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Abstract 

This working paper describes and evaluates the Cotonou Agreement signed by the EU and 
the ACP group in June 2000. The Agreement is compared to the recently ratified EU-South 
Africa Agreement and the US Caribbean Basin Initiative. The paper reviews three cases of 
sensitive products - bananas, sugar and beef and veal, in which the partners have special 
interests. 
 
It is found that the Cotonou Agreement could have a beneficial impact on ACP countries by 
increasing trade in sensitive products; the gains are therefore unevenly distributed across 
countries and regions.  Moreover, part of these potential gains will be diverted to LDCs 
both within and outside the group as a result of the recently adopted EU ‘Everything but 
Arms’ Initiative. Countries not involved in trade in sensitive products might expect a minor 
impact of the Agreement, mainly as a result of a restructuring of EU development aid and a 
derived increase in regional trade among the ACP countries. However, the extent of the 
beneficial impact will depend crucially on the outcome of future negotiations for Regional 
Economic Partnership Agreements with groups of countries within the ACP group. These 
negotiations could prove to be difficult, in part due to the large differences between ACP 
countries and a lack of economic incentives for LDCs within the group to strike new deals. 
To be administrable for developing countries, the regional agreements should be kept sim-
ple. 
 

                                              
* This working paper is part of the project ”WTO Negotiations and Changes in National Agricultural and 

Trade Policies: Consequences for Developing Countries”, which is carried out by the Agricultural Policy 
Division, SJFI, in cooperation with the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) in Washing-
ton, DC, USA. The project is primarily financed by the Royal Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
DANIDA, Denmark. The authors would like to thank Chantal Pohl Nielsen, Søren E. Frandsen, Kim Lind 
and Eugenio Diaz-Bonilla for valuable comments and discussions. 
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1. Introduction 

The European Union (EU) has a long history of trading with and providing development aid 
to the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) group of countries, and seeks in general to 
maintain a high profile on development aid, and political and economic ties to the Third 
World. The legal base for cooperation was formalised in 1957 with the establishment of the 
European Economic Community. With the Treaty of Rome, the EEC started by providing 
former overseas colonies of France with special advantages vis-à-vis the Community. The 
first conventions were then signed with the view to continuing European relations with the 
Association of African States and Madagascar (AASM) by securing the EEC access to agri-
cultural and mining products in return for provisions for development aid to the AASM. As 
the world economic climate changed, so did the conventions. The scope of cooperation ex-
panded in the following years, at first with a new convention with the AASM, later with the 
officially established group of ACP countries through the series of Lomé Conventions. 
 
The Lomé Conventions included new countries and the focus shifted as terms on preferen-
tial trade and development aid became more important tools in coping with the commodity 
crisis in the 1970s. Later conventions had to face both debt crises and the widespread fam-
ines in Africa, and in the 1990s, structural adjustment became an area of priority in the 
fourth Lomé Convention. So although the conventions can therefore be said to have fol-
lowed the tide of time, there is widespread belief that they have achieved far less than was 
originally intended. Trade with the ACP group has declined in relative importance to the 
EU, and although the cooperation has been ongoing for more than forty years, over half of 
the ACP countries are still among the world’s poorest countries. Part of this bleak outcome 
is attributable to shortcomings of the Lomé Conventions; part of it is a direct consequence 
of issues of structural characteristics and domestic policies, which often fell short of being 
in line with common economic logic. 
 
The new EU-ACP Agreement, signed on June 23, 2000 in Benin’s government town Coto-
nou, is designed to address the shortcomings of the previous conventions with the ACP 
group. The Cotonou Agreement is both a development cooperation agreement and a series 
of formal arrangements outlining political cooperation and preferential trade agreements 
with the ACP group. So far, the trade provisions of the Agreement do not contain much 
more than ‘an agreement to agree’; the actual trading rules in key areas are to be negotiated 
later. Nevertheless, the main structure of the Cotonou Agreement is in place. Since this 
structure is significantly different from previous conventions, the parties have chosen to ab-
stain from using the Lomé name once more. 
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As with the previous Lomé Conventions, the ultimate objective of the Cotonou Agreement 
is to eradicate poverty in the ACP countries through development aid and trade. The impor-
tance of lifting these nations out of poverty cannot be understated, especially since the 
group includes most of the world’s poorest countries, the so-called Least Developed Coun-
tries (LDC).1 In the current international climate where the positive effects of increased 
globalisation and international trade are being questioned, the political and economic rele-
vance of evaluating such development efforts is increasing. This is particularly true for the 
ACP group where most countries depend heavily on trade and political relations with the 
EU, although an evaluation of the entire Agreement is complicated by the immense eco-
nomic and social differences within the ACP group. 
 
The aim of this paper is to describe the Cotonou Agreement and make a qualitative evalua-
tion of its structure and content in relation to the stated goals. The evaluation is based on: 
(a) an understanding of the structure and partly disappointing outcome of previous EU con-
ventions with the ACP countries, (b) a precision of the diversity within the ACP group in 
terms of development levels and economic structures, and hence the sensitive areas in cur-
rent and future trade negotiations, and (c) comparisons with other similar arrangements be-
tween developed and developing countries. The paper also discusses both the advantages 
and obstacles facing the future regional trade negotiations that are an integrated element of 
the Cotonou Agreement. 
 
The paper is divided into seven sections. Section 1 includes this introduction and a short 
general economic description of the ACP group. Section 2 provides an historical overview 
of previous EU conventions with the ACP group, beginning with the Treaty of Rome, and 
including the Yaoundé and Lomé Conventions. The contents and structure of the Cotonou 
agreement are then described in Section 3. The Agreement builds on three pillars: a political 
pillar, a development aid pillar, and a trade pillar. The first two form the non-trade compo-
nent of the Agreement and will only be commented upon briefly. The trade component in-
cludes both arrangements for reciprocal and unilateral trade liberalisation, and the provi-
sions for future regional agreements. This Section also describes three cases of particularly 
sensitive products. 
 

                                              
1 The United Nations has classified 49 countries as Least Developed Countries (LDC). The classification is 

based on three criteria: low income (less than 900 US$ per capita annually for inclusion), human resource 
weakness (nutrition, health, education and literacy), and economic vulnerability. To be included, countries 
must also have a population of less than 75 million (UNCTAD, 2001). Throughout the paper names of 
LDCs will be presented in italics in tables. 
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To put the Cotonou Agreement into perspective, the EU-South Africa Agreement is de-
scribed and compared to the Cotonou Agreement in Section 4. Section 5 provides an inter-
national comparison to the European agreements by briefly describing the US Caribbean 
Basin Initiative (CBI). Section 6 then briefly outlines the EU ‘Everything but Arms’ (EBA) 
Initiative and evaluates its importance in relation to the Cotonou Agreement. Section 7 
summarises the conclusions, comments on the prospects for future negotiations, and offers 
thoughts on potential difficulties ahead. 
 
As mentioned above, the economic and social differences between regions and countries in 
the ACP group complicate both the development efforts and the evaluation of the entire 
Agreement. This necessitates taking a closer look at the economic structure and trade pat-
terns of the ACP countries before embarking on a description and evaluation of the Cotonou 
Agreement. 

 
 
1.1. ACP countries 

As the name suggests, the ACP countries form a group of 77 African, Caribbean and Pacific 
countries (listed in Annex Table A.1). Average GDP per capita for this group is 1684 US$, 
but this average conceals huge differences within the group (cf. Table 1.1). The Caribbean 
countries are almost three times as wealthy as their African counterparts. This large differ-
ence also shows up in other indicators. For example, the life expectancy at birth - Caribbean 
populations live almost 20 years longer than African populations, or the Human Develop-
ment Index (HDI) - the average African country ranks about 30 places lower than the aver-
age Caribbean (UNDP, 2001).2 An additional observation is that the ACP countries are 
quite open to international trade as the exports as a share of GDP measure indicates, and 
that the richer Caribbean and Pacific countries are more open to trade than their African 
counterparts. 
 

                                              
2 The HDI is an index published by the UNDP (2001). It is a logarithmic, weighted average of GDP per cap-

ita adjusted for Purchasing Power Parity, and various indicators of education and health, thought to give a 
more comprehensive measure of the level of development of countries. Note that South Africa (which is 
not taking part in the trade component of the Cotonou Agreement) is both rich and highly developed rela-
tive to the ACP average. Excluding South Africa, average ACP GDP falls to 1202 US$ and average HDI to 
0.425. 
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TABLE 1.1. Socio-economic indicators, selected countries and regions, 1999 
         
Group 
 
 

No.  
GDP per 

capita, US$ 

Annual 
GDP 

growth, % 

 
Population, 

million 

Life expec-
tancy at 

birth 

 
 

HDI 

 
Exports in 
% of GDP 

 
Export 

diversity 
         
All ACP 
countries 

 
77 

 
1,684 

 
3.0 

 
673 

 
47.5 

 
0.443 

 
21.9 

 
7.6 

African coun-
tries 

 
48 

 
1,586 

 
2.9 

 
644 

 
46.7 

 
0.436 

 
21.6 

 
7.7 

Caribbean 
countries 

 
15 

 
4,340 

 
4.5 

 
23 

 
65.5 

 
0.613 

 
30.5 

 
7.0 

Pacific coun- 
tries 

 
14 

 
2,609 

 
3.2 

 
7 

 
61.9 

 
0.482 

 
42.2 

 
3.4 

         
EU 15 22,209 2.4 376 77.7 0.917 31.4 na 
 
Note: All averages are weighted according to population. For a complete list of countries, see Annex Table 

A.2. GDP per capita is PPP-adjusted. Export diversity is measured as the number of products com-
prising the top 80 % of exports to the EU. 

Sources: WDI (2001), UNDP (2001), CIA (2001).  
 
 
TABLE 1.2. ACP extremes 
   
Category Top country Bottom country 
     
GDP per capita, US$ Bahamas 15,258 Sierra Leone 448 
GDP growth Guinea Equatorial 15.1 % Sierra Leone -8.1 % 
Population Nigeria 123,900,000 Niue 2,100 
Life expectancy at birth Barbados 75.7 Sierra Leone 27.4 
HDI Barbados 0.864 Sierra Leone 0.258 
Exports per GDP Swaziland 106.7 % Sudan 1.2 % 
 
Note: Countries in italics are least developed countries (LDC’s).  

 
 
Looking at single countries reveals even larger differences, which Table 1.2 clearly demon-
strates (Annex Table A.2 presents figures for each country). Barbados and the Bahamas are 
in reality rapidly becoming developed economies, whereas Sierra Leone and Tanzania are 
among the world’s poorest countries. In fact, out of a total of 77 ACP countries, 40 are 
categorised as Least Developed. As shall be seen below, the economic diversity among the 
ACP countries is also reflected in the composition of trade. This diversity has fostered some 
of the changes evident in the new Agreement. 
 
 

1.2. ACP trade 

The ACP group in general has trade relations with most countries in the world. Table 1.3 
presents the main trading partners for the group as a whole, as well as for each of the three 
geographically distinct regions. 
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TABLE 1.3. Trade direction, ACP exports 
     
 
Trading partner 

 
All ACP, % of total 

African countries, 
% of total 

Caribbean 
countries, % of total 

Pacific countries, 
% of total 

     
EU 40.8 45.2 20.0 19.3 
US 26.8 21.3 65.3 9.4 
Rest of the World 32.4 33.5 14.6 71.3 
 
Source: Calculations based on TRAINS (2001) covering extra-ACP exports. 
 
 
As can be seen from the table, the EU is the most important single trading partner for the 
ACP for the group as a whole and for the African group in particular. The Pacific group 
trades mostly with the Pacific Rim countries, while the Caribbean group trade mainly with 
the US. Although available data do not allow for a comprehensive analysis of intra-ACP 
trade, a general observation is that ACP exports are primarily directed to countries outside 
the group. For the Caribbean region only 7.3 % of exports are sold to other Caribbean ACP 
countries, for the African region, the figure is 12.4 %.  
 
