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Abstract

This paper examines the impact of the 4th and 5th extensions in European Union (EU) on
the trade flows of member and non-member countries. Specifically, the paper tests whether
the 4th and 5th extensions in the EU cause trade diversion or trade creation. Moreover, the
paper examines whether the trade creation and trade diversion effects of these extensions
are similar across the extensions and across the new members joining in these two exten-
sions. Applying the correctly-specified fixed effect gravity model on the data of imports
and exports of the EU countries for the period 1988-2008, we found that, in most of com-
modity groups, the EU boosts trade among member countries at the cost of lowering the
trade with non-member countries. However, the increase in trade with member countries is
higher than the decrease in the trade with non-member countries. Moreover, we found that
trade creation and trade diversion effects vary across the extensions in the EU, across the
commodity groups and across the members joining the EU in 4th and 5th extensions.

JEL Classification: F1, F5, F6, F15.
Key Words: Economic Integration, Trade Creation, Trade Diversion.

I. Introduction

Regionalism has re-emerged as one of the key developments in international
trade relations. A total of 511 Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs) have been no-
tified to World Trade Organization (WTO) as of January, 2012, out of which 319
RTA are in force. The mushroom growth of RTAs in the world and an unprece-
dented increase in the share of global trade taking place among the members of
these RTAs catch the attention of researchers and economists to test the effects of
RTAs on trade flows. Several studies have explored the theoretical and empirical
relationship between economic integration and trade flows to seek the answers of
questions such as how an RTA affects the trade flows of members and non-member
countries? What are the channels through which an RTA affects th e trade? Viner
(1950), Lipsey (1957), Bhagwati (1971), Gehrels (1956), Riezman (1979) and
Kowalczyk (2000) have discussed the theoretical framework about trade creation,
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trade diversion and the welfare effects of an RTA. They have developed the con-
ditions through which we can examine whether an RTA diverts or creates trade.
Empirical investigations of RTAs and trade flows include the studies of Sayan
(1998), Keuschnigg, et al. (1996), Radelet (1997), Goto and Hamada (1999),
Watcher (2005), Nguyen and Ezaki (2005), Sarker and Jayasinghe (2007), Georges
(2008), Lee, et al. (2008), Lambert and McKoy (2009), Dattaand Kouliavtsev
(2009,) and Vollrath, et al. (2009). These studies document mixed results on the
effects of RTA on trade flows. Some studies conclude that an RTA creates trade,
whereas, the other studies provide evidence that an RTA diverts international trade.
The inconclusive findings on the effects of an RTA on trade flows motivate us to
carry out this analysis.

There are two main objectives of this paper. First, the paper aims to analyze
the trade creation and diversion effects of an RTA considering all the commodity
groups one by one. Second, it examines whether a new member of an existing RTA
creates or diverts trade. The motivation behind the first objective is that the most
of the existing studies explore the impact of RTAs on trade flows with reference
to a single commodity or a single sector while few other studies use aggregate
trade flows. However, an analysis based on a single sector will not show the com-
plete picture to understand the impact of RTAs on trade flows. Generalization of
conclusions about the effects of an RTA on trade flows, on the basis of single com-
modity or sector analysis, may lead to the wrong policy implications. Thus, in this
paper, we estimate the trade creation and trade diversion effects of the European
Union (EU) considering all the ten major commodity groups classified by the Stan-
dard International Trade Classification (SITC). Our second objective is to analyze
the effects of the 4th and 5th extensions of the EU on the trade flows. We use a
correctly-specified gravity model developed by Kandogan (2005) to measure the
effect of the EU on trade flows for a panel of 27 EU member countries.

Our results show that extensions of the EU have a positive impact on inter-
national trade and increase trade among members. In particular, we found that
the EU’s extension in 1995 increased the exports to member countries and de-
creased exports to non-member countries. However, the EU’s extension in 2004
increased export to members without decreasing the exports to non-members.
Furthermore, our results show that the EU ex-tensions occurring in 1995 and in
2004 increased exports to members countries without decreasing exports to non-
members in four out of ten commodity groups. However, both the extensions of
the EU increased imports from member countries and decreased imports from
non-member countries.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II presents background
and a brief history of economic integration in the Europe. Section III presents the
literature review. The econometric methodology and data are discussed in Section
IV. Section V discusses the empirical results. Section  presents some conclusions.
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II. The background and a brief History of Economic Integration in Europe

The EUis the world’s biggest trader and account for about 40 perc ent of the
world trade. The most important factors that played a key role in increasing trade
between the European countries, and in restoring the financial position of the Euro-
pean economies were the establishment of the Organization for European Coopera-
tion (OEEC) in 1948 and the European Payment Union (EPU) in 1950. The members
of OEEC and EPU not only agreed to remove all the discriminatory trade measures
and but also agreed to reduce the trade barriers by 25 per cent of their original values.
As a result, the intra-Europe trade boomed and the volume of intra-Europe trade in
1958 reached at a level that was more than double the volume of intra-Europe trade
in 1950 [Baldwin and Wyplosz (2009)]. The tremendous growth in the trade between
the OEEC countries provided an opportunity to the member nations to accumulate
substantial dollar reserves necessary to regain their financial stability.

In spite of the fact that OEEC had succeeded in reviving the economies of mem-
ber countries, some members felt that OEEC was not enough for the deeper inte-
gration necessary to avoid future wars and for a stable restoration of the economic
strength. Thus, six members of the OEEC, Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Lux-
embourg and Netherlands moved forward and established the European Coal and
Steel Community (ECSC) in 1952 and gave their coal and steel sectors that were
considered as a backbone of the industrial economy, under a supranational authority.
Important decisions like pricing, production and trade for these two critical sectors
were given in the hands of this supranational authority.

