caledonia
Norfolk Island
Northern Mariana Island
Oman
Palau
Papua New Guinea
Pitcairn
Qatar
Russia
S. Georgia & S. Sandwich
Saudi Arabia
Seychelles
South Africa
St Helena
St Kitts and Nevis
St Lucia
St Maarten (Dutch part)
St Pierre and Miquelon
St Vincent
Surinam
Tokelau
Trinidad and Tobago
Tunisia
Turks and Caicos Isles
US Minor outlying Island
United Arab Emirates
Uruguay
Venezuela
Virgin Isles
Wallis and Futuna
Zimbabwe
China
Iran
Thailand
Botswana
Namibia
Turkmenistan

LIST OF CHANGES IN GSP + BENEFICIARY COUNTRIES
STATUS: ALWAYS

2011-2016

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Armenia
Bolivia
Cape Verde
Georgia
Mongolia
Paraguay
STATUS: IN

2017

2014
2015
2016

1.
1.
1.

2014

1.

Pakistan
Philippines
Kyrgyz Republic
STATUS: OUT
Azerbaijan
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2015
2016

2.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Ecuador
Costa Rica
El Salvador
Guatemala
Panama
Peru

LIST OF CHANGES IN EBA BENEFICIARY COUNTRIES

2013

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
1.

2014

1.

2011-2016

STATUS: ALWAYS
Afghanistan
Angola
Bangladesh
Benin
Bhutan
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Central African Republic
Chad
Comoros
Congo (Democratic Rep)
Djibouti
Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gambia
Guinea
Guinea Bissau
Haiti
Kiribati
Laos
Lesotho
Liberia
Madagascar
Malawi
Mali
Mauritania
Mozambique
Nepal
Niger
Rwanda
Samoa
Sao Tome and Principe
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Solomon Islands
Somalia
South Sudan
Sudan
Tanzania
Timor-Leste
Togo
Tuvalu
Uganda
Vanuatu
Yemen
Zambia
Myanmar/Burma
STATUS: OUT
Maldives
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Annex IX: List of EU import partners by tariff regime (2011- 2016)
List of GSP Beneficiary Countries (2011- 2016)
Country

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Afghanistan

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Albania

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Algeria

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

American Samoa

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Andorra

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Angola

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Anguilla

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Antarctica

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Antigua and Barbuda

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Argentina

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Armenia

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Aruba

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Australia

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Azerbaijan

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

B.I.O.T.

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Bahamas

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Bahrain

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Bangladesh

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Barbados

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Belarus

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Belize

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Benin

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Bermuda

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Bhutan

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Bolivia

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+
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List of GSP Beneficiary Countries (2011- 2016)
Country
Bonaire and St Eustatius and
Saba

2011
--

2012
--

2013

2014

2015

2016

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Bosnia-Herzegovina

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Botswana

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Bouvet Island

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Brazil

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

British Virgin Islands

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Brunei

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Burkina Faso

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Burundi

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Cambodia

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Cameroon

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Canada

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Cape Verde

Standard GSP

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Cayman Isles

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Central African Republic

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Ceuta

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Chad

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Chile

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

China

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

Christmas Island

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Cocos Islands

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Colombia

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Comoros

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Congo

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Congo (Democratic Rep)

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Cook Islands

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP
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List of GSP Beneficiary Countries (2011- 2016)
Country

2011

2012

2013

Costa Rica

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Croatia

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Cuba

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

2014

2015

2016

GSP+

GSP+

Trade Agreement

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Curacao

--

--

Djibouti

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Dominica

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Dominican Republic

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Ecuador

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Egypt

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

El Salvador

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Trade Agreement

Equatorial Guinea

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Eritrea

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Ethiopia

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Falkland Islands

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Faroe Isles

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Fiji

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Republic of Macedonia

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

French Polynesia

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

French Southern Territories

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Gabon

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Gambia

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Georgia

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Ghana

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Gibraltar

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Greenland

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Grenada

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Guam

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement
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List of GSP Beneficiary Countries (2011- 2016)
Country