Exports from developing countries are typically dominated by agricultural and mineral 
products. Agricultural exports from the Third World consist mainly of fruits, vegetables, ce-
reals, meats, sugar, and tropical products such as coffee and tea. As is evident from Table 
1.4 below, the composition of ACP exports is very characteristic of developing country ex-
ports. The ACP countries are mainly exporters of agricultural commodities to the EU as 
well as the rest of the world (except for a few other primary products such as oil) and im-
porters of manufactured goods (EU Statistics, 2000). At the aggregate level ACP exports 
are of only marginal importance to the EU, comprising about 4 % of total EU imports (An-
nex Table A.4 presents export data on all ACP countries). However, at the individual com-
modity level, the ACP group supplies large shares of EU imports of selected products such 
as cocoa, sugar and aluminium (see Table 1.4).3 
 

                                              
3 South African trade with the EU differs from the rest of the ACP group, which is part of the explanation 

why South Africa is not participating in the trade component of the Cotonou Agreement. Its trade is much 
more diverse and based more on manufactured products than primary commodities. Section 4 discusses the 
new EU-South Africa Agreement. 
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TABLE 1.4. Total ACP trade, top 15 products, 1999 
    
 
Product: 

Exports to the EU, 
million US$ 

Percent of total EU 
imports from ACP 

Percent of total EU im- 
ports of each commodity 

    
All products 34,283 100 4.4 
Oil 3,505 10.2 6.7 
Diamonds 3,465 10.1 24.8 
Gold 2,359 6.9 33.0 
Cocoa 1,590 4.6 96.2 
Other aircraft 1,381 4.0 6.3 
Coffee 1,062 3.1 23.5 
Sugar 941 2.7 88.9 
Rough wood 568 1.7 25.2 
Sawn wood 563 1.6 12.3 
Tobacco 466 1.4 18.6 
Bananas 451 1.3 22.9 
Prepared fish 426 1.2 29.6 
Crustaceans 348 1.0 17.2 
Cotton 324 0.9 32.8 
Artificial corundum 322 0.9 64.5 
 
Source: TRAINS (2001). 

 
 
Most ACP countries rely on exporting just a few products. Indeed, 37 of the ACP countries, 
among those 25 LDCs, depend on only one export product comprising 50 % or more of 
their total exports to the EU (see Annex Tables A.3 and A.4 for details), thus making them 
particularly vulnerable to fluctuations in world market and EU import prices.4 Only South 
Africa, Madagascar, the Dominican Republic and Zimbabwe rely on more than ten products 
constituting 80 % of their exports to the EU.5 
 
EU protection of agricultural commodities is higher than on industrial and mineral com-
modities. Moreover, tariffs are often highest on commodities produced by European farm-
ers, including sugar and fruits. However, in general, developing countries face lower tariffs 
than developed countries, and the ACP group on average seems to have the most preferen-
tial access to the EU market (see for example Walter-Jørgensen and Jensen (2001a)). Still, 
these tariffs are high in a number of commodities important to selected ACP countries as il-
lustrated by Table 1.5. 
 

                                              
4 The exports of LDCs in the ACP group are in general less diversified than non-LDCs. Using the export di-

versity measure, LDCs on average score 3.5, which is less than half of the ACP average. 
5 Ten countries, 13 % of the ACP group, most notably Chad, Niger, Lesotho and St. Lucia, rely almost en-

tirely on the export of just one product to the EU. 
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The Cotonou Agreement covers a wide range of products, some of which are completely 
undisputed. For example, the EU claims no tariffs on oil, diamonds, gold and wood, but a 
number of the other products are protected, as they are sensitive to the EU and/or the ACP 
group. Table 1.5 presents data on tariffs for selected principal ACP export products under 
Lomé IV (running from 1990 to 1995) and currently. Tariff ranges in the table indicate that 
products at a more detailed level face different tariff levels. As can be seen, bit by bit the 
Lomé conventions led to some reductions of tariffs on several products, e.g. the highest ad-
valorem tariffs on bananas were reduced from 20 to 13.6 %. 
 
TABLE 1.5. EU Tariffs on selected ACP imports 
   

Ad valorem duties (%) Specific duties (euro /tonne) Commodity 
 
 
 

 
ACP in-

quota 

ACP over-
quota / 

other pref. 

 
Erga  

Omnes 

 
ACP in-

quota 

ACP over-
quota / 

other pref. 

 
Erga 

 Omnes 
        

1990 0 20 20 - - - Bovine meat 
2001 0 na 12.8 141-243 1414-3043 1414-3043 
1990 0 0-20 20 - - - Bananas 
2001 0 0-13.6 0-16 0 75-380 0-680 
1990 0 0 B54 - - - Sugar 
2001 0 0 - 0 0 339-419 
1990 0 9.5-11.5 11.2-13.6 0 0-13 0-16 Leguminous 

vegetables 2001 0 9.5-11.5 11.2-13.6 0 0-13 0-16 
1990 0 0-13 4-15 - - - Coffee 
2001 0 0-8 0-11.5 - - - 
1990 0 na 12 - - - Rice 
2001 0 0 0-7.7 - 41-133 0-416 
1990 0 - 6-14 - - 160-310 Tobacco 
2001 0 3.9-15.6 11.2-18.4 0 77-476 220-560 
1990 0 0-4 0-22 - - - Fresh fish 
2001 0 0 0-23 - - - 
1990 0 0-11 na - - - Prepared 

fish 2001 0 0-10.6 0-25 - - - 
1990 0 4-7 8-25 - - - Crustaceans 

 2001 0 0-2.8 C8-26 - - - 
 
Note: A One category of lobster meat is duty-free in 2001. C some categories of crustaceans had tariffs sus-

pended in 1990. Erga Omnes tariffs apply to all countries not covered by special agreements. 
Source: TARIQ (2001); B Walter-Jørgensen and Jensen (2001a), 1998 data.  
 
 
Beef and veal, which is heavily protected in the EU with specific duties on boneless meat, 
for example, reaching 3,043 euro pr. tonne, exemplify sensitive products. Some of these du-
ties are prohibitively high, i.e. no imports take place (Walter-Jørgensen and Jensen, 2001b).  
Tobacco and leguminous vegetables are also protected with tariffs adding to 32 % for cer-
tain tobacco products (see Section 3). Moreover, a number of ACP export products are cov-
ered by special protocols or are heavily protected for other reasons than sensitivity. Such 
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protection, as provided for in the Cotonou Agreement (Annex V, §1) includes rules of ori-
gin and specially protected EU denominations and certain regulations concerning a series of 
products covered by the European Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).6 The complex sys-
tem of preferential tariffs and quotas on sensitive products illustrated by Table 1.5 is the 
outcome of a series of conventions with the ACP group. 
 
 

2. Previous agreements between the EU and ACP 

With the signing of the Treaty of Rome in 1957, which created the European Economic 
Community (EEC), the first European Development Fund (EDF, see Box 2.1) was estab-
lished. The prime objective of the EDF was the support of a number of former colonies with 
which the EEC had trade relations. France offered to share her colonial markets with the 
community in return for helping these primarily francophone countries. This led to the crea-
tion of the EDF, which as a consequence was committed primarily to France’s overseas ter-
ritories.7  
 

 
                                              
6 Typical examples of protected EU denominations include certain sorts of cheese and wine, for example the 

names Roquefort and Beaujolais. The CAP products are listed in Annex I to the Treaty establishing the 
European Community. Many, if not most, of these products have been liberalised anyway, but certain key 
areas – sugar, beef and veal, some fruits, etc. – are still heavily protected. The ACP countries are granted 
“more favourable treatment than granted to third countries benefiting from the most-favoured-nation 
clause” (Cotonou Agreement, Annex V, §1). The tariff reduction schedules can be found in Annex V of the 
Treaty. 

7 The French ‘offer’ took the form of a fait accomplie. France threatened not to sign the Treaty unless its 
overseas territories were given aid and preferential market access (Whiteman, 1998). 

 
Box 2.1: The European Development Fund 

 
The EDF is a series of funds set up by the EU for the provision of aid to developing countries. The aid is 
given in the form of both grants and loans under advantageous terms. Funds are dispensed through 
five-year programmes. The sizes of the EDFs connected with the Lomé conventions grew from 3,072 
million euro in 1975 to 13,500 million in the first five years of Cotonou. With the 8th EDF though, the 
amount was not increased in real terms for the first time since its establishment, and the 9th EDF is rela-
tively smaller in real terms (Wolf and Spoden, 2000). 
 
The EDF funds have through the years been used for many different purposes, mainly various devel-
opment projects. From the fourth EDF, the fund has financed systems for stabilisation of export earn-
ings. However, the EDF has had rather low disbursement rates, as there have not been enough viable 
projects available (see for example Servansing, 2000). 
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2.1. The Yaoundé Conventions 

In 1963, the first formal convention between a group of developing countries and the EEC 
was signed in Yaoundé in Cameroon. The Convention, which was supposed to cover a five-
year period, was the first to provide commercial advantages and financial aid through the 
second EDF to the group of developing countries known as the AASM, consisting of 18 
former French colonies.  
 
The main goal of the Convention was to promote development through the continuation of 
trade and political relations with Europe and to provide access to agricultural and mining 
products in the former colonies. It was renewed in 1969 with new provisions for preferen-
tial trade agreements and access to raw materials for Europe. Furthermore, it expanded to 
include the countries in the former British East Africa - Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda (EU 
Development, 2001). The early agreements thus reflected a sense of responsibility to former 
European colonies as well as an element of self-interest. They were but the beginning of a 
series of formal cooperation agreements between the EU and developing countries (see Box 
2.2). 

Box 2.2. Conventions between the EEC/EU and the AASM/ACP 

Year Convention 
 
1963 Yaoundé I: Agreement between the EEC and 18 former, francophone African colonies,

providing the colonies with commercial advantages and financial aid. 
1969 Yaoundé II: Renewal of Yaoundé I, including Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda, introducing

preferential trade arrangements for developing countries and access to raw materials for the
EEC. 

1975 Lomé I: Convention including preferential trade agreements on most ACP products and
the STABEX system for stabilisation in agricultural export earnings as well as direct develop-
ment aid. 

1979 Lomé II: SYSMIN system providing stabilisation aid to mining industries in ACP coun-
tries. 

1984 Lomé III: Attention shift from industrial development towards food security and self-
reliance. 

1990 Lomé IV: Focus on structural adjustment and crosscutting themes as a response to debt
crises and famines. 

1995 Lomé rev.: Underlining the importance of human rights, democracy and good governance,
and regional cooperation. Eighth EDF is not increased in real terms. 

2000 Cotonou: Removal of most tariffs on imports from the ACP group with sugar and beef
and veal to be covered by REPAs, and a new tariff-only banana regime to be phased in. Shift
towards participatory development paradigm. 

2001 EBA: Immediate removal of all tariffs on all imports from LDCs except arms, with 3-
stage removal of tariffs and quotas on sugar, rice and bananas. 
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2.2. The Lomé Conventions 

The first Lomé Convention was signed in the Togolese capital of Lomé in 1975. It aimed at 
including 20 members of the British Commonwealth in Africa, the Caribbean and the Pa-
cific in the Yaoundé Convention, as Great Britain had joined the EEC in 1973. When the 
renewed Yaoundé Convention expired in January 1975, a number of independent countries 
including the AASM and the 20 Commonwealth countries constituted a new group at a con-
ference in Georgetown called the ACP group. 
 
In February the group signed the first Lomé Convention with the EEC, introducing a num-
ber of characteristics shared with the following Conventions: 
 

• the principle of non-reciprocal preferential trade concerning most exports from ACP 
countries to the EEC; 

• the principle of equality of the partners, and respect for the sovereignty, interde-
pendence and mutual interests of the partners; 

• the right for each state to determine its own policies and development strategy; 

• and security of relations based on the achievements of the cooperation system (Third 
World Network, 2000). 

 
 
Lomé I 

A central achievement of Lomé I was the reduction of tariffs on agricultural and industrial 
products, implying that the ACP countries were able to export a number of commodities to 
the EEC almost free of duty. This advantage nevertheless had its limitations. First of all, the 
tariff reductions did not apply to agricultural products covered by the Common Agricultural 
Policy (CAP) of the EEC, thereby restricting market access for these products. Secondly, 
the EEC imposed restrictions in the form of rules of origin, quality, and standards. 
 