Then, in 1957, these six countries signed two treaties in Rome and established
European Economic Community (EEC) and European Atomic Energy Community
(EAEC) and moved forward to a broader economic integration. Later, the institutions
of the ECSC and EEC and EAEC were merged into the European Communities (EC)
in 1965. Instead of coming from the members’ national parliaments, the European
Union Parliament was elected directly in the 1979 for the first time. The Rome Treaty
was a far reaching document for the integration of the Europe because in this treaty
the six nations not only had agreed to remove all tariffs and quotas on intra-EEC trade
but also agreed to adopt a common external tariff on the imports from non-member
countries. In addition, they agreed on free mobility of the labor, capital market inte-
gration, free trade in services and on a wide range of common policies. According to
the Rome Treaty, they promised to remove all quotas and tariffs on intra-EEC trade
in three stages and each stage was consisted of four years. The EEC members set a
common external tariff using simple arithmetic average of their pre-EEC tariffs. By
this formula Italy and France had to lower their tariff, Belgium, Luxembourg and
Netherlands had to raise their tariff, whereas the common external tariff of Germany
almost remained the same. As a result the unprecedented economic growth and pros-
perity started in these economies leading to an immense growth in intra-EEC trade.
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The first enlargement in EEC took place in 1973 in which Denmark, Ireland
and the United Kingdom joined the EEC. Later, Greece joined the EEC in 1981 in
the second enlargement of the EEC followed by Portugal and Spain who joined the
EEC in 1986 in the third expansion of the EEC. In the fourth enlargement of the
EU, Austria, Finland and Sweden joined the EU in 1995. The Euro zone was created
by replacing the national currencies with EURO notes and coins of 12 member
states in 2002. Another big extension in membership of EU took place in 2004 when
ten eastern and central European countries gained the membership of EU. The new
members were Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Malta,
Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia. Later in January 2007 Romania and Bulgaria joined
the EU. Croatia, Macedonia and Turkey are on the waitinglist to join the EU.

Variations in the economic sizes and in economic resources of member coun-
tries may have different trade creation and trade diversion effects when they join
the EU. Thus, in this chapter we look into how the 4th and 5th extensions in the
EU affected the trade flows of aaffiliates. How did the 4th and 5th extensions in
the EU alter the trade patterns of non-member countries? Have these extensions in
the EU membership led to trade creation or to trade diversion? We consider only
the 4th and 5th extension of the EU in this paper due to two reasons. First, thirteen
new members have joined the EU in these two extensions. Second, a comprehensive
commodity group level data of imports and exports is available from 1988 and on-
ward which covers these two extensions comprehensively.

III. Literature Review

The theoretical framework for economic integration analysis is linked with the
seminal paper of Viner (1950). Viner (1950) explains the trade creation, trade diver-
sion and the welfare effects of a customs union. He argues that if trade creation is
higher than trade diversion, then the union will raise the welfare and if trade diversion
is higher than trade creation then it will reduce the welfare of the member states.

Lipsey (1957) states that Viner (1950) has assumed fixed consumption as a suf-
ficient condition for trade-diverting custom union. Lipsey (1957) allowed substi-
tution in consumption and demonstrated that a custom union increases welfare when
trade diversion is higher than the trade creation. Bhagwati (1971) interprets Viner’s
theory under the assumption of production variability within the general equilibrium
model. He points out that in the absence of substitution in consumption the suffi-
cient condition to make custom union welfare reducing is not the fixed consumption
but fixed level of imports. Gehrels (1956) argues that if we consider only the pro-
duction effects then Viner’s analysis underestimates the benefits of a custom union
to the member countries and gives biased results.

Riezman (1979) incorporates terms of trade effects into customs union analysis
and reveals that pre-agreement small mutual trade among members is a sufficient
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condition to get benefit from a customs union. Kowalczyk (2000) also uses terms of
trade and volume of trade to explain trade creation and trade diversion effects of the
trading block. He supports the findings of Riezman (1979) and Lipsey (1957).

Baier and Bergstrand(2004) state that the net welfare gain/loss of the two coun-
tries in an FTA depends on trade creation and the trade diversion of the members
countries and has categorized three economic determinants of the trade creation
and trade diversion. Cooper (2006) divides the existing empirical findings into three
groups. The first group consists of studies that oppose the integration and consider
regional integration as a stumbling block to global trade liberalization. For instance,
Fredrik (2006), Clausing (2001), Cuyvers (1997), Leeet, et al. (2008), Datta and
Kouliavtsev (2009) and Vollrath, et al. (2009) who report trade diversion in their
analysis of the impact of regional integration on trade flows. The second group in-
cludes studies that support economic integration and considers it as a building block
to global trade liberalization. For example, Sayan (1998), Keuschnigg, et al. (1996),
Radelet (1997), Goto and Hamada (1999), Watcher (2005), Nguyen and Ezaki
(2005), Fredrik (2006), Sarker and Jayasinghe (2007), Georges (2008), Lambert
and McKoy (2009) and Vollrath, et al. (2009) have found that regional trade agree-
ments increase trade among the members of the block. The third group encircles
the papers that generally oppose the block formation because they believe that the
impact of trade liberalization on labor in import-sensitive sectors and on environ-
ment is not good instead of presenting the trade diversion effects of an association
to oppose the establishment of the union. For example, Lindsey (2004) demon-
strates that multinational corporations shift jobs to the countries where wages are
lowest and environmental regulations are not strict. Honeck (2004) shows that 19
per cent of job loss in manufacturing sector of Ohio State was due to the NAFTA-
led increase in imports to Ohio.

The effects of economic integration vary from block to block, depending on the
period of investigation, the commodities and countries involved. Soloaga and Alan
(2001) found no indication that regionalism boosts intra-block trade. Their findings
also indicate that the EU and European Free Trade Association (EFTA) result in di-
version in the case of non-fuel trade. Balassa (1967) demonstrates that the European
Common Market (ECM) promotes intra-block trade in the cases of non-durable con-
sumption and manufactured goods. In the case of machinery and transport equip-
ment, ECM boosts trade with the rest of the world. Kandogan (2005) shows that
majority of the Europe’s liberalization agreements have been welfare improving for
all the partners involved, in all sectors, particularly, in human and physical capital-
intensive sectors. Similarly, Baier and Bergstrand (2007) also have presented the ev-
idence that free trade agreements increase trade among the members.

Moreover, Baldwin and Venables (1995) state that regional integration agree-
ments seem to have generated welfare gains for the member countries but possibly
negative spillovers on to the non-member countries. Clarete, et al. (2003) estimate
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the effects of regionalism on trade flows in Asia and show that 9 out of 11 preferential
trade agreements (PTAs) divert trade. In their analysis, it turns out that only two PTAs
increase trade among members without affecting trade with the rest of the world.
Similarly, Carrere (2006) analyses seven different regional trade agreements and
found that in general, these regional trade agreements increase trade among members
and reduce trade with the rest of the world, suggesting the evidence of trade diversion.
In a similar vein, Lambert andMcKoy (2009) examine the impact of preferential
trade associations on food and agricultural trade. Their findings demonstrate that
preferential trade association formation is helpful in increasing the trade among mem-
bers as well as with non-members in both agricultural and food trade.

