
See discussions, stats, and author profiles for this publication at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/321925460

Good governance and preferential trade: evidence from the Swiss

generalized system of preferences

Article  in  International Journal of Social Economics · December 2017

DOI: 10.1108/IJSE-11-2016-0331

CITATIONS

0

READS

37

3 authors:

Some of the authors of this publication are also working on these related projects:

large scale land investment View project

Impact analysis "Initiative for protecting drinking water" View project

Christian Ritzel

Université de Fribourg

7 PUBLICATIONS   7 CITATIONS   

SEE PROFILE

Andreas Kohler

Agroscope

17 PUBLICATIONS   23 CITATIONS   

SEE PROFILE

Stefan Mann

Agroscope

168 PUBLICATIONS   721 CITATIONS   

SEE PROFILE

All content following this page was uploaded by Christian Ritzel on 08 February 2018.

The user has requested enhancement of the downloaded file.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/321925460_Good_governance_and_preferential_trade_evidence_from_the_Swiss_generalized_system_of_preferences?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_2&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/321925460_Good_governance_and_preferential_trade_evidence_from_the_Swiss_generalized_system_of_preferences?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_3&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/project/large-scale-land-investment?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_9&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/project/Impact-analysis-Initiative-for-protecting-drinking-water?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_9&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_1&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Christian_Ritzel2?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_4&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Christian_Ritzel2?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_5&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/Universite_de_Fribourg?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_6&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Christian_Ritzel2?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_7&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Andreas_Kohler?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_4&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Andreas_Kohler?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_5&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/Agroscope?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_6&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Andreas_Kohler?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_7&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stefan_Mann4?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_4&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stefan_Mann4?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_5&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/Agroscope?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_6&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stefan_Mann4?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_7&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Christian_Ritzel2?enrichId=rgreq-a12a8c38b0c71ed1716e9d8bec3e18f4-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMyMTkyNTQ2MDtBUzo1OTE3MjQ4MjUwMjY1NjVAMTUxODA4OTYwMDc4Mw%3D%3D&el=1_x_10&_esc=publicationCoverPdf


International Journal of Social Economics
Good governance and preferential trade: evidence from the Swiss generalized
system of preferences
Christian Ritzel, Andreas Kohler, Stefan Mann,

Article information:
To cite this document:
Christian Ritzel, Andreas Kohler, Stefan Mann, (2018) "Good governance and preferential trade:
evidence from the Swiss generalized system of preferences", International Journal of Social
Economics, Vol. 45 Issue: 2, pp.259-274, https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSE-11-2016-0331
Permanent link to this document:
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSE-11-2016-0331

Downloaded on: 08 February 2018, At: 00:59 (PT)
References: this document contains references to 40 other documents.
To copy this document: permissions@emeraldinsight.com
The fulltext of this document has been downloaded 13 times since 2018*

Users who downloaded this article also downloaded:
(2018),"Micro-money, finance and real economy interrelationship in the framework of Islamic ontology
of unity of knowledge and the world-system of social economy", International Journal of Social
Economics, Vol. 45 Iss 2 pp. 445-462 <a href="https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSE-11-2016-0340">https://
doi.org/10.1108/IJSE-11-2016-0340</a>

Access to this document was granted through an Emerald subscription provided by emerald-
srm:186070 []

For Authors
If you would like to write for this, or any other Emerald publication, then please use our Emerald
for Authors service information about how to choose which publication to write for and submission
guidelines are available for all. Please visit www.emeraldinsight.com/authors for more information.

About Emerald www.emeraldinsight.com
Emerald is a global publisher linking research and practice to the benefit of society. The company
manages a portfolio of more than 290 journals and over 2,350 books and book series volumes, as
well as providing an extensive range of online products and additional customer resources and
services.

Emerald is both COUNTER 4 and TRANSFER compliant. The organization is a partner of the
Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) and also works with Portico and the LOCKSS initiative for
digital archive preservation.

*Related content and download information correct at time of download.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

N
IV

E
R

SI
T

Y
 D

E
 F

R
IB

O
U

R
G

 A
t 0

0:
59

 0
8 

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSE-11-2016-0331
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSE-11-2016-0331
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trade: evidence from the Swiss

generalized system of preferences
Christian Ritzel

Department of Socioeconomics, Agroscope, Ettenhausen, Switzerland, and
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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to determine if the institutional quality of developing countries (DCs)
and least-developed countries (LDCs) contributes to a significant increase in the utilization rate of the Swiss
generalized system of preferences in the agro-food sector.
Design/methodology/approach – The authors use state of the art regression techniques accounting for
zero values to identify if the institutional quality – separately depicted by the Worldwide Governance
Indicators, the Index of Economic Freedom and the Human Development Index – can contribute in
overcoming non-tariff barriers (NTBs) to trade.
Findings – The institutional quality exerts a consistent positive effect on the level of utilization of trade
preferences.
Research limitations/implications – Swiss food trade represents, of course, only a very small share of
world trade, therefore it would be worthwhile to extend the analysis to other countries and sectors.
Practical implications – Industrialized countries’ development policies should more strongly focus on
capacity building in DCs and LDCs to strengthen trade-related institutions.
Originality/value – The study focuses on an often underemphasized element in international trade relations –
the role of the institutional quality in overcoming NTBs to trade.
Keywords Good governance, Agro-food trade, Generalized system of preferences,
Utilizing trade preferences
Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
Since 1 March 1972, Switzerland, along with the major trading powers USA, Australia,
Canada, Japan and EU, has granted developing countries (DCs) and least-developed
countries (LDCs) preferential tariff terms for industrial and agricultural products as part of
the generalized system of preferences (GSP), on a voluntary and non-reciprocal basis.
The unilateral preferential treatment of DCs and LDCs initially contradicted the
“most-favored-nation (MFN)” principle of the World Trade Organization (WTO). In 1971,
a waiver of the MFN principle was established in Article I of the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade in order to provide a legal framework for the unilateral granting of tariff
preferences to DCs and LDCs (Bartels and Häberli, 2010). In this context, the present article
concentrates exclusively on the agricultural and food products of the Harmonized System
(HS), chapters 1-24.