As an ad-hoc solution to the problems created by these restrictions, Lomé I introduced the 
much-debated trade protocols for bananas, sugar, rum, and beef and veal. Certain annual 
quotas of these products could be exported to the EU virtually free of duty, imported at 
high, guaranteed prices based on internal EU prices, the tariff rate quotas. Another initiative 
was a 90 % refund on tax paid on imports of beef and veal from ACP countries (EU Devel-
opment, 2001). 
 
The Convention also introduced the STABEX system, a mechanism for stabilising the ex-
port earnings of the developing countries (see Box 2.3). STABEX compensated countries  
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that were adversely affected by fluctuations in the prices or supplies of key agricultural 
products being exported to Europe. Important products, covered by this system, included 
cocoa, coffee, tea and groundnuts, all of which were affected by the commodity crisis in the 
1970s. 
 
Through Lomé I non-trade issues such as agreements on industrial cooperation, and finan-
cial and technical aid were included in the fourth EDF in addition to the more traditional 
development projects of earlier EDFs. Means were allocated to development projects in 
each ACP country as direct aid and as concessional loans, based on the size of the popula-
tion and the level of development. Lomé I development aid focused on an industrial devel-
opment strategy on direct request from the ACP group (Third World Network, 2000). 
 
 
Lomé II 

When the first Lomé Convention expired in 1979, the economic climate in the developing 
countries had changed dramatically. The strong African growth of the 1960s had come to a 
complete halt, and primary commodity prices had nearly collapsed. At the same time, trade 
with the ACP group had lost importance to the EU, which through the CAP sought to sup-
port its own food production instead of relying on imports. As a consequence, EEC con-
cerns about the supply of agricultural commodities from the ACP countries largely disap-
peared. The new Convention, corresponding to the fifth EDF, hence contained the SYSMIN 

Box 2.3. STABEX and SYSMIN. 

 
The System of Stabilization of Export Earnings (STABEX) was an invention of the first Lomé convention
in 1975. STABEX provides financial assistance to countries reliant on only one or a few agricultural prod-
ucts for export earnings when prices are low. The system thus partly insulates the country from fluctua-
tions in world market prices. With Lomé IV, the STABEX was allocated 1.5 billion ECUs for the first five-
year period and 1.8 billion for the second. 
 
The System for Safeguarding and Developing Mineral Production (SYSMIN) provides support to the min-
ing industry in countries reliant on mineral production in parallel with the STABEX. The SYSMIN was in-
troduced with the Lomé II convention in 1979. With Lomé IV, an amount of 480 million ECU was allo-
cated to the SYSMIN for a period of five years.  
 
Both the STABEX and the SYSMIN have been merged with the EDF following the Cotonou Agreement
(European Development, 2001). 
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system providing help to the mining industry in countries strongly dependent on export 
earnings from mining as the sole important change (EU Development, 2001, see Box 2.2). 
 
 
Lomé III 

The problems of Africa had worsened by the time the second Lomé Convention expired. 
Total African GDP had decreased by almost 2½ % annually over a number of years, and 
several countries experienced serious debt crises. Furthermore, the achievements of the first 
Conventions had fallen well below expectations. Zambia, for example, which many people 
in the 1960s regarded as a fairly rich country with a large potential for growth, was quickly 
becoming one of the poorest African countries, exemplified by four years of negative 
growth and an average annual GDP growth of only 1.4 % during the 1980s. As a direct con-
sequence of the poor results, the attention in Lomé III was shifted away from industrial de-
velopment and trade towards sectoral development in agriculture and fisheries. The new 
priority areas therefore became rural development, self-reliance and food security (Third 
World Network, 2000). The Convention also included aid to transportation and communica-
tion, regional cooperation, and cultural and social cooperation. As a consequence of in-
creased Western moral attention, Lomé III became the first in a row of Conventions to in-
clude a focus on human rights. The Convention texts thus became broader in scope but 
harder to administrate (Whiteman, 1998). 
 
 
Lomé IV 

The fourth Lomé Convention signed in 1990, shifted attention once more. This time, the 
ACP group sought to retain the benefits of Lomé III while the main attention was directed 
towards structural adjustment. Aid through the seventh EDF was in theory made partly con-
ditional on the recipient country implementing certain changes in economic policy to be ap-
proved by the EEC. In dialogue with the IMF and the World Bank, the Community sup-
ported structural adjustment programmes.8 As a further form of assistance, the Convention 
transformed all previously disbursed uncommitted special loans into grants. 
 
In Lomé IV a number of crosscutting themes were given a more prominent position. Human 
rights, democracy, women’s rights, environmental protection, decentralised cooperation in-
cluding a focus on improved dialogue and cooperation with NGOs and local organisations, 

                                              
8 The impact of the structural adjustment programmes is particularly debated, with opponents claiming that 

the programmes have contributed to increased poverty and proponents arguing that countries sticking to 
programmes in general have benefited considerably (see for example Dollar and Svensson, 1998). 
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economic diversification, private sector development, and increased regional cooperation 
were all areas to which the EU intended to pay attention. 
 
Lomé IV was the first convention to run over a ten-year period, but including a mid-term 
review in 1995. The second half of the Convention was financed through the eighth EDF, 
which for the first time was not increased in real terms. The revision of Lomé IV following 
the mid-term review also contained an enhanced attention to human rights and democracy 
and good governance, implying that ACP countries not in line with the principles of the re-
vised Convention could in principle be denied development aid. The revision also contained 
an increased attention paid to decentralised cooperation, and a participatory approach to de-
velopment efforts in line with the current development paradigm (EU Development, 2001). 
 
Despite the efforts encapsulated in the Lomé Conventions, the impact has been disappoint-
ing. ACP trade with the EU has increased, but has lost importance relative to EU trade with 
other countries and regions: in 1976 6.7 % of total EU imports originated in ACP countries, 
by 1999 this share had dropped to 4.4 %. In addition, forty countries (more than half of the 
ACP group) are currently classified as Least Developed. On this basis, many have ques-
tioned the development impact of the Lomé Conventions. The data do not refute this view. 
During the period 1975-1999, when the ACP group was covered by the Lomé Conventions, 
non-ACP developing countries grew more than twice as fast as the ACP group, despite the 
fact that the latter group had preferential access to the European market and was given 
much more development aid.9 Probable explanations for this failure are that the access to 
EU markets was still restricted on key products, and that countries often led counterproduc-
tive domestic policies. Whatever the reason, the lack of economic performance necessitated 
significant alterations of the Lomé Conventions. The outcome was the new Cotonou 
Agreement. 
 
 

3. The Cotonou Agreement 

In the course of time, the Lomé Conventions have lowered tariffs on imports from develop-
ing countries and have introduced Tariff Rate Quotas (TRQ). The present Agreement intro-
duces further steps along this path in addition to other changes. It consists of three pillars: a 
political pillar and a development aid pillar, together forming the non-trade component, and 

                                              
9 The ‘non-ACP developing countries’ in this comparison are those currently classified as medium to low 

human development by the UNDP (2001). The weighted average growth rates are 2.5 % (ACP) vs. 5.4 % 
(non-ACP), and weighted average per capita aid figures are 9.3 % (ACP) vs. 1.4 % (non-ACP). The data 
do not change substantially if the former communist bloc and China are excluded. 
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a third trade pillar consisting of current arrangements and future regional agreements, thus 
forming the trade component. The political pillar, which this paper will not comment fur-
ther upon, contains articles on peace building, migration, and human rights among other 
topics. It also contains provisions for setting up formalised joint political organs for coop-
eration and coordination between the EU and the ACP group. 
 
The objective of the Agreement as stated in Article 1 aims at “reducing and eventually 
eradicating poverty consistent with the objectives of sustainable development and the grad-
ual integration of the ACP countries into the world economy”. This is to be achieved by 
supporting economic, human, social and political development in the ACP countries in 
various ways. Furthermore, the Agreement stresses the importance of regional cooperation 
and integration and various crosscutting themes. These themes, gender equality, environ-
mental sustainability, and institutional development and capacity building, are to be consid-
ered in relation to every single development effort. 
 
The most notable among the innovations of the Cotonou Agreement, the reasons why the 
partners chose not to call it Lomé V, are: 

• the policy conditionality of the development aid, and a restructuring of the develop-
ment aid and financial support components building on needs, local ownership and a 
participatory approach to development; 

• the new basis for regional agreements and cooperation. 
 
The Agreement sets a process in motion depicted in Box 3.1 with the main objectives of 
liberalising trade between the EU and ACP countries through Regional Economic Partner-
ship Agreements (REPA). These agreements are to be negotiated and prepared for between 
2002 and 2008. This preparatory period preceding the implementation of the REPAs is to 
be used for capacity building in the public and private sectors, the strengthening of regional 
organisations, and the completion of further negotiations on Economic Partnership Agree-
ments. The Agreement thus shifts attention towards strategies that promote private and pub-
lic investments and regional cooperation. It also seeks to tap into local and regional social 
capital for support, in line with the contemporary participatory approach to development. 
 
In summary, the Cotonou Agreement is not just a free trade agreement, but covers many 
more topics. These topics can be divided into two main areas covering a non-trade compo-
nent and a trade component. 
 
 



16

Box 3.1: Timetable for negotiations and implementation of Cotonou and EBA10 
Date Involved parties Negotiations Trade Regime 
April 2000 EU, ACP and WTO EU request for WTO waiver 

to allow continuation of Lomé 
preferences until 2008 

Lomé regime maintained for 
ACP countries except South 
Africa 

February 2001 EU and LDCs Everything but Arms EBA removes tariffs and 
quotas on all imports from 
LDCs, except rice, sugar and 
bananas 

Until 2002 EU and ACP Parties prepare for REPA 
negotiations 

September 
2002 – Janu-
ary 2008 

EU and subgroups of ACP 
countries 

REPA negotiations with the 
EU 

 

2004 EU and ACP non-LDCs opt-
ing out of REPA negotiations 

Negotiations for alternative 
arrangements for non-LDCs 
“not in a position” to sign free 
trade REPAs 

Provision of new trade 
framework equivalent to ex-
isting and in accordance with 
WTO rules 

2006 EU and ACP Review of planned arrange-
ments to ensure no delays 

 

January 2006 EU and LDCs  EBA eliminates all banana 
tariffs 

2008-
2018/2020 

EU and ACP REPA sub-
groups 

Implementation of REPAs Lomé regime ends. ACP 
gradually open “substantially 
all” categories to imports 
from the EU. 
Countries opting out of 
REPA negotiations get un-
known alternative treatment 

July / Septem-
ber 2009 

EU and LDCs  EBA eliminates tariffs on 
sugar and rice 

From 2018-
2020 onwards 

EU and ACP countries in 
REPAs 

 Free trade agreements in 
place between the EU and 
ACP countries 

 
 

3.1. The non-trade component 

The approach to development taken in the Agreement is participatory, based on locally 
owned elements enabling economic, social, cultural and environmental development (Art. 
20, 56). The ACP states are themselves responsible for designing and implementing struc-
tural adjustment programmes, supported by “disciplined fiscal and monetary policies that 
result in the reduction of inflation, and improve external and fiscal balances” (Art. 22.1). In 

                                              
10 The EBA Initiative will be discussed in Section 6. 
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other words to a larger extent than previously the countries ‘own’ their own economic pol-
icy. 
 
Another participatory non-trade innovation in the Cotonou Agreement vis-à-vis the earlier 
Lomé conventions is the explicit mentioning and involvement of non-state actors (Art. 4, 6-
7). Moreover, the Agreement is based on the respect for the principles of human rights, de-
mocracy and the rule of law, and stresses the importance of good governance (Art. 9). A 
further important innovation is the obligation of the EU to inform the ACP group if it takes 
“measure[s] which might affect the interests of the ACP States” (Art. 12). 
 