Cooper (2006) and Clarete, et al. (2003) argue that economic integration creates
a bigger market for the producers of member nations and generates more opportunities
for them to export their products, ultimately leading to more business and employ-
ment. Similarly, Wacziarg (1999) reports that by increasing the size of the market and
competition, trade openness policies provide an opportunity to the trading nations to
reap the expected benefits of increasing return to scale. However, the benefits of the
trade openness among the members of a custom union will be lower than the trade
openness at global level because the market size of a custom union in which a member
country can supply its products will be smaller than the size of global market.

The existing literature presents the mixed results on the effects of economic in-
tegration on trade flows. Some studies document regional economic integration
generates trade among the members without affecting the trade with non-members,
whereas, some other papers present that economic integration leads to trade diver-
sion. Most of the studies cover a single sector agriculture or manufacturing sector
in their analysis. However, comprehensive studies covering all sectors of the econ-
omy and all the commodity groups to evaluate the impact of regional trade agree-
ments on trade flows, particularly with reference to the new members joining the
existing trade agreements are scarce in the literature. The earlier studies analyze
the impact of extensions in the trade agreements on overall trade flows or on sector
level imports and exports. In this paper, we analyze the impact of the 4th and 5th
extensions of the European Union (EU) on the imports and exports of all commod-
ity groups classified by the Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) and
for each new member joining the EU in these two extensions.

IV. Empirical Model and Methodology

1. Empirical Model

We use correctly-specified fixed effect gravity model used by Kandogan (2005)
to estimate the effects of extension in the EU on the trade flows. Along with time,
importer, exporter, bilateral fixed effects, we also control for commodity-group
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fixed effects. This will capture commodity group-specific time invariant character-
istics, which affect trade flows of the commodities pertaining to that particular
group. The model is given below.

Mijts = λt + αi + γj + δij + θs + β1 Yit + β2 Yjt + β3 dij + β4 ∆eijt + β5 Rit +
β6 Rjt + β7 SIMijt + β8 RFijt + β9 COLij + β10 CLij + β11 CBij + εijt (1)

wheret, I, j , s and ij denote year, importer, exporter, commodity group, and bilateral
interaction fixed effects, respectively. Yit is real GDP of the importing country. Yjt
is real GDP of the exporting country Δeijt represents the bilateral real exchange rate,
Mijts is real imports of commodity group “s” of country i from country j at time t.
dij is the geographical distance between importing and exporting countries. Ri and
Rj are foreign exchange reserves of importing and exporting countries respectively.

SIM is a similarity index. Following the Kandogan (2005) we calculate the
SIM index

SIM = ln [1 - [Yit+Yjt

Yit ]2

-  [Yit+Yt

Yjt ]2 ] (2)

RFij denotes the relative factor endowment, which measures the distance between trad-
ing partners in terms of their relative factor endowments. RFij is calculated as.

RFij = |ln (Kit

Lit 
) - ln (Kjt

Ljt 
) | (3)

where Kit and Lit shows the capital stock and labor force of the importer country at
time t, respectively. Kjt and Ljt show the capital stock and labor force of the exporter
country at time t, respectively. When country i and country j have the same factor
endowment then RFij takes the value zero, and RF increases as the difference be-
tween the relative factor endowments of country i and j increases. In order to cal-
culate capital stock required to calculate RFij, we follow Kandogan (2005) and use
perpetual inventory method given below.

Ki1 = 5 (GFCFi0 + GFCFi1) (4)

Kit = 0.9 Ki1-1 + GFCFit (5)

where GFCFit is the gross fixed capital formation in country i at time t. We assume
that the capital stock depreciates at a constant rate of 10 per cent. COL, CL and CB
are the dummy variables and capture the effects of previous colonial relationship,
common language, and common border between the trading partners, respectively.
Finally, εijt is the error term. All the variables we use in the empirical model except
COL, CL and CB are real variables and in log form.
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2. Trade Creation and Trade Diversion

Following Kandogan(2005), to measure trade creation (TC), trade diversion
(TD) and net trade (Net), we estimate the empirical model given in the empirical
model section before and after the extension in the EU and estimate the regression
errors, εijt for each model. We then calculate the average errors ε̄ijt for member coun-
tries and for the non-member countries for the model before the extension and after
the extension. Next, we take the difference of the average errors after the extension
and before the extension for the trade creation. Mathematically, we can write this
process as follows.

TC = ε̄ijt after the extension for member - ε̄ijt before the extension for member (6)

where, TC > 0 shows that trade has improved among members after the extension. In
simple word TC > 0 shows trade creation. For trade diversion we take the difference
of the average errors after the extension and before the extension for non-member
countries. Mathematically, we can write this process as under in Equation .

TD = ε̄ijt after the extension for non-member - ε̄ijt before the extension for non-member (7)

TD < 0 shows that trade of member countries with non-member countries has de-
creased. In simple word TD < 0 shows trade diversion. To measure the net impact
of the extension, we take the difference of the TC and TD. Mathematically, we can
write this process as follows.

Net = TC - TD (8)

We repeat this process to measure trade creation and trade diversion for each
commodity group and for each new member of the EU. We estimate the parameters
of the model proposed in Equation 1  by applying the Ordinary Least Square
(OLS) technique on panel data for 27 EU member countries.

3. Data and Sample Size

Data used in this paper are taken from three different sources and cover the pe-
riod from 1988 to 2008 for EU 27 countries. Our sample includes a country as a
member of the EU 27 from the year it has joined the EU. Before joining the EU
this particular country is considered as non-member and not included in the EU 27
countries. The list of trading partners of the EU 27 countries is given in Table A-8
in the Appendix. We take into account all developed, developing and poor countries
as the trading partners in our analysis because the developed countries accounts for
about 90 per cent of the EU trade. From the remaining 10 per cent of the EU trade
nearly 40 per cent of EU trade is with the poor countries to whom EU have signed
preferential trade agreements under the Generalized System of Preference (SGSP)
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and Everything But Arms (EBA) which grants them zero tariff access to the EU
markets. Bilateral imports (M) and bilateral exports (X) of the 27 EU member coun-
tries have been taken from the United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Data-
base; UN COMTRADE 2009. Data on GDP, foreign exchange reserves, labor force,
gross fixed capital formation, and exchange rates are extracted from World Devel-
opment Indicator (WDI) 2009. Data on geographical distance between the trading
partners, past colonial relationship, common language, and common border are
taken from Centre d'EtudesProspectivesetd'InformationsInternationales (CEPII)
online. Imports, exports, GDP, foreign exchange reserves, gross domestic capital
formation and exchange rates have been deflated by the CPI of the respective coun-
try. Moreover, imports, exports, GDP, foreign exchange reserves, gross domestic
capital formation, exchange rates, labor force, and the distance between the importer
and exporter country are in log form.