Unlike the EU, Switzerland offers preferential market access for DCs and LDCs[1] exclusively
via the GSP. Moreover, unlike the EU, Switzerland has no GSP+, and no “everything but arms”
initiative. The tariff lines entitled to preferential treatment also differ in contents and scope.
Consequently, Switzerland’s GSP can essentially be classified into two schemes.

The first scheme applies to the DCs, with preferential tariff rates being granted
depending on the product concerned. Between 2002 and 2011, the coverage rate[2] for HS
chapters 01 to 24 averaged 34 percent according to the WTO Integrated Database
(WTO, 2014). Of all tariff lines eligible for preferential treatment, an average of around
50 percent were exempt from duty. The second scheme is geared to the LDCs and can be
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compared with the EU’s “everything but arms” initiative. Since 1 April 2007, the LDCs have
been granted duty-free and quota-free market access as part of the second GSP scheme for
all tariff lines with the exception of weapons. Moreover, the LDCs are not bound by seasonal
restrictions (Häberli, 2008). Between 2002 and 2007, the product coverage rate for HS
chapters 01 to 24 was 84 percent on average (WTO, 2014), with an average of around
40 percent of the tariff lines being duty-free.

Because Switzerland’s utilization of GSP preferences entails the overcoming of bureaucratic
hurdles, the main focus of this article is to determine whether the quality of a favored nation’s
institutions contributes to a significant increase in the utilization rate of the Swiss GSP.
To investigate this, we use basic variables of the economic gravity equation as done in most
studies involving an empirical evaluation of the utilization of preferential trade arrangements
(PTAs) such as the GSP (e.g. Gasiorek et al., 2010; Manchin, 2006). A detailed description of
literature including determinants potentially influencing the utilization rate can be found in the
Appendix. Furthermore, the indicator “utilization rate” is calculated as the ratio between
imports which de facto entered under GSP and GSP-eligible imports. We therefore consider it
appropriate to adapt basic variables of the economic gravity model for the current issue.

To our knowledge, Manchin (2006) is the only publication which, in passing, takes up the
subject of “institutional quality” as part of an analysis of EU trade preferences (GSP and Lomé
Convention) vis-à-vis the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States (ACP countries) over
the period 1992 to 2001 beyond the variables “GDP” and “GDP per capita.” The institutional
quality of a state in terms of overcoming bureaucratic hurdles can have a positive effect on the
utilization rate of PTAs. The results obtained by Manchin (2006), however, which cite the
Economic Freedom Index (EFI) provided by the Fraser Institute, show that institutional
quality has an equivocal effect on the utilization rate of the EU’s preferential trade systems.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. First, Section 2 describes the
underlying data used. Section 3 presents stylized facts on the evolution of DCs’ and LDCs’
utilization rates during 2002-2011 (Subsection 3.1) and on the correlation of Good
Governance indicators (Subsection 3.2). In a following step, the concept of “Good
Governance” is elucidated and related to the present issue (Section 4). Section 5 presents the
empirical strategy with a focus on dealing with zero values. Here, we provide information on
the Poisson Pseudo Maximum Likelihood (PPML) estimator (Subsection 5.1) and on the
Heckman selection model (Subsection 5.2). In the following Section 6, the regression results
for the PPML estimator (Subsection 6.1) and the Heckman selection model (Subsection 6.2)
are presented and discussed. To conclude, the essential findings are summarized in brief
and policy recommendations are given based on the findings of the study (Section 7).

2. Data
The “utilization rate” at the product level is chosen as the dependent variable. GSP imports
and GSP-eligible imports are the basis for calculating the “utilization rate” and are obtained
from the Swiss-Impex database (SCA, 2015). The data set contains annual observations.
Switzerland’s foreign trade statistics were methodically converted from producing country
to country of origin in 2012. This methodological change in the foreign trade statistics has
some strong effects on the export values of the DCs and LDCs. To ensure comparability of
the results, the year 2012 is excluded from this analysis. The utilization rate is calculated
based on the following formula:

URijt ¼
Pref erential GSPijt

Eligible GSPijt

� �
� 100 (1)

where URijt denotes the utilization rate of country i of product j at time t. Preferential GSPijt
represents the actual trade flows introduced under GSP conditions, and Eligible GSPijt the
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GSP-eligible trade flows of country i and product j at time t. The value “utilization rate”
varies between 0 and 100 percent (UNCTAD, 1999).

The “preference margin” is calculated based on the data set of the SCA. This data set
was specially prepared for this paper. Because of the different tariffs which exist for the
different usages of a product (e.g. human consumption or technical usage), the highest
tariffs are chosen in all cases. This assumption can lead to biases when calculating the
“preference margin” because the tariff for human consumption is in all cases higher than
any other tariff. The preference margin is calculated based on the following formula:

Pref erence Margin ¼ 1þ Tarif f MFN�Tarif f GSPð Þ (2)

where the MFN tariff represents the tariff for all WTO members, whereas the GSP tariff is
granted only to the DCs and LDCs included in the GSP. The GSP tariff is at least equal to
the MFN rate. As a rule, however, it is lower than the MFN tariff where the latter is not
equal to zero (Olarreaga and Özden, 2005). Because Switzerland applies specific tariffs,
one would expect to compute “ad-valorem equivalents” (AVEs). AVEs express specific
taxes in percentages. The level of the AVE depends on the unit value (e.g. 1 kg), which is a
proxy for the import price (International Trade Centre, 2010). As unit values vary, the
preference margin calculated based on AVEs likewise varies, which, in consequence,
causes an unnecessary variation of this independent variable. Consequently, we use
specific tariffs and do not calculate AVEs.