The overall development aid regime is also thoroughly altered by the Cotonou Agreement. 
First of all, each ACP country and the EU jointly formulate a Country Support Strategy 
(CSS), which will be reviewed annually through a National Indicative Programme (NIP), a 
point much opposed by the ACP group during the negotiations (Salama and Dearden, 
2001). A CSS includes both traditional structural adjustment as well as social and human 
development goals. There will be annual reviews of the development efforts of the CSS, 
appraised through the NIP, with the effect that aid is no longer automatic. “Appropriate 
measures” can be taken, meaning that development aid and trade preferences can be can-
celled, if countries seriously violate the principles regarding human rights, democracy or the 
rule of law (Art. 96-97). 
 
The development aid is to be distributed according to the needs of individual countries, 
based on per capita income, the HDI, population size, indebtedness, exceptional export 
earning losses and indications of high dependence on export earnings.11 The STABEX and 
SYSMIN arrangements have been dismantled and are now covered by Article 68, which 
provides support to countries hit adversely by instability of export earnings. Contrary to the 
previous arrangements, the Cotonou Agreement does not outline specific products to be 
considered. The systems have become a de facto part of the EDF. 
 
Furthermore, the Agreement focuses on building a sound, low-risk investment climate con-
ducive to furthering economic growth in the ACP countries, encouraging investment sup-
port, protection and guarantees against expropriation and legal uncertainty (Art. 74-78). 
Such a focus on enhancing investment is important in order to be able to extract the full 
gains of the improved possibilities for trading with the EU and the rest of the world. 
 

                                              
11  Wolf and Spoden (2000) conclude that EU aid has been given primarily to relatively liberal small or large 

countries, whereas middle-sized countries have been disadvantaged. 
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3.2. The trade component 

Building on achievements of the Lomé Conventions, the main objective of the trade com-
ponent of the Cotonou Agreement is “the smooth and gradual integration of the ACP States 
into the world economy” (Cotonou Agreement, Art. 37, 1). This is to take place with due 
consideration given to the different levels of development within the ACP group, but even-
tually countries are to liberalise essentially all imports from the EU by 2020. Lacking sup-
ply and trading capacity will be supported through trade and economic cooperation.12 
 
The approach used to achieve the objective of the Agreement is to “remov[e] progressively 
barriers to trade between [the EU and ACP] and enhanc[e] cooperation in all areas relevant 
to trade” (Art. 36.1). Annex V of the Agreement states that ACP products will enter the EU 
market free of custom duties or equivalent measures, except for a list of certain products, of 
which bananas, sugar, and beef and veal are of particular importance (see subsections be-
low).13 
 
The removal of trade barriers and a timetable for this removal is the main subject of the 
REPA negotiations (Art. 37.7). In addition, Article 37.9 states that “at the latest 2005 [the 
EU] will allow duty free access for essentially all products from all LDC“.14 On the issue of 
dismantling ACP barriers to trade, the Agreement simply expresses the commitment of the 
partners to remove those barriers, preferably before 2020. 
 
The REPAs, which are supposed to enter into force by 2008, are thus the main instruments 
for trade liberalisation. These agreements have to be consistent with the focus on regional 
integration, stressed by the Cotonou Agreement. The paper concludes by discussing the 
REPAs as there are particular difficulties relating to these agreements. For example, the EU 
expects to negotiate with formal country associations, but the choice of associations is far 
from clear. 
 

                                              
12 Thus the Cotonou Agreement is a prime example of an applied infant industry protection strategy. For 

theoretical considerations, see Shafaeddin (2000). 
13 The Rum protocol of Lomé has expired and is not replaced. This could be of great value to Caribbean 

countries. Note for example that a share of 13 % of total CARICOM exports to the EU is ethyl alcohol, 
primarily being rum (EU Statistics, 2000). 

14 With the EBA Initiative, this point has been made obsolete (see Section 6). 
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In the meantime, while the REPA negotiations are ongoing, tariffs on sensitive products 
still apply (see Section 1). For example, the Lomé protocols on EU-ACP trade in sugar and 
beef and veal have been incorporated into the Cotonou Agreement, due to their sensitivity 
to the European agricultural sector. In addition, an international agreement on bananas has 
been reached instead of the Lomé protocol. These three internationally disputed products 
are of particular importance to a number of ACP countries. The following subsections 
therefore present a description and analysis of the potential importance of these products.  
 
 

3.3. Bananas 

The banana regime of the fourth Lomé Convention was deemed not in accordance with 
WTO rules, and as a consequence, the Cotonou Agreement had to include a new banana re-
gime. The negotiations proved difficult, but in April 2001, the EU, the US, and Ecuador an-
nounced that they had settled on an agreement, giving the ACP countries a duty-free banana 
quota of 750,000 tonnes annually after a specified transitional period (EU Press Release, 
2001b). The present TRQ system is to be changed gradually to a tariff-only system by 2006, 
starting on July 1, 2001. During the transition period, quotas are to be distributed based on 
historic reference periods (EU Communiqué, 2001), with a so-called Quota C of 850,000 
tonnes distributed among all countries, but with an ACP tariff preference (EU, 2001). 
 
The reduced quota is regarded by the ACP countries as implying increased competition 
with the so-called dollar-bananas, thus putting a strain on the economies of a number of 
ACP countries. It should be noted, however, that the ACP countries only exported 76 % of 
their banana quota in 1999, hence not filling the planned quota.15 The quotas and exports of 
the top 10 banana exporting ACP countries are listed in Table 3.1 below.  
 
The special Cotonou protocol on bananas recognises the “overwhelming economic impor-
tance” of banana exports to some countries (protocol 5, §1), naming Somalia on account of 
its LDC status.16 Furthermore, Somalia will probably rely much more on the banana indus-
try in the near future than the Windward Islands, where the industry is currently losing im- 
 
 

                                              
15  There are numerous explanations to why the quotas are not filled. Apart from limits to supply capacity, 

the administrative process can imply that the quota rent is captured by non-ACP agents, thereby remov-
ing some of the incentive to filling the quota. 

16  The PPP-adjusted pr. capita income is only about an eighth of that of the three Windward Islands and Be-
lize, which are also highly dependent on banana exports to the EU (WDI, 2001). 
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TABLE 3.1. Top ten banana exporting ACP countries, 1999 
      
 
 
Country 

EU quota, 
tonnes 

Share of total 
EU banana im-

port, % 

Banana export 
to EU, 1000 US$ 

 
Banana exports 

to EU, tonnes 

Share of bananas in 
total exports to the 

EU, % 
      
Côte d’Ivoire 162,500 5.4 107,288 192,585 4.8 
Cameroon 162,500 5.3 105,316 161,294 7.5 
Saint Lucia 127,000 2.7 53,249 65,485 93.5 
Jamaica 105,000 2.1 42,008 51,614 7.2 
Belize 55,000 1.9 37,077 55,485 24.0 
Saint Vincent  82,000 1.6 30,569 37,742 25.1 
Suriname 38,000 1.4 27,610 39,033 17.4 
Dom. Republic na 1.2 23,074 41,936 9.8 
Dominica 71,000 1.2 22,680 28,139 73.4 
Somalia* 60,000 0.2 4,545 7,017 43.9 
      
ACP total 887,700 22.9 451,359 676,599 1.3 
 
Note: * Figures for Somalia are from 1998. The four largest exporters of dollar-bananas to the EU (Costa 

Rica, Ecuador, Colombia and Panama) held a total import market share of 71.1 % in 1999. 
Source: TRAINS (2001), column 2: Hubbard et al. (2000a), own calculations.  
 
 
portance, although the Islands currently base their export earnings heavily on banana 
production and are not sufficiently competitive internationally (Hubbard et al., 2000b).17 
 
In general, the importance of the EU banana policy regime should not be underestimated as 
the EU imports the vast majority of ACP bananas (the US share of total banana imports 
from the ACP group is just 1.5 %). Moreover, it does so at very high prices, 666 US$ pr. 
tonne on average, double the average price of American imports. This implies that the EU 
specific duties correspond to approximately 10-53 % additional ad-valorem tariffs.18 
 
 

                                              
17 The Windward Islands are St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Dominica, and Grenada (which does 

not export bananas). As an example of the international competitiveness of ACP bananas, the Dominican 
Republic is the only ACP country currently exporting significant amounts of bananas to the US. 

18 Calculations are based on trade data from the TRAINS database and protection data from the TARIQ da-
tabase. Ad-valorem tariff equivalents are calculated as tariffs plus the non-tariff protection (specific pr. 
tonne duties) relative to the average product unit value of each tariff group. This measure, used by the 
OECD, underestimates protection where the unit value is distorted by high guaranteed EU entry prices. An 
ideal measure would be based on world market prices. 
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3.4. Sugar 

Sugar is another sensitive commodity for the EU. European sugar producers receive sub-
stantial support through guaranteed minimum prices and import protection. One effect of 
the EU sugar policy is that ACP sugar is imported at prices on average 160 % above world 
market prices (European Commission, 2001). These prices for ACP sugar, which are based 
on internal EU prices, are guaranteed within the quotas given by the Cotonou Agreement. 
Naturally, this both limits imports and makes the EU an extremely attractive market.19 As a 
consequence, the EU imports roughly seven times more ACP sugar than the US, with the 
ACP countries filling EU quotas 100 % (Walter-Jørgensen and Jensen, 2001a). Table 3.2 
below outlines the ten largest ACP exporters to the EU. 
 
TABLE 3.2. Top ten sugar exporting ACP countries, 1999 
      
 
 
Country: 

 
EU quota, 

tonnes 

Share of total 
EU sugar im-

port, % 

 
Sugar export to 
EU, 1000 US$ 

 
Sugar exports to 

EU, tonnes 

Share of sugar in 
total exports to the 

EU, % 
      
Mauritius 487,200 30.4 300,589 524,959 24.5 
Fiji 163,600 13.2 129,198 238,636 83.9 
Guyana 157,700 12.6 123,623 226,929 62.4 
Swaziland 116,400 9.8 96,575 178,760 70.2 
Jamaica 118,300 9.3 90,565 166,235 15.6 
Zimbabwe 25,000 3.8 34,107 73,332 4.3 
Belize 39,400 3.2 31,492 58,173 20.4 
Trinidad 69,000 3.2 31,394 57,092 10.3 
Barbados 49,300 2.9 28,558 50,428 55.0 
Malawi 20,000 1.8 22,413 35,415 9.9 
      
ACP total 1,349,000 88.9 941,453 1,694,846 2.7 
 
Note: Quotas are not directly comparable to the imported amounts, as they are expressed in metric tonnes 

of white sugar. 
Source: TRAINS (2001), column 2: Cotonou Agreement (2000), own calculations.  
 
 
Notice should be given to the fact that a handful of ACP countries depend heavily on sugar 
exports to the EU, notably Barbados, Fiji, Guyana, Mauritius, and Swaziland. 
 
Following the Cotonou Agreement, the EU sugar trade with ACP countries is to be covered 
by the future REPAs. Negotiations will start in 2002 and agreements are to enter into force 
 

                                              
19  In Walter-Jørgensen, Jensen and Frandsen (2001), the authors assume that 80 % of the quota-rent is cap-

tured by the exporting country. This division is based on observable data, and thus refutes the often-heard 
claims that the full quota-rent is captured by EU-based import agents. In general, EU legislation seems to 
ascertain that European import agents do not capture a substantial part of the quota rent. 
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by 2008. The European Commission (2001) estimates that Sudan and Zambia have poten-
tial for exporting significant amounts of sugar to the EU when barriers are lifted in connec-
tion with the EBA Initiative and possible future REPAs.20 Thus, it should be expected that 
there could be significant trade-diverting effects of the Cotonou Agreement, depending on 
the terms negotiated in the REPAs and the LDC potential for increasing sugar exports.21 
LDCs with a potential for exporting sugar such as Malawi, will probably gain extra trade, a 
probable loser could be India, which until now has exported sugar to the EU within a TRQ. 
 
 

3.5. Meat of bovine animals 

EU imports of beef and veal from ACP countries are covered by a special protocol attached 
to the Cotonou Agreement, as these products are of special importance to the EU. Future 
REPAs are to govern ACP beef and veal imports, as is the case of sugar. As can be seen in 
Table 3.3, bovine meat exports is currently just a small share of the total ACP exports to the 
EU. Only Namibia and Botswana has large export shares of beef and veal, consisting of 
12.1 and 10.1 % of their total exports to the EU in 1999.  
 