V. Empirical Results

Table 1 shows the results for overall imports. The results reveal that EU imports
are highly sensitive to the GDP of the member countries. In simple words GDP of
importing country is a significant determinant of its imports. It shows that demand
side plays an important role in the EU imports. The results presented in Columns 2
and 3 show that a one per cent rise in GDP of importer country leads to more than
one per cent rise in its imports. However, the results presented in Column 3 of the
table show that a one per cent increase in GDP leads to a less than one per cent in-
crease in imports. This finding is consistent with the findings of Kandogan (2005),
who found the similar results. However, Table 1 shows that exporter country GDP
has a positive but insignificant impact on the EU’s imports. The GDP of the trading
partners of the EU does not play any significant role in explaining the EU’s exports.
Another factor that plays a significant role in explaining the imports of the EU is
the real exchange rate. Columns 2, 3 and 4 in Table 1 show that when domestic cur-
rency depreciates the imported goods become relatively cheaper leading to decrease
in their demand. These results are consistent with the existing literature. For instance,
Kandogan (2005) and Vollrath, et al. (2009) reported that the depreciation of the do-
mestic currency results in lowering the volume of the imports of a country.

Furthermore, Table 1 shows that foreign currency reserves of both importer and
exporter country significantly determine the volume of the EU’s imports. Kandogan
(2005) also reports the similar results. Table 1 also shows that the coefficients of the
COL, CL, and CB are positive and significant. This implies that EU countries import
more from the countries with whom they have past colonial relationships, share a
common language, and have a common border. Actually, these factors reduce the
cost of imports which results in reducing the prices of the imported goods from the
trading partners with whom EU countries share a common language, have past colo-
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nial relationship and have common border. Kandogan (2005) also reports the positive
impact of these variables on imports and exports of the EU. However, we could not
find a significant impact of similarity of importers’ and exporters’ economies (SIM),
and the impact of relative factor endowment (RF) on EU’s imports.

The negative and highly significant coefficient for the distance implies that
transportation cost impedes the EU’s trade with countries that are far way. Our re-
sults are consistent with the findings of Vollrath et al. (2009) and Kandogan(2005).
Our results also show that neighboring countries will trade more as compared to
the far-flung countries. Clarete, et al. (2003) report the similar results.

Table A-2 and Tables A-7 and A-6 in the Appendix show commodity group
level results after and before the 4th and 5th extensions in the EU taking place in
1995 and in 2004, respectively. These tables show that importer country GDP sig-
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TABLE 1
Total Import of the EU from 1988 to 2008

Dependent Variable: Log (Imports)
Before

4th Extension
Before

5th Extension
With 4th

and 5th Extension
Yi 1.880*** 1.270*** 0.616***

-0.24 -0.136 -0.103
Yj 0.133 0.082 0.108

-0.161 -0.078 -0.088
dij -1.260*** -1.457*** -1.549***

-0.094 -0.079 -0.086
SIM -0.104 -0.04 -0.023

-0.108 -0.059 -0.06
eij -0.077*** -0.111*** -0.133***

-0.021 -0.02 -0.021
Ri 0.302*** 0.475*** 0.475***

-0.038 -0.031 -0.033
Rj 0.144*** 0.163*** 0.177***

-0.025 -0.034 -0.038
RF -0.085 -0.02 -0.006

-0.075 -0.041 -0.04
COL 0.682*** 0.561*** 0.561***

-0.11 -0.122 -0.132
CL 0.471*** 0.563*** 0.597***

-0.102 -0.097 -0.108
CB 0.397** 0.555*** 0.574***

-0.16 -0.122 -0.128
N 41824 129811 165901
r2_° 0.597 0.577 0.563
Robust Standard Errors in parentheses, Standard Errors are clustered by Partner Time, Reporter, Partner and
Sector fixed  effects are controlled * p < 0:1, ** p < 0:05, *** p < 0:01.



nificantly explains the variations in the imports of different commodity groups.
Overall, these tables show that commodity group level results are similar to the re-
sults for the total imports reported in Table 1. These results hold for entire group of
commodities and for before EU’s extension in 1995 and in 2004 and for the entire
sample period which ranges from 1988 to 2008. This implies that EU’s demand for
the imports for all the commodity groups has increased with the rise in the income.
However, the income elasticities of imports of different commodities groups vary
across the commodity groups and over time. For example, Table A-2 shows that
income elasticities of demand for imports of Minerals Fuels, Lubricants and related
Material, Miscellaneous manufactured article and Commodities and Transactions
not classified elsewhere in the SITC are greater than one.

These results are consistent with the existing literature. For example, our find-
ing that a rise in the imports of the Mineral Fuels, Lubricants and related material
is due to the increase in the EU countries GDPs, is consistent with the reports of
World Energy Technology Outlook (WETO) which states that EU countries meet
60 per cent of their demand for oil and gas from domestic sources.

For all other commodity groups, the income elasticity of demand for import is
less than one, which implies that a one per cent rise in the GDP of importing coun-
tries leads to less than one per cent increase in imports of commodities included in
these commodity groups. Similarly, Tables A-7 and A-6 in the Appendix also report
a positive relation between the imports of different commodity groups and the GDP
of the importer countries. Kandogan (2005) also reports the similar results.

However, we could not find a significant impact of the exporter countries’ GDP
on most of the commodity group level imports of the EU countries. Only in the case
of Food and Live Animal, Mineral Fuels, Lubricants and related material, Animal
and Vegetable Oils, Fats and Waxes, Machinery and Transport Equipments, Miscel-
laneous manufactured articles and Commodities and transactions not classified else-
where in the SITC, we find a significant impact of the exporter countries GDP. These
results support the findings of Clarete, et al. (2003), Kandogan (2005), Vollrath, et
al. (2009) and the supply side preposition that the higher the GDP of a country, the
higher will be its exports. This also indicates that the EU countries are diverting their
resources from the production of ordinary or low value products to towards the pro-
duction of more sophisticated and high value manufactured goods as their GDP rise.