The independent variables “GDP” and “population” are obtained from a data set of the
World Bank (2014). “Distance” and “common official language” originated from a data set of
the French Center d’Études Prospectives et d’Informations Internationales (Mayer and
Zignago, 2011). The variable “economic remoteness” originates from a data set of the
World Bank (2014). The economic remoteness according to Head of trade partner c can be
formalized by the following equation:

Remotec ¼
X

k
GDPc

GDPw
Distanceck (3)

where k is an index running above all trade partners (including c),Distanceck is the distance from
trading partner c to k, and GDPc / GDPw denotes trading partner c’s share of worldwide GDP.

The WGI is derived from The World Bank (2013). The scale of this index ranges from 0
(lowest rank) to 100 (highest rank). The arithmetic mean is calculated based on
the values of the six dimensions of the WGI. The WGI covers on average 200 countries
(World Bank, 2013).

The IEF is published by the Wall Street Journal and the Heritage Foundation. The scale
of this index ranges from 0 (repressed) to 100 ( free). The economic freedom is based on ten
quantitative and qualitative factors which are categorized in four dimensions. The IEF
covers 186 countries (Heritage Foundation, 2014).

The HDI is published by the UNDP (2014) and is based on the “capability approach” by
Sen (1999). The scale ranges from 0 (low human development) to 1 (very high human
development). The HDI is calculated as the geometric mean based on the following three
indices: a health index, an education index and an index which is based on Gross National
Income (GNI). The HDI covers 186 countries.

3. Stylized facts
3.1 The evolution of DCs’ and LDCs’ utilization rate during 2002-2011
Based on the formula presented in Section 2, we calculate annual average utilization rates
for DCs and LDCs for HS chapters 01 to 24 during 2002-2011. Figure 1 shows the
corresponding evolution of the DCs’ and LDCs’ utilization rates during 2002-2011.
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First, it is clear that DCs’ and LDCs’ annual average utilization rates in the agro-food sector
prove to be somewhat volatile during 2002-2011. Even though the average product coverage
for DCs during 2002-2011 is lower than for LDCs (see Section 1), DCs capture higher annual
average utilization rates during 2002 to 2009. A strong slump in LDCs’ utilization rate can be
observed between 2004 and 2005. The utilization rate drops from 28 percent in 2004 to
15 percent in 2005. Afterwards, LDCs’ utilization rate rises continuously. The peak of LDCs’
utilization rate is reached in 2005 with nearly 50 percent. In contrast, DCs reach their highest
utilization rate of nearly 65 percent in 2007. Afterwards, DCs’ utilization rate drops and, as
from 2010, LDCs gain higher utilization rates than DCs. From 2002 to 2011, on average
46 percent of preferences under Switzerland’s GSP in the agricultural and food sector are
utilized for DCs whereas on average 36 percent are utilized for LDCs.

In general, DCs’ utilization rates tend to be high in markets with medium processed
products such as HS chapter 02 “Meat and edible meat offal” and in markets with highly
processed products such as HS chapter 19 “Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk” or
HS chapter 20 “Preparations of vegetables, fruits, nuts or other plants.” In contrast, DCs’
rates tend to be low or equal to zero in markets with low processed products such as HS
chapter 10 “Cereals” or HS chapter 12 “Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits.” The same holds true
for LDCs’ utilization rates. Corresponding utilization rates tend to be high in markets with
highly processed products (e.g. HS chapters 19 “Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or
milk,” 20 “Preparations of vegetables, fruits, nuts or other plants” and 21 Miscellaneous
edible preparations) and low in markets with low processed products (e.g. HS chapter 12
“Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits”) (detailed calculations of the utilization rate by sector are
available upon request).

3.2 The correlation of good governance indicators
Because utilizing trade preferences is associated with bureaucratic obstacles in the form of
proof of origin, proof of direct shipment and other non-tariff barriers (NTBs) to trade, we
are mainly interested in the effect of a nation’s institutional quality depicted by three
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and LDCs’ utilization
rate during 2002-2011
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Good Governance indicators (WGI, IEF and HDI) on utilizing trade preferences. In this
context, the question arises if these indicators are positively correlated with each other, and
if these indicators measure (nearly) the same level of the institutional quality of a nation.
Accordingly, Figure 2 presents the pairwise correlation of these three Good Governance
indicators depicted by three scatter plots. For the pairwise correlation we use data sets
which covered the time period from 2002 to 2011 and which include all countries (including
industrialized countries).

It is evident that the three Good Governance indicators are correlated positively with
each other. However, only the relationship between the WGI and IEF is more or less linear;
the relationships between the HDI and WGI, and between the HDI and IEF, tend to be less
linear. For instance, some countries show a relatively high HDI which ranges between
0.6 and 0.8, but the same countries end up with a low WGI which ranges between 10.0 and
20.0. This seems to be a contradiction because effective political institutions free from
corruption represented by the WGI should lead to a high level of human development
represented by the HDI.