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Guatemala

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Trade Agreement

Guinea

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Guinea Bissau

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Guyana

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Haiti

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Heard and McDonald Islands

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

High seas
Holy See

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Honduras

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Hong Kong

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Iceland

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

India

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Indonesia

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Iran

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

Iraq

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Israel

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Ivory Coast

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Jamaica

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Japan

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Jordan

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Kazakhstan

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Kenya

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Kiribati

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Kosovo

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Kuwait

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Kyrgyz Republic

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

GSP+

Laos

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA
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List of GSP Beneficiary Countries (2011- 2016)
Country

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Lebanon

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Lesotho

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Liberia

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Libya

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Liechtenstein

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Macao

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Madagascar

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Malawi

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Malaysia

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Maldives

EBA

EBA

EBA

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

Mali

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Marshall Islands

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Mauritania

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Mauritius

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Mayotte

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Melilla

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Mexico

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Micronesia

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Moldova

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Mongolia

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Montenegro

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Montserrat

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Morocco

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Mozambique

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Myanmar

No Agreement

No Agreement

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Namibia

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Nauru

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP
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List of GSP Beneficiary Countries (2011- 2016)
Country

2011

2012

2013
EBA

2014
EBA

2015

Nepal

EBA

EBA

Netherlands Antilles

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

New Caledonia

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

New Zealand

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Nicaragua

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Niger

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Nigeria

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Niue

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Norfolk Island

GSP

GSP

GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

North Korea

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Northern Mariana Islands

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Norway

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Not specified - Extra EU

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Occupied Palestinian Territory

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Oman

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Pakistan

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Palau

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Panama

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Trade Agreement

Papua New Guinea

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Paraguay

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Peru

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

GSP+

Trade Agreement

Philippines

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

GSP+

GSP+

Pitcairn

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Qatar

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Russia

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Rwanda

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

S. Georgia & S. Sandwich Is.

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

-

-
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List of GSP Beneficiary Countries (2011- 2016)
Country

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Samoa

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

San Marino

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Sao Tome and Principe

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Saudi Arabia

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Secret - Extra EU

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Senegal

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Serbia

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Seychelles

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Sierra Leone

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Singapore

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Solomon Islands

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Somalia

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

South Africa

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

South Korea

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

South Sudan

-

Sri Lanka

-

Standard GSP

St Barthelemy

-

Standard GSP
-

St Helena

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

St Kitts and Nevis

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

St Lucia

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

St Pierre and Miquelon

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

St Vincent

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Stores and provisions - Extra EU

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Sudan

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Surinam

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Swaziland

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

St Maarten (Dutch part)
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List of GSP Beneficiary Countries (2011- 2016)
Country

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Switzerland

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Syria

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Tadjikistan

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Taiwan

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Tanzania

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Thailand

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

Timor-Leste

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Togo

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Tokelau

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Tonga

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trinidad and Tobago

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Tunisia

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Turkey

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Turkmenistan

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Turks and Caicos Isles

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Tuvalu

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

US Minor outlying Islands

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

USA

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Uganda

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Ukraine

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

United Arab Emirates

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Uruguay

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Uzbekistan

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Vanuatu

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Venezuela

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Vietnam

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Virgin Isles

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement
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List of GSP Beneficiary Countries (2011- 2016)
Country

2011

Wallis and Futuna

Standard GSP

Western Sahara

-

2012
Standard GSP
-

2013

2014

2015

2016

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

No Agreement

Yemen

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Zambia

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

EBA

Zimbabwe

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Standard GSP

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement

Trade Agreement
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Annex X: Overview of trends in EU imports from GSP
beneficiary countries under review (2011-2016)
Country

Average Imports
(2011-2013)

Average Imports
(2014- 2016)