TABLE 3.3: Bovine animal meat, top five exporting ACP countries, 1999 
      
 
 
Country: 

 
EU quota, 

tonnes 

Share of total EU 
bovine meat im-

port, % 

Bovine meat ex-
ports to EU, 

1000 US$ 

Bovine meat ex-
ports to EU, ton-

nes 

Share of bovine 
meat in total exports 

to the EU, % 
      
Namibia 13,000 6.9 49,799 10,355 12.1 
Botswana 18,916 4.7 44,450 11,508 A10.1 
Zimbabwe 9,100 3.0 27,705 6,775 3.5 
Swaziland 3,363 0.1 1,339 416 1.1 
Uganda - 0 215 81 0.1 
      
ACP total 52,100 13.2 123,540 29,160 0.4 
 
Note: A Botswana had a product share of 32.2 % in 1998 (EU Statistics, 2000). 
Source: TRAINS (2001), column 2: Cotonou Agreement (2000), own calculations.  
 
 

                                              
20  Regarding the European trade agreements with the Mediterranean countries, only Tunisia and Turkey 

seem to be able to start exporting sugar; in the case of non-ACP LDCs, only Nepal seems to have a po-
tential for developing future sugar exports. 

21  Stevens and Kennan (2001) estimate that the potential for increasing sugar output is limited in the short 
to medium term as the LDCs do not have excess supply capacity or immediate possibilities for investing 
in such capacity. 
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One possible reason for the limited ACP exports is the high degree of protection, which 
means that over-quota tariffs on some bovine meat products are prohibitive. Approximate 
in-quota ad-valorem tariff equivalents are 2-4.5 % although the Cotonou Agreement re-
moves ad-valorem duties. Over-quota ad-valorem tariff equivalents are in the range of 22-
56 %.22 Within quotas, the Cotonou Agreement is supposed to reduce non-tariff barriers by 
92 % (Protocol 4, Art. 1). Note that, contrary to what can be read in the table above, the 
quotas on beef and veal are filled 100 % in most years (Walter-Jørgensen and Jensen, 
2001a), pointing to a large, partly unused supply capacity within the ACP group.  
 
If future REPAs covering beef and veal are supposed to liberalise ACP exports of sensitive 
products to the EU, the trade creating effect could prove significant and highly beneficial to 
certain ACP countries as they are highly competitive on prices vis-à-vis EU producers, dis-
regarding the quality and sanitary standard of the meat.23 Difficulties in meeting the EU 
Sanitary and Phyto-Sanitary (SPS) standards could very well stand in the way of extracting 
the gains from a liberalised trade regime in beef and veal, as SPS standards are often based 
on requirements concerning the production process, which developing countries are not able 
to meet.  

 
 
3.6. Other markets of importance to the ACP group 

Apart from the three commodities analysed above, other less disputed products are impor-
tant to some ACP countries. A number of these products are presented in Table 3.4 below. 
Due to internal production in the EU, imports of some citrus fruits, lemons in particular, as 
well as some tobacco products and leguminous vegetables, are protected by tariffs. As a few 
ACP countries have sizable exports of these products to the EU, potential future tariff re-
ductions on these products could have positive impacts on ACP economies.  
 

                                              
22  Walter-Jørgensen and Jensen (2001a) report an alternative over-quota import tariff equivalent of 88.9 % 

based on the world market price. The above measures are based on average EU entry prices on traded 
products. When calculating an ad-valorem tariff equivalent based on entry prices to other markets or on 
synthetic prices on non-traded products, total protection can exceed 100 %.  

23  The import price on beef and veal from ACP countries is approximately 20 % lower than the average im-
port price from the rest of the world (calculations based on TRAINS (2001)). 
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TABLE 3.4. Other markets of importance to the ACP, 1999 
   

EU import from ACP EU import tariff (ad-valorem equivalent)  
 
Market 

 
1000 US$ 

Share of total 
import, % 

 
In-quota, % 

Over-quota / 
GSP tariff, % 

 
Erga Omnes, % 

      
Citrus fruit 230,004 23.7 0 0-13.6 2.4-50 
Coffee 1,061,886 23.5 0 0-8 0-11.5 
Fruit 220,661 51.5 0 0-6.8 0-7.7 
Leg. vegetables 109,539 68.1 0 9.5-11 11.2-13.6 
Tobacco 466,489 18.6 0 3.9-32.3 11.2-80 
 
Source: TRAINS (2001), own calculations based on TARIQ (2001).  

 
 
In general, tariffs on EU imports from ACP countries are low, and these countries have 
preferential access to the EU market. However, a few selected countries export sizable 
amounts of sensitive products with high tariffs. For example, Swaziland exports citrus 
fruits, a number of countries base their export earnings on coffee, Kenya exports legumi-
nous vegetables, and Zimbabwe and Malawi export tobacco (see Annex Table A.5 for de-
tails). 
 
Therefore, the problematic areas can be divided into two main lines: sensitive products and 
vulnerable countries. 
 
 

3.7. Discussion of the Cotonou Agreement 

The trade component of the Cotonou Agreement is in essence only an agreement to agree. 
There are, however, a number of features, which are possible to evaluate at this time: 
 

• The restructuring of the EU development aid could prove to have positive implica-
tions for the ACP group. The Agreement changes the EU development regime by 
distributing aid on the basis of needs and conditional on policies supporting good 
governance, human rights and democracy. The positive impact of this shift works 
through both increasing the attention given to economic and social policies, by forc-
ing governments of developing countries to improve these policies, and by improv-
ing the distribution of the aid. However, it can be argued that the extent of this im-
pact is limited. 

• The trade component of the Agreement also holds promise of positive impacts, but 
the extent of these impacts depend on the outcome of difficult negotiations for future 
regional agreements, which will presumably lower tariffs on a number of products. 
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The impacts will be unevenly distributed across countries and regions, as they will 
probably mostly accrue to liberalising trade in a few sensitive products. Bananas, 
sugar, and beef and veal are the prime examples of such products. In selected coun-
tries, these products are extremely important. Nevertheless, there may be limits to 
these impacts, depending on the administrative quality and capacity, and supply ca-
pacity in the affected countries.24 

 
Direct impacts will probably center on (a) countries exporting sensitive products and/or (b) 
countries changing their policy regimes in a beneficial way as a consequence of the Agree-
ment.  Other countries will most likely only experience an indirect impact of the Cotonou 
Agreement through effects arising from increased intra-regional trade with more directly af-
fected countries.  
 
A final point to be made in this section is that the Cotonou Agreement is only one in a se-
ries of EU preferential trade agreements and multilateral agreements under the aegis of the 
WTO. Such agreements in their current form and in expectation of future trade liberalisa-
tion efforts could affect the impacts of the Cotonou Agreement. In particular, future EU 
agreements with MERCOSUR and the Mediterranean countries could potentially erode 
some of the impact of the Agreement due to the fact that these countries export certain 
products that compete with ACP exports to the EU.25 26 One example is exports of beef and 
veal in which Argentina and Brazil have a competitive advantage, notwithstanding high EU 
tariffs on these products.27 A substantial reduction of import tariffs on beef and veal from 
Latin America could potentially erode a significant part of the impact on Namibia and Bot-
swana. 
 
In general, tariff liberalisation vis-à-vis MERCOSUR and / or the Mediterranean countries 
could erode part of the ACP trade preferences, thereby decreasing the potential gains to be 
had from the Cotonou Agreement. The same considerations apply to the EBA Initiative, 
which is discussed in Section 6, and the EU-South Africa Agreement, which is the subject 
discussed in the next section. 

                                              
24  Particularly, missing credit markets can be a limit to seizing the full potential of trade liberalisation (see 

for example a forthcoming article by Chloupkova and Bjørnskov). 
25  Estevadeordal and Krivonos (2000) provide an overview of the EU MERCOSUR trade negotiations.  
26  The European enlargement project has also been mentioned as a potential problem in this respect. How-

ever, only a very small part of the EU import from Central and East European countries compete with 
imports from the ACP group. 

27 For example, the ad-valorem tariff equivalent on Argentinean boneless beef is approximately 43 %, or 10 
times the in-quota tariff on the same products from ACP countries (see for example Frandsen and Jensen, 
2001). 
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4. The EU-South Africa Agreement 

The EU has emphasised that it sees the agreement with South Africa as a model for future 
trade and cooperation agreements with developing countries. It is therefore likely that the 
EU will try to shape the coming REPAs along the lines of the EU-South Africa Agreement. 
However, the actual REPAs should optimally be formulated somewhat differently, given 
the differences in the initial conditions for the establishment of a free trade agreement 
(FTA).28 To obtain an impression of the potential design of such REPAs, this section re-
views the EU-South Africa Agreement. 
 
 

4.1. Background 

The EU’s relations with South Africa have historically been somewhat complicated. Prior 
to the change of government in 1994, the Community’s external policy towards South Af-
rica was concentrated on an uneasy task of maintaining a balance between commercial in-
terests on the one hand and official condemnation of the apartheid regime on the other. Af-
ter the fall of apartheid, a formal EU formal cooperation agreement with the new South Af-
rican government suddenly became politically possible. Relations now involved dealing 
with the dual nature of the South African economy.29 This posed certain dilemmas for the 
EU when choosing a country strategy for South Africa, which had to differ substantially 
from the policy towards other ACP nations, but the EU and South Africa eventually reached 
an agreement. 
 
The main objectives of the agreement were to promote the respect for human rights and 
democracy, and to support sustainable development by intensifying cooperation “in all ar-
eas within their respective spheres of competence, including trade” (Art. 2 of the Coopera-
tion Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of South Africa). The 
cooperation efforts were financed through the newly established European Program for Re-
construction and Development in South Africa (EPRD), focusing on a small number of se-
lected development programs dedicated to strengthening institutions, good governance, 
education and health. This agreement, however broad and vague in its formulations, paved 
the way for future negotiations concerning trade and cooperation. 
 
 

                                              
28  At present, it is not even clear which countries will actually have the capacity to enter into free trade with 

the EU by the end of the provisional period. 
29  As stressed before, the relatively high average income level of South Africa means that it can in some re-

spects be characterised as a developed, not a developing, country. 
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Lomé 

In 1994, South Africa sought membership of the Lomé IV Convention. The EU rejected the 
accession request on the grounds of a possible erosion of preferential status of other ACP 
counties, most of which are far less developed than South Africa. Requests of partial acces-
sion were also denied, but in April 1997, a decision to grant South Africa a so-called quali-
fied membership was approved. This meant that South Africa’s involvement was limited to 
technical and cultural cooperation and participation in the institutions of the Convention, 
implying that South Africa neither could benefit from preferential access to the European 
market, nor receive funding from the EDF granted to other ACP countries. Instead, the EU 
proposed to establish a free trade area with South Africa over the course of ten years. South 
Africa became a qualified member of Lomé in 1998 and a partner in the Cotonou Agree-
ment in 2000, with the important caveat that trade arrangements were negotiated separately 
under the new EU-South Africa Cooperation Agreement.  
 
 

4.2. The South Africa - EU Agreement on Trade, Development and Cooperation 

The new Trade, Development and Cooperation Agreement (TDCA) signed on October 11, 
1999 covers all areas not dealt with in the context of South Africa’s Lomé / Cotonou mem-
bership. The Agreement entered into force on January 1, 2000.  
 
The main objectives of the TDCA are: 
 

• the creation of a framework for future dialogue between the parties; 

• the provision of support to the transition process in South Africa; 

• the promotion of regional cooperation and economic integration in the southern Af-
rican region;  

• the expansion and reciprocal liberalisation of mutual trade in goods, services and 
capital; 

• the encouragement of South Africa’s integration into the world economy; 

• and to promote cooperation between the EU and South Africa within the bounds of 
their respective powers, in their mutual interest (Art. 1). 