To measure the strength of the linear relationship between the three Good Governance
indicators, we use Pearson’s product-moment coefficient r which can range between +1 and
‒1 depending on whether the relationship is positive or negative, respectively. In contrast to
Spearman’s correlation coefficient, which determines the strength and direction of a
monotonic relationship between two variables, Pearson’s correlation coefficient measures
the strength and direction of a linear relationship between two variables. A correlation
coefficient between 0.1 and 0.3 indicates a low strength of a linear relationship, a correlation
coefficient between 0.3 and 0.5 a medium strength of a linear relationship and a coefficient
between 0.5 and 1.0 a high strength of a linear relationship (the same holds true for negative
values of r) (Lund and Lund, 2013a, b). Table I shows the corresponding Pearson’s pairwise
product-moment correlation coefficients for the three Good Governance indicators used in
this study.

As mentioned above, the positive correlation between the WGI and IEF visually
observed by the scatter plots from Figure 1 is more or less linear. Accordingly, Pearson’s
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correlation coefficient r in the amount of 0.8 shows a significant and strong positive
correlation between the WGI and IEF. The positive correlation between the WGI and HDI
in the amount of 0.6 is likewise significant and strong. Only the positive correlation between
the IEF and HDI is just below the threshold which indicates a strong correlation. However,
the positive correlation between the IEF and HDI is statistically significant. To conclude, the
pairwise correlation of the three Governance indicators tends to indicate a strong and
significant positive correlation. Consequently, these three indicators measure (nearly) the
same level of the institutional quality of a nation.

4. Good Governance, institutions and utilizing trade preferences
Grethe (2001) emphasizes the threat that the reduction of classical agricultural protection
(tariffs) might enhance the possibility of NTBs being misused for protectionist purposes.
The implementation and intensification of NTBs are bound by institutional and financial
preconditions. Utilizing unilateral or bilateral trade preferences also generates costs
(costs of compliance) for obtaining the certificate of origin (rules of origin) and the
certificate of direct transport. These costs could be seen as NTBs. Exporters in DCs and
LDCs in particular consider NTBs in the form of additional trade documents
(e.g. certificates of origin and of direct shipment) as a major trade barrier (UNCTAD, 2013).
The decision whether or not to utilize the GSP system is made by the exporter. Providing
information on the current GSP system and on impending changes in the system is the
responsibility of state institutions. The same holds true for the creation of framework
conditions for overcoming other NTBs. Bureaucratic hurdles, particularly the restrictive rules
of origin, are a significant obstacle to utilization of the GSP. According to Häberli (2008),
the opportunities offered by the GSP are largely unknown in most of the responsible state
institutions and among DC and LDC exporters. The same, however, applies to importers in the
respective industrial nations. An exporter’s decision whether or not to utilize trade preferences
depends on the preference margin. A rationally behaved (i.e. profit-maximizing) exporter
chooses to take advantage of trade preferences only if at the margin the tariff discount
(preference margin) compensates for the costs of compliance associated with all preferential
trade agreements (bilateral or unilateral). The main point of preferential trade systems
granted exclusively to the DCs and LDCs is to overcome bureaucratic hurdles through
suitable state institutions in order to achieve an economic advantage through reduced duty,
or no duty whatsoever.

Because the creation of institutional framework conditions is a remit of the state and the
quality of institutions is decisive for positive social and economic development, the Good
Governance of the GSP-favored country is depicted in the regression equation. Here, the
“Good Governance” concept of the World Bank’s WGI is used. According to the WGI, Good
Governance encompasses the following six dimensions: “voice and accountability,”
“political stability and absence of violence,” “government effectiveness,” “regulatory
quality,” “rule of law” and “control of corruption.” In this context, Good Governance is the
precondition for creating state institutions to achieve sustainable development in the DCs
and LDCs. Acemoglu and Robinson (2012) distinguish between “inclusive” and “extractive”
institutions, with only the former being a guarantor of sustainable development. The Good

HDI WGI IEF

HDI 1.000 (1,618)
WGI 0.649*** (1,614) 1.000 (1,679)
IEF 0.496*** (1,496) 0.804*** (1,539) 1.000 (1,540)
Notes: Number of observations are given in parentheses. *po10 percent; **po5 percent; ***po1 percent

Table I.
Pearson’s pairwise
product-moment
correlation coefficients
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Governance concept thus encompasses the aspect of distributive justice in that the resulting
inclusive state institutions ensure that each citizen has the same real opportunities to
participate in economic and social processes. In the present paper, we assume that high
“Good Governance indicator” values lead virtually automatically to better performance of a
state in the area of trade policy. This is especially relevant in the context of development
policy because political instability and lack of access to media information in most DCs and
LDCs promote corruption and prevent the creation of suitable state institutions to
counteract social and economic underdevelopment (Pellegrini and Gerlagh, 2007; Control
Risks, 2014). According to Weller and Ulmer (2008), however, there may not always
necessarily be a connection between “Good Governance” on the one hand and “trade
creation” or “utilizing trade preferences” on the other. Indonesia, for example, experienced
economic growth under a corrupt dictatorship, and China has been able to attract foreign
investors despite persistent corruption. Thus, we can logically assume that nations with a
low per capita GDP may still have a political system of high institutional quality, especially
because the concept of “Good Governance” does not focus exclusively on positive influence
on trade policy, such as posited in this paper (UNESCAP, 2014).