In addition, the results show that the impact of the exporter country GDP on the EU
imports of the Beverages and Tobacco, Crude Materials, Inedible except Fuel, Chemical
and related products, n.e.s, and Food and Live Animal is negative. However, the coeffi-
cient of the exporter country GDP is insignificant for the commodity groups. This implies
that in these commodity groups EU countries may have gained self-sufficiency. The neg-
ative income elasticity of exports for food and live animal may be due to Common Agri-
cultural Policy (CAP) of European countries which makes difficult for agriculture related
product of non-EU countries to access the market of EU countries.
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Furthermore, the results show that the distance between the importer and exporter
country, the real exchange rate, foreign currency reserves of the importer significantly
explain the commodity group level imports of the EU. The negative distance elasticity
of imports shows that as the distance between importer and exporter increases their
trade relations contract but some studies says that EU countries prefer to import from
relatively nearer countries. The negative exchange rate elasticity of imports implies
that as the domestic currency depreciates imports of the commodities included in these
commodity groups decreases. The positive coefficient of the foreign exchange reserves
of the importer and exporter implies that increases in foreign exchange reserves in-
crease the EU countries imports by providing stability to their domestic currencies.

We find positive impacts of the past colonial relationship of importer and ex-
porter, common language, and common border on commodity group level imports
of the EU countries. The results show that EU countries import more from the coun-
tries with whom they have past colonial ties, share a common language and have a
common border.

Now we discuss the results for the trade creation and trade diversion effects of
the two extensions in the EU, which took place in the 1995 and in 2004. We also
discuss the results regarding the trade creation and trade diversion effects of the
new members joining the EU in 1995 and in 2004. The results reported in Table 2
show that both the extensions in EU membership have resulted in increasing trade
between the EU members. However, this increase in the trade among the member
is at the cost of the decrease in the trade with non-member countries. Overall, these
two extensions in the EU have resulted increasing the trade of the EU countries.
The increase in trade among the members of the EU is more than the decrease in
the trade with non-member countries. Thus, in net, these two extensions have in-
creased the trade of the EU countries. Table 2 also shows that the EU’s extension
which took place in 2004 created more trade among members of the EU as com-
pared to the EU’s extension which took place in 1995. However, the decrease in
imports from the non-member countries due to the extension in the membership of
the EU is relatively more in the extension which occurred in 2004 as compared to
the extension which took place in 1995. These results make sense because in 1995
only new three countries joined the EU whereas in 2004 ten new countries became
the part of the EU, in turn; the overall total GDP of the EU has increased relatively
more after the 5th extensions than the increase in increase in overall total GDP of
the EU after the 5th extensions. This rise in the GDP of the EU has is playing its
role in increasing the intra-EU trade flows because our findings indicate that an in-
crease GDP of a country significantly increases its trade volume.

Furthermore, 3rd, 4th and 5th columns of Table 2 show that the extensions of
EU in 1995 and in 2004 along with the increasing imports from the member coun-
tries decrease imports from the non-member countries, for eight out of ten com-
modity groups. However, these extensions in the EU, membership increases imports
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from member countries more than the decrease in imports from the non-member
countries. This implies that in general, extensions in the EU have resulted in im-
proving the net trade of the EU countries. Specifically, the extension of the EU tak-
ing place in 1995 increases the imports of two commodity groups, Minerals Fuels,
Lubricants and related materials and Machinery and Transport Equipments, from
member and non-member countries and for all other commodity groups this exten-
sion of the EU increases the imports from member countries but decreases the im-
ports from non-member countries.

However, the extension of the EU, which took place in 2004, increases the imports
from both member and non-member countries for only one commodity group named
Machinery and Transport Equipments and for all other commodity groups, the exten-
sion of the EU which took place in 2004 increased imports from member countries at
the cost of imports for non-member countries. Our results indicate that both the ex-
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Imports Extension TD TC Net

Total 4th -0.0262 0.1185 0.1447
Total 5th -0.0322 0.1504 0.1826
S3-0 4th -0.0394 0.2064 0.2458

5th -0.0454 0.2492 0.2945
S3-1 4th -0.0796 0.2373 0.3169

5th -0.1069 0.2662 0.3731
S3-2 4th -0.0288 0.0885 0.1173

5th -0.0525 0.128 0.1805
S3-3 4th 0.001 0.0061 0.0052

5th -0.0061 0.0236 0.0298
S3-4 4th -0.0687 0.0835 0.1522

5th -0.102 0.1256 0.2276
S3-5 4th -0.0139 0.0834 0.0973

5th -0.0266 0.1124 0.1389
S3-6 4th -0.0041 0.0462 0.0503

5th -0.0148 0.0739 0.0886
S3-7 4th 0.0056 0.1101 0.1045

5th 0.0213 0.16 0.1386
S3-8 4th -0.0077 0.0417 0.0494

5th -0.0069 0.0553 0.0621
S3-9 4th -0.0334 0.2047 0.2381

5th -0.0461 0.4397 0.4859

TABLE 2
Overall Trade Creation and Trade Diversion Effects

of 4th and 5th Extension in the EU, for Total
and Commodity-Group Level Import

See, Section IV.3 for definitions of TD, TC and Net.
See, Appendix, Table A-1, for SITC codes.



tensions of the EU enhance trade with members and non-members in Machinery and
Transport Equipments and led to trade diversion in all other commodity groups. Thus,
Table 2 shows that the extension in EU has resulted trade creation and trade diversion
as well not only for overall imports but at commodity level imports as well.

Our results confirm the findings of Commission of the European Communities
(2009) that Machinery and Transport Equipments is the key sector of the EU with
27 per cent of world automotive production and 30 per cent global market share
automotive product trade. Our results are consistent with the findings of European
Commission for Enterprise and Industry (2010) that the Machinery and Transport
Equipments is the key sectors contributing to excellent performance of the EU. Our
results are consistent with the findings of Balassa (1967). Our finding that the ex-
tensions in the EU membership increase the trade among members significantly is
consistent with the findings of Baier and Bergstrand (2007). Our finding that ex-
tensions in the EU diverts trade from non-members to member countries in most
of the commodity groups implies that EU countries have become less dependent
on the rest of the world in most of the commodity groups. Similar results have been
reported by Zahniser, et al. (2002) for MERCOUSER and NAFTA.