 
The essential element of the TDCA is the respect for democratic principles and fundamental 
human rights. Furthermore, the parties are committed to the promotion of good governance. 
The political dialogue, which is an important part of the Agreement, is intended to encour-
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age these principles and also to help promote social justice through the creation of neces-
sary conditions to eliminate poverty and all forms of discrimination. 
 
 
Creation of a Free Trade Area 

The most important and far-reaching part of the TDCA is Title II on Trade. In accordance 
with the provisions of the Agreement and in conformity with those of the WTO, a free trade 
area will be phased in over a period lasting, on the South African side, a maximum of 12 
years and, on the Community side, a maximum of 10 years. This is the first agreement be-
tween the EU and another party, which includes free trade (although only partial) in agricul-
tural goods. 
 
The negotiation process turned out to be long and difficult due to conflicting issues of 
asymmetry between the economies and the sensitivity of some European imports. The par-
ties eventually agreed on a liberalisation scheme, which at the end of the transitional period 
grants duty-free access to 95 % of the South African exports and to 86 % of the EU’s ex-
ports. The TDCA specifies separate liberalisation schemes for industrial and agricultural 
products: the EU is committed to more rapid and comprehensive dismantling of barriers 
than South Africa for industrial goods; for agricultural products, the reverse is the case. A 
share consisting of 61.4 % of agricultural goods are subject to full liberalisation, for the 
most part at the end of the ten-year period. In addition, 13 % will be liberalised only par-
tially (European Commission Delegation in South Africa, 1999).30 
 
Tariff elimination will take place in different stages, with differentiated schedules for EU 
and South Africa. The Agreement contains Annexes grouping all tradable products into 
categories defined by the speed of tariff reduction (Annex Tables A.8a-d show the liberali-
sation schemes for industrial and agricultural goods by both parties). These tariffs decrease 
gradually over the years, eventually reaching zero. Customs duties on products not men-
tioned in the Annexes are subject to complete removal immediately upon entry into force of 
the Agreement. Thus, if a certain product is covered by list 3 of Annex II, it means that the 
EU will cut 25% of the customs duties on industrial goods imported from South Africa in 
2003, decreasing the duties by 25% of the base rate until 2005. For some products only par-
tial liberalisation applies and some are excluded entirely from the present Agreement. The 
exceptions are the goods or sectors, which the parties consider sensitive, and are closely 

                                              
30 The liberalisation schemes are based on the average value of 1994-1996 trade. 
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connected to the reforms envisaged in those sectors. The protected most sector in the EU is 
agriculture, whereas for South Africa the sensitive products are mainly industrial goods.  
 
In the Agreement, products within each larger group such as fruits, fish or flowers can be-
long to different tariff reduction categories, thereby reflecting the level of sensitivity each 
party attaches to the particular product. With this high level of disaggregation, it can be 
fairly complicated to determine the overall trends in removing the trade barriers for specific 
groups of products. A couple of closely related items are picked to illustrate this point:  al-
monds other than bitter are Harmonized System item HS08021190 when in shell and item 
HS08021290 when shelled. The first item is listed in list 3 of Annex IV and the other in list 
1 of Annex IV. Therefore, tariff elimination will be complete for shelled almonds in 2003, 
but seven years later for almonds in shell, which illustrates the need to know the very de-
tailed characteristics of each product to establish the rules applied. Administrating this 
scheme therefore requires a significant administrative capacity. 
 
The fastest removal of barriers (immediate or within three years after the entry into force of 
the Agreement) by the EU applies to the majority of industrial goods, including mineral and 
chemical products, plastics, leather and skin, wood, articles of stone, glass, precious stones 
and metals, machinery and electrical equipment, ships and aircrafts. Tariff elimination will 
be slower in the case of textiles and footwear and iron and steel. Partial liberalisation ap-
plies to a large share of motor vehicles and their parts. For agricultural goods, the liberalisa-
tion process will last till the end of the ten-year period in most cases, with the exception of 
dried beans and lentils, coconuts, coffee and tea, oil seeds, skins and furs, raw wool and cot-
ton, which either have zero tariffs already or will attain duty-free access to the EU market 
within three years. 
 
For South Africa, the liberalisation process for most industrial goods will be slower than in 
the case of the EU. A very long list of processed goods, for which zero-tariffs will be at-
tained only at the end of the 12-year period, includes the articles of plastic, rubber, glass 
and wood, household articles of iron steel and aluminium, machine tools, electrical machin-
ery, textiles, motor vehicles and toys. Liberalisation of imports of automotives products will 
to a large extent depend on the outcome of the review of the South African Motor Industry 
Development Program. For agricultural goods, a substantial share will be imported duty 
free within five years the Agreement has entered into force. Tariff elimination will be 
slower for meat, frozen, preserved or dried vegetables, animal or vegetable fats, chocolate, 
pasta, wine and some dairy products. In addition, imports of fisheries products will be de-
termined by the outcome of the Fisheries Agreement, which is not in place yet. 
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Outstanding issues in the FTA 

Some of South Africa’s most important export commodities are not subject to liberalisation 
under the current Agreement. Table 4.1 shows that these products include wine, citrus fruits 
and apples, widely exported by South Africa to the EU. The excluded products are either 
“covered by protected EU denominations” (for example Ouzo and Beaujolais) or will be re-
viewed in the course of the Agreement at a later stage, according to Art. 14 of the Agree-
ment. Furthermore, a long list of products, such as yoghurt, margarine, chocolate, pasta and 
bread continues to be subject to tariff rate quotas according to Annex IV, list 5 of the 
Agreement.  
 
TABLE 4.1. EU agricultural imports not subject to liberalisation under the TDCA 
Products Listed in Arrangement 

• meat of bovine animals 
• some dairy products 

• some cut flowers 

• oranges and lemons 
• apples and pears 

• frozen sweet corn 

• maize (cereal and flour) 
• rice 

• sorghum 
• raw cane or beet sugar 

• prepared tomatoes 

• preserved tomatoes 
• jams and fruit jellies 

• grape juice 

Annex IV, list 7 To be reviewed periodically in the course of 
the operation of the Agreement and on the 
basis of future developments in the Common 
Agricultural Policy 

• some cheeses and curd 
• wine 

Annex IV, list 8 Tariff concessions not applicable as these 
products are covered by protected EU de-
nominations 

All fishery products except live fish 
and fresh, chilled or frozen 
salmon, skipjack, tunas and eels  

Annex V, list 2-5 Tariffs will be eliminated according to the 
proceedings of the Fishery Agreement 

 
 
Negotiations on the controversial Agreements on Wine & Spirits and Fisheries have not yet 
been finalised. Both agreements were discussed at the second meeting of the South Africa-
EU Cooperation Council on June 26, 2001 with a view to finalising the outstanding negotia-
tions. The EU and South Africa have exchanged letters concerning market access for South 
African wines and spirits. The EU insisted that South Africa phases out the use of the “port” 
and “sherry” names, not only for exports to the European market, but on all South African 
export markets and the domestic market. South Africa complied with these requirements, 
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obtaining in return a duty free quota of 32 million litres for wine exports as well as financial 
support for restructuring the wine and spirit sectors. Further complications occurred when 
Italy objected the use of the name “grappa” in South African produce, and Greece ex-
pressed discontent with the use of the name “ouzo”. The two co-chairs of the meeting of the 
Cooperation Council agreed to meet before the end of July 2001 to reach a conclusion of 
the Wine & Spirits Agreement, but the outcome has not yet been made public. On fisheries, 
it was agreed that the EU would send further communications to South Africa. 
 

 
4.3. Discussion of the FTA  

Impact on South Africa 

It would seem that the development-oriented approach to the trade relations between the EU 
and developing countries is reflected in the principles of asymmetry and differentiation in-
corporated in most trade agreements. To provide support to the restructuring efforts aimed 
at improving the South African economy, the EU has committed to a more rapid and exten-
sive trade liberalisation vis-à-vis South Africa than vice-versa. By analysing the TDCA it is 
nevertheless clear that the asymmetry clause intended to compensate for the differences in 
levels of development is only satisfied in the case of industrial goods. Liberalisation in agri-
culture from the EU’s side is both slow and restricted. Most tariffs will be abolished only at 
the end of the ten-year period, granting free access to the European market to 61.4 % of 
South African agricultural exports. The most sensitive goods from the point of view of the 
EU are the very products, such as apples, citrus fruits and wine, in which South Africa is 
highly competitive. For South Africa, the sensitive sectors are automobiles and components, 
textiles and clothing, red meat, sugar, winter grains and dairy, which all are vital sectors in 
the South African economy. 
 
Even though South Africa has been given two more years to adjust to the Agreement than 
the EU, the adjustment effort required is without doubt greater for South Africa. On the day 
of entry into force of the TDCA, almost half of all products at the eight-digit level of the HS 
imported by the EU from South Africa were duty-free (TRAINS, 2001). The new trading 
arrangement will affect a smaller share of the European imports than the corresponding 
share of South African imports. Furthermore, the average duty rate applied by the EU will 
decrease from 2.7 % to 1.5 % at the end of the adjustment period, whereas South Africa will 
have to lower the average tariffs from 10 % to 4.3 % (Eurostep, 2000). 
 
Nevertheless, the establishment of an FTA can be expected to be beneficial for South Af-
rica. The European Union is South Africa’s main trading partner, accounting for approxi-
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mately 43 % of its imports and 34 % of its exports in 1999 (EU Statistics, 2000). Improved 
market access will most likely increase this share and strengthen the overall cooperation be-
tween the partners. 
 
One and a half years after the beginning of the liberalisation process, it is still too early to 
evaluate the effect of the TDCA on the South African economy in detail. A preliminary as-
sessment indicates that the results of the first year are quite impressive, despite the restric-
tions that still apply. In 2000, the South African exports to the EU grew by 35 %, and im-
ports from the EU increased by 20 %, well above the world trade growth trends. The South 
African trade surplus vis-à-vis Europe almost tripled compared to 1999. The products that 
benefited most from tariff reduction by the EU are South African wine, fruit juices, grapes 
and citrus fruits. Exports of wine grew by 23 % in 2000 alone, and once the Wine & Spirits 
Agreement is fully in place, a further increase is expected. Similarly, exports of fish (fresh, 
chilled or frozen) expanded by 20 %, even though the Fisheries Agreement has not yet been 
concluded. Among non-agricultural goods exports of coal, iron and steel products as well as 
precious metals and stones increased substantially (EU Press Release, 2001c). 
 
This indicates that the new trading arrangements have been highly beneficial to South Af-
rica so far. The size and direction of future trade flows will to a large extent depend on the 
completion of the outstanding negotiations, in particular on wine and spirits and fisheries. 
Moreover, lifting the barriers to EU imports of sensitive agricultural goods is closely con-
nected to the upcoming reforms of the CAP.  
 
 
Impact of the TDCA on other countries 

Elimination of trade barriers between the EU and South Africa will influence the trade pat-
terns of the remaining ACP countries. Improved market access to the EU for South African 
goods means an erosion of the preferential margins that other ACP countries enjoy under 
the Cotonou Agreement. Exports from these countries will have to compete with South Af-
rican goods, which will become cheaper in the EU markets under the new trading arrange-
ments. 
 
However, the potential adverse effects will most likely not be very large. South African ex-
ports to the EU are concentrated on products differing substantially from exports of the 
other ACP countries. Gold, platinum and diamonds, which are duty free for all countries, 
including the ACP group, constitute over 30 % of EU imports from South Africa. Coal is 
another large South African export constituting 9.2 % of the total exports to the EU, and 
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exports of motorcars amounting to 4.4 %.31 Among agricultural goods, the most important 
products are wine, citrus fruits and apples. This implicates that direct competition between 
goods from South Africa and from the rest of the ACP group is limited. 
 