Whereas the WGI and IEF focus directly on the World Bank’s definitions of “Good
Governance,” the HDI and the level of social and economic development of a state which it
depicts are to be understood as the result of inclusive state institutions. In this context,
Williams and Siddique (2008) highlights the strengths and limits of individual “Good
Governance indicators,” pointing out for example the strengths and weaknesses of the Fraser
Institute’s EFI, which is closest to the IEF from a methodological perspective[3]. The question
of which Good Governance indicator is appropriate for which study in which context is not
answered unequivocally. It is therefore up to the individual scientist in which context and for
what question/issue to use such Good Governance indicators for the modeling of trade-related
circumstances focusing on institutional quality. In this context, Ritzel et al. (2018) argue that
estimating trade liberalization is usually plagued by selection bias. A cutback of tariff barriers
on trade in the framework of bilateral Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) is not randomized, since
countries select themselves into FTAs. In contrast to bilateral FTAs, GSP-benefiting DCs and
LDCs do not select themselves into the status of an LDC or DC and the decision whether a
country is included in the LDCs, or graduates from the Swiss GSP, is based on three
threshold-based inclusion criteria (per capita income, economic vulnerability, and human
development) that are defined by the UNDP. Using the HDI as a proxy for UN LDC status
criteria solves the selection problem, so the authors are able to provide an unbiased estimate of
reduced trade policy uncertainty on the level of Bangladesh’s preferential textile exports. As the
findings of Section 3.2 unequivocally indicate a positive pairwise correlation of the Good
Governance indicators used in this study, the IEF andWGI likewise solve the selection problem.

5. Empirical strategy – dealing with zero values
Because the utilization rate can be equal to zero, it is inappropriate to use Ordinary Least-
Squares (OLS) (the sample contains around 55 percent zero values). Consequently, we
estimate our models using PPML with pooled panel data as baseline estimation (Section 5.1).
As an additional robustness check, Shepherd suggests using the Heckman selection
model (Section 5.2).

5.1 Poisson Pseudo maximum likelihood
The PPML technique is able to control for zero values and heteroscedasticity which is
common for trade data (Silva and Tenreyro, 2006). Therefore, the PPML estimator provides
consistent estimates of nonlinear models such as gravity. Although the dependent variable
for the PPML regression is specified as utilization rate levels rather than logarithms, the
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coefficient of any independent variables entered in logarithms can still be interpreted as
simple elasticities.

First, we estimate the following equation using a pooled sample by not considering the
country group effect:

URijt ¼ b0þg GoodGovitþd Gravityitþy GSPijtþeijt (4)

where i denotes the trading partners from the GSP, j denotes the product on HS 8 digit
level and t denotes the time. URijt is the utilization rate of a GSP-benefiting country
calculated on HS 8 digit level. GoodGovit represents the institutional quality of a nation
depicted separately by the WGI, IEF and HDI. All of these indicators are included
separately in our model. We hypothesize that the higher the institutional quality of a
GSP-benefiting country (the higher the value of the WGI, IEF or HDI), the better a
GSP-benefiting country is able to overcome NTBs and so the higher is the utilization rate
for a given product and year.

Gravityit is a vector of gravity controls, containing the economic size of a trading partner
represented by the GDPit, the population of a GSP-benefiting country (Populationit), the
bilateral distance (Distancei) between the capital city of a GSP-benefiting country to the
Swiss capital Bern and the MTR term (Remotenessit), which measures the trade barriers that
each country faces with respect to all its trading partners. Furthermore, Gravityit contains
Official Languageit which is a dummy variable that indicates whether a GSP-benefiting
country has the same official language as Switzerland. The dummy variable takes the
value 1 if a GSP-benefiting country has the same official language and the value 0 otherwise
(Tinbergen, 1962).

GSPijt represents a vector of GSP-related controls, containing the level of GSP-eligible trade
of a GSP-benefiting country measured in CHF (GSPeligibleijt), the preference margin
(Preference marginijt) and a binary dummy variable Regional cumulationit, that takes the value
of one for countries which are permitted regional cumulation within the Swiss GSP, and zero
otherwise. Finally, GSPijt contains three product-related dummy variables less, medium and
highly processed (primaryjt, medium processedjt and highly processedjt). We exclude the
dummy variable which indicates whether or not a product is less processed (primaryjt) from
the regression equation as the base category to estimate the effect of medium and highly
processed products in relation to less processed products. ɛijt represents the residual term for
unobserved characteristics of a country i, product j at time t (Note: Continuous variables are
transformed into logs; product-related dummy variables are excluded from model variations
where product fixed effects are added to the model).

Second, to identify the country group effect for DCs (and in turn for LDCs) for each
independent variable, we use interaction terms. Including an interaction term reflects a
theory that the impact of one x (e.g. the preference margin) is conditional upon the
specific value of the other x (the country group status of the DCs) (McDaniel, 2016).
The corresponding models take the following basic form represented by Equation (5):

URijt ¼ b0þb1Xijtþb2DCitþb3 Xijt � DCit
� �þeijt (5)

where Xijt contains all binary and continuous variables used in Equation (4). As mentioned
above, to identify the country group effect of DCs, we interact each x with the binary
variable DCit. Here, we calculate the marginal effects for a nonlinear combination of
estimators for each x (Xijt + (DCit � Xijt)).

5.2 Heckman selection model
Another way of looking at the zero value problem is the solution proposed by Heckman (1979).
This solution amounts to a two-step procedure. The first step is to estimate the probability of
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preference eligibility and utilization, using a probit estimator. We thus obtain the following
selection equation:

Prob dijt ¼ 1
� � ¼ F b0þg GoodGovitþ d Gravityitþy GSPijtþeijt

� �
(6)

dijt ¼ 1 if pijt40

dijt ¼ 0 if pijt ¼ 0 (7)

where pijt is a latent (observed) dummy variable, that takes the value of one if the export flow
for a given product was GSP-eligible and the GSP is utilized, and zero if the export flow for a
given product is GSP-eligible and the GSP is not utilized. dijt is an (unobserved) dummy
variable equal to unity for those observations that are in the sample, and zero for those that
are not. The estimates of the probit model are then used to calculate the inverse Mill’s ratio
(ϕ/Φ) which corresponds to the probability of a selection variable being omitted from the
original equation. Here, the institutional quality of a nation depicted by GoodGovit and the
standard variables of the gravity equation depicted by Gravityit serve as exclusion
restrictions, which affect the selection (GSP eligibility of a country and product and GSP
utilization). The inclusion of these variables solves the omitted variable bias and produces
estimates that are consistent in the presence of a non-random sample.