Now we discuss our findings regarding trade creation and trade diversion ef-
fects of the new members joining the EU in 1995 and in 2004. Table 3 shows how
much trade has been created and how much trade has been diverted by the new
members joining the EU in 1995 and in 2004. This table shows that of the new
members joining the EU in the 4th extension only Finland increased its imports
from members without affecting its imports from non-members. The remaining two
new members, Austria and Sweden, increased their imports from member countries
but decreased their imports from non-member countries. Thus, in the light results
reported in Table 3 we can say that Austria and Sweden caused the trade diversion
but Finland leads to trade creation. However, in net terms, all the countries joining
the EU in the 4th extension of the EU increased their trade.

Table 3 also shows that 4 out of the 10 members joining the EU in the 5th ex-
tension increased their imports from member countries and also increased their im-
ports from non-member countries. These new members, who increased imports
from members as well as from non-member countries are, Estonia, Latvia, Poland
and Slovakia. These four countries results in trade creation. All other members join-
ing the EU in the 5th extension increased imports from member countries but de-
creased imports from non-member countries. The subset of new members who
increase imports from the member countries at the cost of imports from non-mem-
ber countries consists of Cyprus, Hungary, Lithuania, Malta and Slovenia. Thus,
these five countries are causing import diversion. However, Table 3 shows that all
the countries joining the EU in 5th extension of the EU, whether they are causing
imports diversion or not, in net, they increase the imports. This indicates that overall
these members increase international trade.
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1. Robustness

In order to check the sensitivity of our results, we have applied the model given
in equation (1) using logged exports of the EU member countries as the de-
pendent variable and calculated the trade creation and trade diversion of the 4th
and 5th extensions of the EU. The results are given in Table 4 and Table A-3 below
and in Tables A-5 and A-4 in Appendix. The results reported in these tables show
that real GDP of EU countries significantly explains EU exports. This indicates that
with the increase in the GDP of EU countries their capacity to exports increased. A
one per cent increase in the GDP of EU countries leads to a less than one per cent
increase in their exports before the 4th extension of the EU. However, a one per
cent increase in the GDP of EU countries leads to more than one per cent increase
in their exports before the 5th extension of the EU. This indicates that the EU coun-
tries’ export performance has improved after the 4th extension of the EU. However,
the GDP elasticity of exports of the EU countries has decreased to 1:469 after the
4th extension and to 0:929 after the 5th extension of the EU. This suggests that the
5th extension has been relatively less beneficial for the EU’s exports performance.

Table 4 shows that importer countries’ GDP also significantly explains the exports
of the EU. Positive and significant coefficients of importer countries GDP indicate
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TABLE 3
Overall Trade Creation and Trade Diversion Effects 

of New Members joining EU in 4th and 5th 
Extension in the EU, for Imports

Extension New Member TD TC Net

Austria -0.097 0.147 0.244
4th Finland 0.018 0.112 0.094

Sweden -0.026 0.308 0.334
Cyprus -0.249 -0.09 0.159

Czech Republic - - -
Estonia 0.031 0.184 0.153
Hungary -0.261 0.388 0.648

5th Latvia 0.003 0.21 0.207
Lithuania -0.124 0.22 0.344

Malta -0.121 0.212 0.333
Poland 0.049 0.345 0.296

Slovakia 0.043 0.321 0.277
Slovenia -0.517 0.104 0.621

See, Section IV.3 for definitions of TD, TC and Net.
See, Appendix, Table A-1, for SITC codes.



that demand for EU’s exports increases with an increase in the importer countries
GDP. However, Table 4 shows that a one per cent increase in the importer countries’
GDP increases EU’s exports less than one per cent. However, Table 4 shows that dis-
tance between the importers and EU countries and EU’s exports are negatively related.
As the distance between importer country and the EU countries increase the exports
of the EU decrease. This indicates that EU countries export less to far-flung countries.
This also implies that as the transportation cost increases the exports of EU countries
decreases. This table also shows that EU’s exports are sensitive to the variations in
real exchange rates. EU countries’ exports increase with the depreciation of the do-
mestic currency. Table 4 shows that sensitivity of the EU’s exports to real exchange
rate has decreased with extensions in the EU’s membership. The elasticity of the EU’s
exports to real exchange rates decrease to 0.173 from 0.222 after the 4th extension
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TABLE 4
Total Exports of the EU from 1988 to 2008

Before
4th Extension

Before
5th Extension

With 4th 
and 5th Extension

Yi 0.273** 1.469*** 0.929***
-0.113 -0.12 -0.213

Yj 0.205** 0.239** 0.296**
-0.086 -0.097 -0.121

dij -1.711*** -1.629*** -1.506***
-0.1 -0.094 -0.097

SIM -0.036 -0.084 -0.066
-0.058 -0.064 -0.084

eij 0.222*** 0.173*** 0.124***
-0.037 -0.026 -0.04

Ri 0.601*** 0.565*** 0.267***
-0.024 -0.023 -0.032

Rj 0.063*** 0.055** 0.028
-0.024 -0.023 -0.037

RF -0.008 -0.03 -0.044
-0.039 -0.041 -0.063

COL 0.848*** 0.834*** 0.914***
-0.123 -0.117 -0.135

CL 0.690*** 0.703*** 0.726***
-0.107 -0.104 -0.118

CB 0.595*** 0.596*** 0.298*
-0.127 -0.123 -0.178

N 196770 155293 51099
r2_° 0.643 0.665 0.708

Robust Standard Errors in parentheses, Standard Errors are clustered by Partner Time, Reporter, Partner and
Sector fixed effects are controlled * p < 0:10, ** p < 0:05, *** p < 0:01.



and it further decreased to 0.124 after the 5th extension in the EU. In addition, this
table indicates that foreign reserves of the importer and exporter countries Rit and Rjt
significantly explain variations in the EU’s exports by providing the stability to the
real exchange rates of the EU’s countries with it trading partners. Moreover, Table 4
shows that past colonial relationship of exporter and importer country, common lan-
guage, and a common border also significantly explain variations in the EU countries’
exports. These trade promoting factors positively affect the EU’s exports. EU coun-
tries export more to the countries with whom they have past colonial relationships,
share a common language and have common border.