EU imports from ACP countries other than South Africa are concentrated on very few 
goods, such as coffee, cocoa, sugar, rough wood, tobacco and bananas (see Section 1). In 
contrast, South Africa’s main export commodities (apart from precious stones and metals) 
are industrial goods characterised by high levels of processing, such as motor vehicle parts 
and centrifuges. It can therefore be concluded that diversion of EU imports from the re-
maining ACP countries towards South Africa will be minimal, if any. Severe trade diver-
sion is also unlikely simply because for most goods, the preferential tariff rates granted un-
der the Cotonou Agreement will continue to be much lower than the rates applied to South 
Africa until the very end of the transitional period. For the LDCs this difference is even lar-
ger, given the removal of practically all EU customs duties (except arms) under the EBA 
Initiative (see Section 6). 
 
For some countries, however, the impact of the TDCA will be quite perceptible. This is the 
case with the BLNS countries (Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia and Swaziland), which to-
gether with South Africa form the Southern African Customs Union (SACU). These five 
states share a common external tariff, and therefore the TDCA effectively involves the 
whole Southern Africa region. Some producers in Southern Africa will enjoy cheaper im-
ported inputs, which increases their profits and lowers the prices of consumer goods. The 
dynamic gains of increased trade flows are potentially large. Nevertheless, these gains have 
to be weighed against the adjustment costs to the SACU states associated with opening up 
to European exports. The adjustment costs are related to both losses of revenue from cus-
toms duties and to fierce competition for goods produced in BLNS once cheaper imports 
from the EU enter Southern Africa. On the other hand, the EU-South Africa FTA will not 
benefit BLNS exporters by expanding access to the European market, since these states al-
ready enjoy preferential access to the EU market under the Cotonou Agreement. 
 
Nevertheless, the FTA agreement between the EU and South Africa may prove to be bene-
ficial to BLNS countries and other ACP countries, since the rules of origin of the Agree-
ment allow a partial cumulation of origin with the ACP states. This means that some goods 
from other ACP countries can be exported to the EU duty-free, if they are used as inputs in 

                                              
31 All figures are 1999 data from TRAINS (2001). 
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South-African export products.32 It is nevertheless important to note once again, that be-
cause of the non-reciprocal preferential access to the EU market that the ACP countries en-
joy during the preparatory period of the Cotonou Agreement, cumulation of origin is ex-
pected to only have a limited effect on the ACP countries. 
 
In conclusion, the TDCA is beneficial both for South Africa and the BLNS countries, al-
though it can be argued that the concepts of asymmetry and differentiation are not ade-
quately reflected in the specific provisions. Reductions of tariffs on certain products have 
been postponed for several years, especially for EU imports of sensitive agricultural com-
modities. Furthermore, the tariff structures and the liberalisation schedules are extremely 
detailed, requiring a significant administrative capacity. 
 
The impact of the TDCA is therefore closely connected to the fact that South Africa has a 
comparatively strong economy, with highly competitive export goods and better-developed 
institutions and infrastructure than most other ACP countries, much like the Caribbean re-
gion.  
 
 

5. The Caribbean Basin Initiative 

For the ACP countries the most important trading partner after the EU is the United States. 
It is therefore of interest to compare the scope and outcome of cooperation schemes be-
tween the US and a number of ACP countries.33 This analysis also helps to relate the re-
gional agreements involving developing countries to the liberalisation efforts within the 
multilateral system. 
 
The US cooperation with developing countries traditionally concentrates on Latin America, 
based on strong historical and cultural ties and backed by political involvement in the re-

                                              
32  Article 3 of Protocol 1 in the TDCA states that the final product shall only be considered as originating in 

South Africa, if the value added exceeds the value of the materials used originating in any one of the 
ACP states. In addition, full cumulation applies for SACU states, i.e. any working or processing carried 
out within the SACU shall be considered as carried out in South Africa, when further worked on or proc-
essed there. 

33  Relations between the US and the Sub-Saharan African states have always been filled with controversies 
for a number of political reasons. Until recently, no economic instruments have been available to support 
any potential partnership. The African Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA), signed by President Clin-
ton in May 2000 has been argued as being the first ever US economic policy towards Africa (Mealy, 
2000). Any potential trading arrangements will probably be characterised by a high degree of condition-
ality on the part of the US, covering among others custom systems requirements in the eligible countries. 
At this stage any assessment of the preferential trade relations between the US with Sub-Saharan Africa 
would be at best premature. 
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gion. The ongoing and very ambitious initiative for the Free Trade Area of the Americas, 
which aims at uniting 34 countries in the Western Hemisphere, demonstrates the commit-
ment of the US to promote integration within the region. The Caribbean Community 
(CARICOM) countries play a particular role in this process. As a relatively well-
functioning common market with close economic ties to the US, the CARICOM is well 
suited for extensions of regional integration outside the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment (NAFTA).  
 
As another example of cooperation between a common market in the North and a group of 
countries in the South, comparing the NAFTA-Caribbean relations to EU satellite agree-
ments with the Third World provides an important analytical tool in assessing the future 
place of the developing countries in the global trading system.  
 
 

5.1. CBI and CBERA  
The Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI) is a series of US laws that unilaterally grants trade 
preferences to, potentially, 28 countries and territories in the region, listed in Box 5.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The first of the CBI laws was the Caribbean Basin Recovery Act (CBERA), which was 
passed by the US Congress in 1983. The CBERA was the first US initiative towards prefer-
ential trade arrangements outside the multilateral system. Under this arrangement, zero or 
reduced duties applied to a number of eligible products exported from the beneficiary coun-
tries. The status of a designated beneficiary country was granted on the basis of factors that 
the US government decided as important for establishing the grounds for general coopera-
tion with the United States. Of special importance were the form of government, the ab-

Box 5.1. The Caribbean Basin Initiative 

The CBI covers a broader coalition of countries than the Caribbean group of states in the ACP. It in-
cludes 28 countries: Antigua and Barbuda, Anguilla, Aruba, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, British Virgin
Islands, Cayman Islands, Costa Rica, Dominica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Grenada, Guate-
mala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Montserrat, Netherlands Antilles, Nicaragua, Panama, St Kitts
and Nevis, St Lucia, St Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, and Turks and
Caicos Islands. 

Note that the Caribbean Community includes the Caribbean ACP countries except the Dominican Re-

public, and with the addition of Montserrat.  
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sence of government violations of US copyright laws, the existence of an extradition treaty 
with the US and the protection of internationally recognised workers’ rights. Other consid-
erations were added later. Despite the lengthy list of requirements, all the Caribbean coun-
tries except four, which did not apply for participation in the CBERA, were granted benefi-
ciary status.34 
 
For most products covered by the program, tariffs were eliminated instantly, but important 
exceptions applied, especially for agricultural products that continued to be subject to quo-
tas and other restrictions. Most textiles and some footwear products were not covered by the 
CBERA. Separate arrangements for textiles were negotiated under the Special Access Pro-
gram (SAP), raising quotas or allowing quota-free imports of specific products. The 
CBERA was extended by the Caribbean Basin Recovery Expansion Act of 1990 (CBE-
REA), which covered some of the products previously exempted and changed several trade-
related provisions, such as rules of origin, and two Presidential Proclamations authorised 
further tariff reductions for some categories. 
 
By 1999 13.6 % of total Caribbean exports to the US were covered by the CBI Program, of 
which 13.2 % entered the US market duty-free.35 Together with the 56 % of US imports 
from the Caribbean countries for which the normal MFN tariff rate was zero, almost 70 % 
of the total CBI exports to the US entered the market free of duties (IDB, 2000). The gains 
arising from these agreements were gradually eroded with the establishment of NAFTA and 
the multilateral tariff reductions following the Uruguay Round. The new objective of the 
Caribbean countries became to obtain so-called NAFTA parity from the United States. 
 
The Caribbean Basin Trade Partnership Act (CBTPA) was approved by the US government 
in May 2000, extending the intra-regional NAFTA provisions on trade to CARICOM in a 
number of important sectors. It entered into force on October 1, 2000 and will remain in ef-
fect until September 30, 2008, or until the FTAA or another relevant free trade agreement 
enters into force. The CBTPA grants NAFTA-like tariff treatment to a number of products 
originating in the Caribbean Basin, such as footwear, watches, petroleum and petroleum 

                                              
34 The four were Surinam, Anguilla, Cayman Islands and Turks and Caicos Islands 
35 Products eligible for duty-free entry into the US include electronic and electro-mechanical assembly, 

handicrafts, giftware, decorative accessories, wood products, including furniture and building materials, 
recreational items, such as sporting goods and toys, fresh and frozen seafood, tropical fruit products and 
winter vegetables, ethnic and specialty foods, such as sauces, spices, liqueurs, jams, and confectionery 
items, ornamental horticulture, medical and surgical supplies (US Department of Commerce, 2000). 
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products, leather apparel and canned tuna. It also eliminates duties on imports of most tex-
tiles and apparels, even though quota restrictions remain in many cases.  
 
Some important agricultural products, such as sugar, rice and tobacco continue to be cov-
ered by tariff rate quotas. In 2000, 11.9 % of all imports from the Caribbean basin entered 
the US market under the CBI Program. An additional 6 % entered under the CBTPA (An-
nex Table A.7 presents detailed data on Caribbean exports). A number of eligibility re-
quirements were added by the CBTPA. These include fulfilment of WTO obligations, par-
ticipation in negotiations for the FTAA, protection of intellectual property and enhanced la-
bour rights. All 24 CBERA beneficiary countries maintain their status under the new rules. 
Apart from the new eligibility rules, so-called NAFTA parity requires that the US govern-
ment determine whether the beneficiary country has implemented, or is making substantial 
progress toward meeting NAFTA customs standards that allow verification of origin. The 
US Trade Representative assesses that only 10 of the 24 CBERA countries have met this 
requirement as of October 2, 2000 (US Department of Commerce, 2000).36 
 
 

5.2. Trade performance 
The main exporters to the US are the Dominican Republic, Costa Rica and Honduras, which 
together account for half of the total US imports from the region. Between 1989 and 2000, 
exports from the Caribbean Basin to the US grew on average by 11.2 % annually - two per-
centage points more than the growth in total US imports (US ITC DataWeb). It is important 
to note, however, that even though exports from the Caribbean to the US expanded substan-
tially since the first CBERA, the Caribbean countries’ trade balance with the US has shifted 
from being a US$ 3 billion surplus in 1983 to a deficit of US$ 500 million in 1999 (IDB, 
2000). 
 
The composition of trade has changed substantially over the years. In 1984 mineral fuels 
accounted for almost half of all exports from the region to the US and apparel constituted 
only 5 % (IDB, 2000, and US ITC DataWeb). The proportion of apparel exports increased 
dramatically during the years, accounting for 43.4 % of all exports to the US in 2000. This 
share is expected to increase further in the coming years due to elimination of duties on tex-
tiles and apparels under the CBTPA. The proportion of mineral fuels, on the other hand, fell 
to 14.2 %. Other important export products in 2000 included some electrical machinery and 
equipment, coffee, bananas, sugar, fish and crustaceans, and tobacco. Among the products 

                                              
36  These countries are Belize, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Hondu-

ras, Jamaica, Nicaragua and Panama.  
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imported under the CBI Program, the share of sugar exported to the US decreased from 36 
% in 1984 to only 10 % in 1999. The goods for which the share of the total exports under 
the program expanded substantially since 1984 include pearls and precious metals, iron and 
steel and organic chemicals (IDB, 2000, and US ITC DataWeb). 
 
Exports from the non-Central American Caribbean countries to the EU are concentrated on 
aluminium ore and concentrates, sugar, bananas, methanol, fuel oils, anhydrous ammonia, 
orange juice and rum (CARICOM Statistics). Export composition differs substantially 
across countries: from cruise ships and yachts supplied by Antigua and Barbuda to nutmeg 
widely exported by Grenada, with bananas and sugar constituting a large share of exports 
from many Caribbean states (see Annex Table A.4 for details). Thus, a large share of Euro-
pean imports from the region is channelled through the specific protocols of the Cotonou 
Agreement, underlining the importance of future REPAs for the Caribbean region. 
 
 

5.3. Comparison with the Cotonou Agreement 

Comparing the preferential market access granted to the Caribbean states by the EU and the 
US, important differences between the CBI and the trade provisions of the Cotonou Agree-
ment can be identified: 
 

• The CBI is a unilateral initiative of the United States, which establishes the eligibil-
ity rules and the product coverage of the preferential treatment. The beneficiary 
countries do not negotiate or sign any formal agreement with the US, as they do with 
the European Union, but the beneficiary status is granted to applicants much like un-
der the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP). Thus, the Caribbean countries 
have practically no influence on the final shape of the trade arrangements with the 
US. 