In a second step the Heckman selection model estimates an OLS model by means of the
inverse Mill’s ratio, where the sample is restricted to export flows which are GSP-eligible
and where the GSP is utilized. Consequently, we obtain the following outcome equation:

log URijt ¼ b0þyGSPijtþeijt40 (8)

By now, the outcome equation of the Heckman selection model only contains positive values
of the utilization rate (logURijt is missing if pijt ¼ 0) and variables which are exclusively
related to the GSP scheme and provide incentives to export under preferential conditions
and consequently affect the level of the utilization rate. Once the trade contract is
established and the exporter has overcome bureaucratic obstacles associated with the GSP,
the outcome equation of the Heckman two-step procedure allows us to obtain an unbiased
estimate of the relationship between the utilization rate and the preference margin because
Good Governance indicators used in the selection equation solve the selection problem
(see Section 4). Consequently, the outcome equation only contains variables which affect the
level of the utilization rate once preferences are demanded. Note: We do not integrate
interaction terms to identify the DCs’ or LDCs’ country effect into the Heckman selection
model procedure; this is because, in particular, model variations where product fixed effects
are included in the model do not achieve convergence.

6. Results and discussion
This section provides regression results for the baseline reference estimations from PPML
(Subsection 6.1) and the additional robustness check estimations from the Heckman
selection model (Subsection 6.2).

6.1 Results for Poisson Pseudo maximum likelihood
Table II presents PPML regression results for the individual Good Governance indicators
(WGI, IEF and HDI) without interaction terms, whereas Table III presents PPML regression
results with interaction terms to identify the country group effects. To improve clarity, we
do not report detailed regression results and therefore focus on the effect of the individual
Good Governance indicators. Detailed results with and without interaction terms are
available upon request. Furthermore, we do not report results where we simultaneously
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integrated time and product fixed effects into the model (corresponding results are likewise
available upon request).

The variable “Good Governance”, which reflects the WGI, IEF and HDI, shows – over all
model variations without interaction terms – the expected positive sign and is highly significant.
The results show that the institutional quality of a GSP-benefiting country is supportive for
utilizing the GSP. GSP-benefiting countries with high institutional quality are apparently better
informed about the options of the Swiss GSP and are better able to overcome the bureaucratic
obstacles in the form of proof of origin and proof of direct shipment. In consequence,
GSP-benefiting countries with high institutional quality have a high utilization rate and are able
to achieve an economic benefit in the form of low tariffs or duty-free market access.
This potential economic benefit can lead to competitive advantages in the form of lower prices in
comparison with exporters in industrialized countries, which do not benefit from the GSP.
The positive effect of “Good Governance” on utilizing trade preferences remains positive when
using interaction terms to identify the individual country group effect. For DCs and LDCs, the
effect of “Good Governance” is positive across all model variations. However, for the DCs this
effect is always highly significant, whereas for the LDCs the effect of the HDI is positive but only
significant for the model variation with time and product fixed effects (corresponding detailed
regression results are available upon request).

The variables “GSP-eligible trade” and “preference margin” show the expected positive
signs and are highly significant. These results support our assumption that the costs of
compliance affect the exporter’s decision whether or not to demand trade preferences.
For instance, a 10 percent increase in the “preference margin” leads to an increase in the
utilization rate by on average 1.5 percent. Adding FE to the model intensifies the positive
effect of the “preference margin” for all model variations. Likewise, a 10 percent increase in
“GSP-eligible trade” leads to a 0.3 percent increase in the “utilization rate.” Therefore, trade
preferences are demanded in cases where the GSP-eligible trade flow and the preference
margin are high. The positive effect of the preference margin and GSP-eligible trade is
stronger for the LDCs. This is because LDCs are granted more GSP-eligible tariff lines and
higher preference margins than DCs (Ritzel and Kohler, 2017).

The dummy variable “regional cumulation”which focuses on proof of origin, especially for
more highly processed products, shows the expected positive sign and is highly significant.

Independent
variable WGI (1) WGI (2) IEF (1) IEF (2) HDI (1) HDI (2)

GoodGov DCs 0.235*** (0.034) 0.317*** (0.033) 0.477*** (0.087) 0.643*** (0.086) 0.248*** (0.059) 0.764*** (0.074)
GoodGov LDCs 0.299*** (0.073) 0.300*** (0.072) 0.895** (0.407) 0.990** (0.422) 0.127 (0.152) 0.187 (0.151)
Time FE No Yes No Yes No Yes
Product FE No No No No No No
No. obs. 26,288 26,288 26,154 26,154 25,844 25,844
Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. *po10 percent; **po5 percent; ***po1 percent

Table III.
PPML regression
results for
Good Governance
indicators using
interaction terms

Independent
variable WGI (1) WGI (2) IEF (1) IEF (2) HDI (1) HDI (2)

GoodGov 0.325*** (0.030) 0.382*** (0.031) 0.525*** (0.083) 0.611*** (0.087) 0.562*** (0.055) 1.018*** (0.065)
Time FE No Yes No Yes No Yes
Product FE No No No No No No
No. obs. 26,288 26,288 26,154 26,154 25,844 25,844
Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. *po10 percent; **po5 percent; ***po1 percent

Table II.
PPML regression
results for
Good Governance
indicators without
interaction terms
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Consequently, a country which is a member of the ASEAN and is therefore covered by the
regional cumulation in the Swiss GSP gains a higher utilization rate than countries which are
not covered by the regional cumulation. However, the positive effect of this variable is damped
but remains statistically significant when time and product FE are added to the model.
Product FE in particular allows us to control for such product-related aspects, so that a
damping of this variable’s effect is the logical consequence. Here again, the positive effect is
stronger for the LDCs.