Now we discuss our results for commodity group level exports of the EU. Tables
A-5 and A-4 in the Appendix show the results for commodity group level exports of
the EU before the 4th and 5th extensions of the EU and Table A-3 shows the results
for commodity group level exports of the EU for the whole sample period which con-
tains the time period before and after the 4th and 5th extensions of the EU. The results
reported in these tables indicate that for most of the commodity groups, commodity
group level results for exports are similar to results reported in Table 4 for overall ex-
ports of the EU. These tables show that importer and exporter country GDP signifi-
cantly explains the variations in the commodity level exports of the EU. This implies
that both the demand and supply side play their role in determining the commodity
level exports of the EU. However, the GDP elasticity of the exports varies across the
commodity groups. For example, Table A-3 shows that one per cent change in ex-
porter’s GDP leads to 2.488 per cent change in exports of the commodities included
in SITC-9 commodity groups. For all other commodity groups one per cent change
in exporter’s GDP leads to less than one per cent change in exports of the commodities
included in these groups. Next, we discuss the trade creation and trade diversion
caused by the 4th and 5th extensions of the EU with reference to exports of the EU.
The 3rd, 4th and 5th columns of Table 5 show the trade creation, trade diversions and
net trade effects of the 4th and 5th extensions of the EU considering the total exports
of the EU as well as the commodity group level of the exports of the EU countries.
The negative value of the TD in 3rd Column of the Table 5 indicates trade diversion.
Positive values of TC in 4th column of the Table 5 indicate trade creation and the val-
ues given 5th column of Table 5 presents the net trade effects. Table 5 indicates that
with regard to total exports the 4th extension of the EU increases exports of the EU
to the EU member countries but decreases the decreases the exports to non-member
countries. This implies that the 4th extension of the EU caused the exports diversion.
The new members joining the EU in 1995 increase exports to member countries at
the cost of reducing exports to non-member countries. However, the increase in the
exports of new members joining the EU to member countries is more than the reduc-
tion in exports to non-member countries.

Table 5 shows that in contrast to the 4th extension of the EU, the 5th extension
of the EU, along with increasing the exports to member countries increases exports
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to non-member countries as well. This implies that the 5th extension of the EU lead
to trade creation. Overall, Table 5 indicates that the 4th extension of the EU diverts
trade from the non-member countries to member countries but the 5th extension of
the EU increases trade with members and non-member countries. However, with re-
gard to commodity level trade creation, trade diversion and net effects of the 4th and
5th extension of the EU varies across the commodity groups. Table 5 indicates that
the 4th and 5th extensions of the EU increase exports to member countries with de-
creasing the exports to member countries in Minerals Fuels, Lubricants and related
material, Machinery and Transport Equipments, Miscellaneous manufactured items
and Commodities and Transactions not classified elsewhere in the SITC commodity
groups. For all other commodity groups, the 4th and 5th extension of the EU increase
exports to member countries but decrease the exports to non-member countries. Our
results are consistent with the findings of Commission of the European Communities
(2009), Sura (2009) as well as with the findings of Balassa (1967).
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Exports Extension TD TC Net

Total 4th -0.0078 0.1192 0.127
Total 5th 0.0092 0.1607 0.1515
S3-0 4th -0.0212 0.2587 0.2798

5th -0.0203 0.3234 0.3437
S3-1 4th -0.0294 0.1962 0.2256

5th -0.0013 0.2721 0.2734
S3-2 4th -0.0114 0.0624 0.0738

5th -0.0242 0.0748 0.099
S3-3 4th 0.021 0.0029 -0.0181

5th 0.0251 0.1125 0.0873
S3-4 4th -0.0606 0.1852 0.2458

5th -0.0352 0.0847 0.1199
S3-5 4th -0.0086 0.1382 0.1468

5th -0.1035 0.1832 0.2867
S3-6 4th -0.0187 0.1221 0.1408

5th -0.0175 0.1384 0.1559
S3-7 4th 0.024 0.0851 0.0611

5th 0.0439 0.088 0.0441
S3-8 4th 0.0088 0.0684 0.0597

5th 0.0143 0.0714 0.0571
S3-9 4th 0.0021 0.2441 0.2419

5th 0.4027 0.7173 0.3146

TABLE 5
Overall Trade Creation and Trade Diversion of 4th and 5th Extension

in the EU, for Total and Commodity-Group level Export

See, Section IV.3 for definitions of TD, TC and Net.
See, Appendix, Table A-1, for SITC codes.



Table 6 shows the trade creation, trade diversion and net trade effects of new mem-
bers joining the EU in the 4th and 5th extensions of the EU. This table indicates that
from the members who joined the EU in the 4th extension only Sweden increased its
trade with both members and non-member countries. The other two countries, Austria
and Finland increased exports to member countries but decreased their exports to non-
member countries. This implies that Austria and Finland have diverted their exports
from non-members to member countries and caused trade diversion. However, Sweden
the third member joining the EU in the 4th extension of the EU presents evidence of
trade creation. However, the increase in the exports of Austria and Finland to member
countries is greater than the decrease in exports to non-member countries. In addition,
Table 6 points out that from the countries who joined EU in the 5th extension of the
EU, Cyprus, Estonia, Hungry and Slovenia caused export diversion as the values of
TD are less than zero for these countries. This implies that these new members of the
EU increase their exports to member countries at the cost of decrease in the exports to
non-member countries. However, their increase in the exports to member countries is
greater than the decrease in the exports to non-member countries.

Moreover, Table 6 indicates that Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland and Slovakia
led to trade creation and increase their exports to member and non-member coun-
tries. However, the increase in the exports of these countries to member countries
is greater than the increase in their exports to non-member countries. Thus, these
countries lead to trade creation after joining the EU in 2004.
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TABLE 6
Overall Trade Creation and Trade Diversion of New Members joining

EU in 4th and 5th Extension in the EU, for Exports

Extension New Member TD TC Net

Austria -0.123 0.085 0.207
4th Finland -0.009 0.078 0.087

Sweden 0.105 0.319 0.214
Cyprus -0.444 -0.443 0.001

Czech Republic - - -
Estonia -0.081 0.016 0.097
Hungary -0.023 0.289 0.312

5th Latvia 0.056 0.352 0.296
Lithuania 0.035 0.515 0.48

Malta 0.171 0.209 0.038
Poland 0.06 0.56 0.501

Slovakia 0.016 0.364 0.348
Slovenia -0.03 0.181 0.211

See, Section IV.3 for definitions of TD, TC and Net.
The data of Czech Republic is not available.