Percentage
Change

India

18105.91667

16092.91

-11.1%

Bangladesh

9343.996

13995.767

49.8%

Vietnam

2788.358333

6321.9

126.7%

Pakistan

3175.309667

5096.1137

60.5%

Indonesia

5367.298

4890.3647

-8.9%

Cambodia

1829.17

3572.477

95.3%

Philippines

1071.031

1490.6757

39.2%

Ukraine

2139.839

1349.1683

-37.0%

Sri Lanka

1076.154133

1085.9347

0.9%

Mozambique

52.13517667

798.12277

1430.9%

Tanzania

67.03130333

261.2607

289.8%

Senegal

243.8551333

279.18003

14.5%

Ethiopia

210.7176333

249.8663

18.6%

Mauritania

118.9048333

198.27417

66.8%

Malawi

196.1726

245.22173

25.0%

Laos

182.3129667

183.62293

0.7%

Uganda

3.585889667

111.32649

3004.6%

Armenia

77.36576667

84.528807

9.3%

Nigeria

472.1654333

110.78249

-76.5%

Nepal

73.08468667

76.429393

4.6%

Uzbekistan

91.24856

64.21233

-29.6%

Zambia

27.87887667

59.353663

112.9%

Cape Verde

43.30342

57.289487

32.3%

Bolivia

56.26766667

79.380033

41.1%

Solomon Islands

42.35935

60.384643

42.6%

Paraguay

33.81483

49.39639

46.1%

Angola

66.82905333

22.83351

-65.8%

Togo

13.19322667

21.114447

60.0%

Sudan

43.02134667

68.603837

59.5%

Equatorial Guinea

241.6578

87.5474

-63.8%

Kenya

6.57087

58.107197

784.3%

Mongolia

13.98465667

15.54991

11.2%

Congo

64.40365333

37.575313

-41.7%

Haiti

0.83493

9.716733

1063.8%

Tadjikistan

12.66501333

11.226733

-11.4%

Gambia

8.450161667

9.9183007

17.4%

Burkina Faso

6.093559667

9.7485473

60.0%

Madagascar

14.729247

11.985116

-18.6%

Syria

11.844731

5.586565

-52.8%

Comoros

0.099717

4.7036503

4617.0%
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Average Imports
(2011-2013)

Country

Average Imports
(2014- 2016)

Percentage
Change

Cameroon

0.455536333

10.810143

2273.1%

Benin

8.139531333

6.6768797

-18.0%

Mali

1.473197667

4.1865647

184.2%

Yemen

62.56943667

5.2857393

-91.6%

Congo (Democratic
Rep)

9.153557667

4.995223

-45.4%

Kyrgyz Republic

1.27121

6.0166257

373.3%

Niger

2.589945333

2.562811

-1.0%

Afghanistan

2.799407667

4.410197

57.5%

Ivory Coast

1.598508

1.8991027

18.8%

Lesotho

0.299172

1.314202

339.3%

Eritrea

2.082105

2.2344267

7.3%

Bhutan

5.668840667

10.800525

90.5%

Iraq

0.066933

1.0890937

1527.1%

Rwanda

0.011021

0.5625773

5004.6%

Ghana

5.529191333

0.5998613

-89.2%

Guinea

1.580119667

0.7364107

-53.4%

Sierra Leone

2.194048333

1.297584

-40.9%

Liberia

0.404060333

0.267246

-33.9%

Vanuatu

1.122321

0.372564

-66.8%

Burundi

0.057269333

0.222808

289.1%

Samoa

0.207096

0.2547363

23.0%

Djibouti

0.176771667

0.0908373

-48.6%

Fiji

0.168289

0.1888203

12.2%

Micronesia

0.18448

0.151571

-17.8%

Sao Tome and Principe

0.181182333

0.1025893

-43.4%

Swaziland

1.119966333

0.0703697

-93.7%

Tonga

0.018817667

0.06144

226.5%

Cook Islands

0.015832333

0.0317187

100.3%

Somalia

0.000390667

0.00708

1712.3%

Central African
Republic

0.123082333

0.0555283

-54.9%

Chad

0.018051

0

-100.0%

Guinea Bissau

0.022254667

0

-100.0%

Kiribati

0.024585333

0.0082863

-66.3%

Marshall Islands

0.015234667

0

-100.0%

Nauru

0.013778667

0

-100.0%

Niue

0

0.0003173

-

Timor-Leste

0.009158333

0

-100.0%

Tuvalu

0.044353667

0

-100.0%
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