Given that proof of origin is easier to provide for “low processed” products (e.g. commodities),
the product-related dummy variables “medium processed” and “highly processed” which
likewise focus on the rules of origin (proof of origin) show unexpected positive signs. This
implies that the Swiss GSP is better utilized in the case of medium and highly processed
products. This could be because medium and highly processed products have higher price and
preference margins.

The variable “GDP” is highly significant and shows an unexpected negative sign in the
case of the model variation without interaction terms. The variable “population” is likewise
significant and shows the expected positive sign. This implies that highly populated DCs
and LDCs with low GDP are particularly likely to show high utilization rates, and vice versa.
The “poorer” DCs and LDCs are more focused on realizing the above-mentioned economic
benefit which results from lower tariffs or duty-free market access. By using interaction
terms to identify the individual country group effect of a given independent variable, the
picture changes slightly. While the effect of “GDP” remains negative for DCs, “GDP” shows
mostly a positive but not always significant effect for LDCs.

The variable “distance”, which is an approximation for transport costs, is highly
significant and shows an unexpected positive sign in the case of the model variation without
interaction terms. This implies that GSP-benefiting countries with a larger distance to
Switzerland and hence with higher transport costs have a higher utilization rate than those
with a smaller distance. Here again, the effect of “distance” changes when using interaction
terms. While the effect of “distance” remains positive for DCs, “distance” consistently shows
a positive effect for LDCs.

The variable “common official language” is highly significant and initially shows an
unexpected negative sign. Although the presence of at least one common official language in
a DC or LDC creates better conditions to deal with bureaucratic obstacles associated with
the GSP, it has a negative effect on the level of the utilization rate. However, the picture
likewise changes when using interaction terms to identify the country group effect. While
the effect of “common official language” remains negative for DCs, “common official
language” consistently shows a positive effect for LDCs. This implies that LDCs which have
the same official language as Switzerland achieve higher utilization rates than DCs which
likewise have the same official language as Switzerland.

At first glance, estimation results concerning the signs of the standard gravity variables
are surprising. However, our analysis focuses on the trade performance of the world’s
poorest countries, so that one cannot expect the same estimation results as in studies
analyzing the trade performance of industrialized countries. The relevant literature on
evaluations of the effectiveness of PTAs (see Appendix) indicates that thematically similar
studies likewise produce ambiguous estimation results.

6.2 Results for the Heckman selection model
Table IV presents regression results of Good Governance indicators for the selection
equation of the Heckman selection model where the probability of preference eligibility and
utilization is estimated by means of a probit model. Here again, to improve clarity, we do not
report detailed regression results and therefore focus on the effect of the individual
Good Governance indicators. Detailed results for the selection and outcome equations are
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available upon request. Furthermore, we do not report results where we simultaneously
integrated time and product FE into the model (corresponding detailed regression results
are available upon request).

In general, it can be stated that sample selection bias seems not to be a serious problem.
A sample selection only creates bias if the error terms of the selection and outcome
equations are correlated. That information is contained in the estimate of ρ. An estimate of
ρ that is large in absolute values (up to a maximum of one) suggests that the
sample selection is a major problem in the data set used. Likewise, the null hypothesis
that ρ is equal to zero cannot be rejected. This implies that the error terms of the
selection and outcome equations are uncorrelated (this holds true for all model variations).

Results of the selection equation, where the probability of preference eligibility and
utilization is estimated by means of a probit model, show the same signs and approximately
the same magnitudes of the estimators as indicated by PPML estimations (results of the
selection equation are available upon request). Similar to the estimation results of the PPML
model, the institutional quality of a nation depicted separately by the WGI, IEF and HDI
significantly increases the probability that an exporter overcomes bureaucratic obstacles
(proof of origin and proof of direct shipment) and utilizes the GSP.

Results of the outcome equation (corresponding detailed regression results are
available upon request) indicate that the positive and highly significant effect of the
“preference margin” increases when time and product FE are added to the model.
Accordingly, a 10 percent increase in the “preference margin” leads to an increase in the
utilization rate by on average 0.9 percent. In contrast to PPML estimations, the variable
“GSP-eligible trade” shows an unexpected negative sign and is highly significant.
We assume that the size of “GSP-eligible trade” plays a tangential role compared to the
“preference margin” when the sample is restricted to positive values of the utilization
rate. The variable “regional cumulation” which focuses on the rules of origin shows a
negative sign for most of the model variations. However, this negative effect is only
significant for the model variation where the WGI is included in the model. The product-
related dummy variables “medium processed” and “highly processed” which likewise
focus on the rules of origin (proof of origin) show unexpected positive signs. In
accordance with PPML results, this likewise implies that the Swiss GSP is better
utilized in the case of medium and highly processed products. As mentioned above, this
could be because medium and highly processed products have higher price and
preference margins.