VI. Conclusion

In this paper, we analyzed the impact of the 4th and 5th extensions of the EU
on the trade with members as well as with the rest of the world. Particularly, we es-
timated the trade creation and trade diversion impacts of the 4th and 5th extensions
of the EU for total imports, exports and for each commodity group classified by
SITC. Finally, we analyzed the trade creation and trade diversion impacts of new
members joining the EU in these two extensions. We used correctly-specified fixed
effect gravity model on the panel of 27 EU member countries spanning from 1988
to 2008. The results provide evidence that the effects of the 4th and 5th extensions
of the EU on trade flows are mixed. In some product groups, the EU creates trade
among members without affecting their trade with non-member countries and in
some other product categories the EU diverts trade from the rest of world to member
countries. After the 4th and 5th extensions of the EU, the member countries have
decreased their imports from non-member countries and have increased their im-
ports from the member countries. However, the decrease in imports from non-mem-
ber countries is lower than the increase in imports from member countries. This
implies that the intra EU trade has strengthened after the 4th and 5th extension of
the EU and the EU member countries’ trade with the rest of the world has suffered.
These findings provide the evidence of trade diversion taking place in result of the
4th and 5th extensions of the EU.

We also found that after the 4th extension of the EU the member countries
divert their exports from non-member countries to member countries. However,
this diversion of exports from non-member countries to member countries is
lower than the increase in their export to member countries. Furthermore, we
found that after the 5th extension of the EU the exports of the EU countries has
increased to both member and non-member countries. These findings indicate
that the 5th extension has resulted in trade creation but the 4th extension has re-
sulted in trade diversion. Our results regarding trade creation and trade diversion
impacts of the extensions in the EU for commodity level imports and exports in-
dicate that after the 4th extension of EU, intra EU imports has increased at the
cost of decreasing imports from the rest of the world in all the commodity groups
except Minerals Fuel, Lubricants and related material and Machinery and Trans-
port equipments. This indicates that except these two-commodity groups the 4th
extension of the EU leads to trade diversion. The evidence of the trade diversion
impact for most of the commodity groups is an indication that the EU countries
are becoming self sufficient in fulfilling the domestic need for the products in-
cluded in the commodity groups. The dependence of the EU countries on the non-
member countries has further decreased after the 4th extension of the EU that has
led to imports diversion in all the commodity groups except Machinery and Trans-
port Equipments.
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Similarly, our finding show that both 4th and 5th extensions in the EU divert
exports of all the commodity groups except Minerals Fuel, Lubricants and related
material and Machinery and Transport equipments from non-member countries to
member countries. On the whole, our findings suggest that trade creation and trade
diversion effects of the extensions in the EU vary across the extensions, across the
commodity groups, and across the new members joining the EU in fourth and fifth
extensions of the EU.

International Institute of Islamic Economics,
International Islamic University, Islamabad, Pakistan.
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APPENDIX
Trade Creation and Diversion Effects of European Union

TABLE A-1
Standard International Trade Classification, Revision 3

SITC Code Explanation
SITC-0 Food and Live Animal
SITC-1 Beverages and Tobacco
SITC-2 Crude Materials, Inedible except Fuel
SITC-3 Minerals Fuels, Lubricants and Related material
SITC-4 Animal and vegetable oils, Fats and Waxes
SITC-5 Chemical and Related Products, n.e.s
SITC-6 Manufactured goods classified chiefly by material
SITC-7 Machinery and Transport Equipments
SITC-8 Miscellaneous manufactured article
SITC-9 Commodities and Transactions not Classified elsewhere

in the SITC
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TABLE A-8
Trading Partners of the EU

Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, American Samoa, Andorra, Angola, Antarctica, An-
tigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Armenia, Aruba, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Ba-
hamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belarus, Belgium, Belize, Benin, Bermuda,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Botswana, Bouvet Island, Brazil, Brunei
Darussalam, Bulgaria, Bunkers, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia,Cameroon,
Canada, Cape Verde, Cayman Island, Chad, Chile, China, Christmas Island, Cocos
Island, Colombia, Comoros, Congo Democratic Republic, Congo Republic, Cook
Island, Costa Rica, Cote d'Ivoire, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Czecho-
slovakia, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,
Arab Republic, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Estonia, Ethiopia, Faeroe
Islands, Falkland Island, Fiji, Finland, Fmr Arab Republic of Yemen, Fmr Demo-
cratic Republic of Germany, Fmr Democratic Yemen, Fmr Ethiopia, Fmr Fed. Re-
public of Germany, Fmr USSR, Fmr Yugoslavia, France, French Guiana, French
Polynesia, Gabon, Gambia, Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Gibraltar, Greece, Green-
land, Grenada, Guadeloupe, Guam, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,
Haiti, Heard Island and McDonald Islands, Holy See (Vatican City State), Hon-
duras, Hong Kong SAR China, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ire-
land, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kiribati, Korea
Democratic Republic, Korea Republic, Kuwait, Kyrgyz Republic, Lao PDR, Latvia,
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libya, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macao SAR China,
Macedonia, FYR, Madagascar, Malawi,Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Marshall
Islands, Martinique, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mayotte, Mexico, Micronesia,
Moldova, Mongolia, Montenegro, Montserrat, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar,
Namibia, Nauru, Nepal, Netherlands, New Caledonia, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Niger, Nigeria, Niue, Norfolk Island, Northern Mariana Islands, Norway, Oman,
Pakistan, Palau, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Pitcairn,
Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Rwanda, Saint Helena, Saint
Pierre and Miquelon, Samoa, San Marino, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Serbia, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia,
Solomon Islands, Somalia, South Africa, South Georgia and the South Sandwich
Island, Spain, Sri Lanka, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Switzerland, Syrian Arab Re-
public, Tajikistan, Tanzania, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Togo, Tokelau, Tonga, Trinidad
and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Turks and Caicos Islands, Tuvalu,
Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay,
Uzbekistan, Vanuatu, Venezuela, RB, Vietnam, Virgin Islands (U.S.), Wallis and
Futuna Island, West Bank and Gaza, Yemen, Republic, Zambia, Zimbabwe
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