7. Conclusions and policy recommendations
The main objective of this study is to demonstrate that the institutional quality in a nation is
an important element in utilizing trade preferences granted to DCs and LDCs. In this
context, our results unequivocally indicate that the institutional quality of a nation depicted
by the Good Governance indicators is indispensable in order to overcome NTBs in the form
of export certificates such as proof of origin and proof of direct shipment. For all model

Independent
variable WGI (1) WGI (2) IEF (1) IEF (2) HDI (1) HDI (2)

GoodGov 0.171*** (0.023) 0.209*** (0.024) 0.683*** (0.077) 0.716*** (0.078) 0.423*** (0.047) 0.657*** (0.054)
Time FE No Yes No Yes No Yes
Product FE No No No No No No
No. obs. 26,288 26,288 26,154 26,154 25,844 25,844
Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. *po10 percent; **po5 percent; ***po1 percent

Table IV.
Heckman regression
results for
Good Governance
indicators without
interaction terms
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variations, the variable “Good Governance” shows a significant and positive effect on the
level of the utilization rate. Therefore, exporters from a country with high institutional
quality are more likely to gain benefits from the GSP than exporters from a country with low
institutional quality. Furthermore, our results indicate that “poorer”, highly populated DCs
and LDCs with high institutional quality and low productivity in the agricultural sector
utilize the GSP more often than other DCs and LDCs. By implication, “wealthier”, less
populated and more productive DCs and LDCs with low institutional quality tend to export
under the MFN scheme, where no costs of compliance occur, rather than under the GSP
scheme. In particular, the negative effect of the variable GDP is surprising, because this
variable is often used as an approximation for the institutional quality of a nation.
Consequently, we believe that the GDP is merely an indicator for the economic or export
performance of a nation and therefore should be understood as a purely economic
performance indicator, which does not capture the institutional quality of a nation.

The “preference margin”, which represents the main incentive to export under
preferential conditions, compensates the costs of compliance associated with the GSP and
causes an additional benefit for the importer, has a consistent and positive effect on the level
of the utilization rate. Furthermore, results unequivocally indicate that the GSP is utilized
even more in the case of medium and highly processed products. In particular, the
application of the Heckman selection model makes it clear that, once trade contracts are
established and an exporter has overcome bureaucratic obstacles in the form of proof of
origin and proof of direct shipment, the “preference margin” appears as the main incentive
to export under preferential conditions granted by the GSP. While the effect of the size of
“GSP-eligible trade” has a positive and significant effect in the case of the PPML
estimations, the effect turns negative when the sample is restricted to positive values of the
utilization rate in the case of the outcome equation of the Heckman selection model. This
finding encourages our confidence that the “preference margin” acts as the main incentive
for exporting under preferential conditions.

To promote socio-economic development in DCs and LDCs granting unilateral trade
preferences is an important element in integrating these countries into the world markets.
Unilateral trade preferences and its according reduced tariffs and zero tariffs can be
considered as a competitive advantage for DCs and LDCs over competitors from
industrialized countries. Especially institutions such as the WTO, the World Bank or the
UN emphasize the positive correlation between increasing trade activities and accelerating
socio-economic development. Agro-food exports can be regarded as a first step to
increase income in DCs and LDCs. In turn, higher incomes enable higher savings which
can be translated in higher investments. However, granting unilateral trade preferences
via the GSP should not be the only element of Swiss (trade and) development policy.
Furthermore, Swiss development policy should also focus on assistance in building
production and trade capacity so that DCs and LDCs are able to participate more
effectively in international trade. According to the WTO (2017) without assistance in
building production and trade capacity “these countries won’t be able to expand the
quantity and quality of goods and services they can supply to the world markets at
competitive prices.” Therefore, assistance in building production and trade capacity
should encompass investments in human capital, institutional quality and infrastructure
(WTO, 2017). Consequently, improved trade-related institutions and infrastructure should
put DCs and LDCs in a position to overcome NTBs and to benefit from a competitive
advantage resulting from unilateral trade preferences.

Notes

1. The EU also offers preferential market access for “countries of the western Balkans”, Pakistan, and
the Republic of Moldova (WTO, 2014).
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2. The “coverage rate” is the percentage of products eligible for preferential treatment out of the total
number of dutiable products (UNCTAD, 1999).

3. Because the methodology of the EFI is similar to that of the IEF, we refrain from using the EFI in
this article.
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Appendix. Literature survey on the utilization of PTAs

Corresponding author
Christian Ritzel can be contacted at: christian.ritzel@agroscope.admin.ch

Independent variable Expected effect Factual effect Publication

GDP + + and − Manchin (2006)
Population + + and − Manchin (2006)
GDP per capita + + and − Gasiorek et al. (2010)
Distance − − Gasiorek et al. (2010)
Transport costs − − Gasiorek et al. (2010)
Remoteness − − Hakobyan (2012)
Common border + + Gasiorek et al. (2010)
Former colony + + Gasiorek et al. (2010)
Common language + + and − Gasiorek et al. (2010)
Other preference systems − − OECD (2005)
Preference margin + + OECD (2005)

Manchin (2006)
Bureau et al. (2007)
Gasiorek et al. (2010)
Keck and Lendle (2012)

Preference eligible trade + + OECD (2005)
Bureau et al. (2007)
Nilsson (2012)
Keck and Lendle (2012)

Regional cumulation + + Hakobyan (2012)
Primary product + + and − Nilsson (2012)

Keck and Lendle (2012)
Hakobyan (2012)

Highly processed product − + Bureau et al. (2007)
Product category + or − + and − Manchin (2006)

Nilsson (2012)
Institutional quality (EFI) + + and − Manchin (2006)

Table AI.
Relevant literature
for regression models
explaining the level of
the utilization rate as
a dependent variable
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