• Both the Lomé and the Cotonou Agreements are all-inclusive agreements covering 
trade and cooperation. These agreements are based on three main pillars: political, 
development aid, and trade. The CBI, on the other hand, focuses only on market ac-
cess and trade-related issues such as customs without identifying any instruments of 
economic or financial cooperation. In this respect, the Caribbean Basin countries 
stand to gain by active participation in the EU-ACP cooperation, since the potential 
gains from comprehensive cooperation will probably exceed the static trade gains. 

• The conditionality component is much stronger in the CBI, making the CBERA 
countries more vulnerable than in their cooperation with the EU, since they can lose 
the preferential access to the US market if relevant US legislation changes. The con-
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ditions under the Cotonou Agreement are much broader, focusing on human rights, 
democracy and good governance. If the EU finds that the terms of the Agreement 
have been violated, it launches a so-called consultation process with the partner 
country, which only in the most severe cases may result in economic sanctions. 

• Actual product coverage is more comprehensive under the Cotonou Agreement, 
which only maintains protocols on beef and veal and sugar, and quotas on bananas. 
Unlike the CBI, the Cotonou Agreement gives the Caribbean countries unrestricted 
access to the EU market for practically all manufactured goods, including textiles 
and apparel products. 

• The differences in the geographical location of the Caribbean and the African ACP 
countries plays an important role in establishing the priorities in their trade relations. 
The EU is Africa’s main trading and investment partner. For the Caribbean countries 
the dependency on the US for trade and investment is heavier than the dependency 
on the EU, partly because of the physical proximity. Thus, deepening the relations 
with the US may prove to be more important to the Caribbean states. Moreover, if 
the envisaged Free Trade Area of the Americas becomes a reality in 2005, it will 
provide a powerful alternative to the continued cooperation under the Cotonou 
Agreement. 

 
 
6. The ‘Everything but Arms’ Initiative 

After signing the Cotonou Agreement, the EU approved the so-called ‘Everything But 
Arms’ (EBA) Initiative on February 26, 2001, concerning the 49 LDCs. This initiative will 
unilaterally remove all tariffs and quotas on all EU imports except arms from the LDCs. 
Tariffs and quotas were removed immediately on all except three products, bananas, rice 
and sugar, for which the implementation is taking effect in three progressive stages: 
 

• Sugar - duties will be eliminated in three stages, with a 20 % reduction on July 1, 
2006, 50 % on July 1, 2007, and 80  % on July 1, 2008. By July 1, 2009, duties will 
be fully eliminated. 

• Bananas - duties will be eliminated according to a schedule identical to the sugar re-
duction schedule above. 

• Rice - duties are reduced annually by 20 % from January 1, 2002 to be fully elimi-
nated on January 1, 2006. (EU Press Release, 2001a). 
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In principle, the EBA Initiative provides full access to the EU market to the world’s poorest 
countries, including the 40 Least Developed ACP countries (see figure 6.1), making the 
special provisions for LDCs in the Cotonou Agreement obsolete. 
 
FIGURE 6.1. ACP and LDC Countries 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6.1. Gains from the EBA 

UNCTAD (2001) presents a quantitative analysis of the Initiative using a global computable 
general equilibrium model. It is concluded that the unilateral EU EBA Initiative benefits the 
LDCs substantially through increased exports and improved terms of trade. The LDC wel-
fare gains correspond to a one percent increase in GDP. Most of these gains will accrue to 
African LDCs, with the largest export increases in the rice, sugar and cereals sectors, and 
the second largest in meat and dairy produce. The effects on the EU and third countries are 
practically negligible. If the US, Canada and Japan were to join the EU in an EBA Initia-
tive, the welfare gains would increase ten-fold. This result is partly due to the fact that dif-
ferent developed countries import different products from the LDCs, which therefore stand 
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to gain from diversifying their exports. Such a semi-global Initiative would among other 
things increase the exports of clothing and textiles from the LDCs.37 
 
Either way, the EBA Initiative benefits the 40 poorest countries within the ACP group 
without doing significant harm to the rest of the group. However, the impact of the EU Ini-
tiative should not be overstated, as there are important supply and administrative capacity 
problems, which the model utilised by UNCTAD (2001) does not take into account. Ste-
vens and Kennan (2001) address these problems, concluding that the LDCs are able exert a 
traceable effect on EU markets for sugar and beef and veal. The impacts are nevertheless 
small in the short to medium term, but non-LDCs dependent on exporting sugar as Barba-
dos and Mauritius may have reasons for genuine concern following the Initiative. 
 
Concluding, the EBA Initiative can be expected to have a significant, positive economic 
impact on the LDCs and a limited negative effect on non-LDCs in the ACP group. It can, 
however, prove to have an important disruptive effect on the future REPA negotiations. 
 
 

7. Conclusions and perspectives for the future 

The EU and the ACP-group, a formal group of developing countries in Africa, the Carib-
bean and the Pacific, signed the Cotonou Agreement in June 2000. As a reaction to the dis-
appointing results of the earlier Lomé conventions, the Agreement differs from the conven-
tions (Section 2). The main difference lies in the concept of forming regional economic 
partnership agreements to deal with future trade liberalisation. It is also markedly different 
from US initiatives vis-à-vis developing countries (Section 5) by being an all-inclusive 
agreement, and by building on the idea of a de facto partnership. It is based on three pillars: 
(a) a political pillar, containing provisions for formal organs of cooperation and coordina-
tion, migration, peace building and human rights; (b) a development aid pillar; and (c) a 
trade pillar. The objective, as stated in Article 1 of the Agreement, is aimed at “reducing 
and eventually eradicating poverty consistent with the objectives of sustainable develop-
ment and the gradual integration of the ACP countries into the world economy”. 
 
The evaluation of the Agreement in Section 3 is based on a natural division of the Agree-
ment into two components. The political and development aid pillars form the non-trade 

                                              
37  In both analyses, Uganda is the country expecting the least gains from an EBA Initiative, due to its high 

degree of dependence on exporting coffee, and hence its low diversification and dependence on sensitive 
products. In another analysis, Berthélemy and Söderling (1999) provide evidence of the impact on 
growth of a diversified export portfolio. 
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component of the Agreement. The trade pillar, including the provisions for future Regional 
Economic Partnership Agreements, in turn forms the trade component. As an example of 
the potential design of the regional agreements (to be completed in 2008), the paper has dis-
cussed the EU-South Africa Trade, Development and Cooperation Act (Section 4). 
 
 

7.1. Non-trade components 

One of the main innovations of the Cotonou Agreement is a shift in the EU development 
regime. Aid is now conditional on good behaviour – good governance and respect for de-
mocracy and human rights - and can be removed if a country does not fulfil these condi-
tions. At an overall level, the development aid comes within a participatory paradigm, 
stressing the need for local ownership of the elements, tapping into both social and human 
capital in the communities.  
 
At the macro-level each country is responsible for its own structural adjustment pro-
gramme, once again exemplifying the focus on participation and local ownership. So-called 
Country Support Strategies will supplement these programmes. The strategies are reviewed 
annually through a National Indicative Programme with the effect that EU development aid 
is no longer automatic and will be given according to needs. These features, in addition to a 
focus on building an environment conducive to investments, could make the aid more effec-
tive, if the EU has the political will to fully implement these changes to the policy regime. 
 
 

7.2. The trade component 

The trade component is divided into two main themes: current preferential trade arrange-
ments and future regional agreements outlining future liberalisation. The Agreement intends 
to further reduce tariffs on both industrial and agricultural products, although a number of 
sensitive products have been left out to future negotiations. Most of these tariff reductions 
are to be achieved under the aegis of regional agreements. In the longer run, ACP countries 
are also expected to lower their trade barriers vis-à-vis the EU.  

 
The trade liberalisation efforts envisaged in the Cotonou Agreement must be seen in the 
light of the already substantial preferential access enjoyed by the ACP countries. The coun-
tries already face very low or zero tariffs on many exports to the EU. Therefore, the in-
tended tariff reductions have direct benefits solely to countries exporting the products that 
have not yet been liberalised, i.e. sensitive products such has bananas, sugar and beef and 
veal. Indirect benefits from tariff reductions could accrue to other countries via spill-over 
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effects operating through increased intra-regional trade. 38 As the affected countries are un-
evenly distributed across regions, in part due to the economic diversity of the ACP group, 
the evaluation of the potential impacts on these countries from the trade component can be 
split into two parts: products and regions. 
 
 
Products 

Three disputed ACP export commodities are vital to a number of countries:39  

• Bananas: the EU banana regime is in the process of shifting to a tariff-only system, 
which is the cause of well-founded concern in Somalia and in the Caribbean region. 
These concerns seem appropriate as a full liberalisation could harm their uncompeti-
tive banana industries and hence their economies in general. 

• Sugar: the future of ACP sugar exports to the EU is unclear. EU sugar prices are in 
general 2-3 times higher than the world market price; hence concluding the negotia-
tions for REPAs successfully (from an ACP point of view) could have a significantly 
positive impact on ACP sugar exports to the EU in the longer term.40 

• Beef and veal: liberalising imports of beef and veal will most probably have a posi-
tive impact on a few African countries too, depending partly on ACP supply and in-
frastructural capacity. Currently, the EU market for beef and veal is also protected by 
high import tariffs and quantitative restrictions, implying that reducing tariffs for the 
ACP countries will probably have the effect of diverting some trade from South 
America and the US towards African ACP countries. However, the impact on ACP 
countries depends on their ability to conform to European SPS standards. As this 
ability can be questioned, the impact of regional liberalisation efforts to trade in beef 
and veal could therefore be limited. 

 
Liberalising trade in these sensitive products will probably be of benefit only to ACP coun-
tries already dependent on exporting these particular products. The countries include St. 
Lucia, Dominica, Somalia and St. Vincent (bananas), Namibia and Botswana (beef and 
veal), and Fiji, Swaziland, Guyana, Barbados and Mauritius (sugar). However, as docu-
mented by Stevens and Kennan (2001), capacity problems will put an effective brake on 

                                              
38  The magnitude of the impacts from spill-overs depends on the size of intra-regional trade, which is gen-

erally small in the ACP countries (Section 1). 
39  A fourth, dairy products, is not a major export category for any ACP country. Excluding South Africa, 

the total ACP exports of dairy products are negligible. 
40  Liberalising sugar imports might do harm to a small group of heavily supported European producers, al-

though the macroeconomic consequences are probably negligible (Walter-Jørgensen, Jensen and Frand-
sen, 2001). 



44

reaping the potential gains of increased market access for many countries in the short term. 
Moreover, other EU trade agreements such as the agreement with MERCOSUR could po-
tentially erode part of the benefits from increased market access increasing import competi-
tion on the European market. 
 
For the group of ACP countries not exporting sensitive products, the benefits of trade liber-
alisation have already been offered through the Lomé Conventions. Apart from trade spill-
overs from countries benefiting directly from further liberalisation concerning sensitive 
products, the most probable impact to be expected as a consequence of the Cotonou 
Agreement are impacts from the restructuring of EU development aid. If the EU follows the 
principles laid down in the Agreement, those impacts might prove to be significant for cer-
tain countries. If the EU does not, this group will most likely not experience any direct 
gains attributable to the Agreement, but only spill-over effects from benefiting ACP coun-
tries. The magnitude of such effects depends among other factors on the extent of the intra-
regional trade, which could increase under suitable regional agreements. 
 
 
Regions 

The main part of the trade liberalisation efforts depends on the regional agreements to be 
negotiated between 2002 and 2005 and implemented as of 2008. The Regional Economic 
Partnership Agreements (REPA) will most probably be negotiated with already existing 
country associations. If negotiations with South Africa were protracted and difficult, the 
talks preceding the conclusion of new REPAs will be even more complicated due to the 
greater asymmetries between the parties and insufficient institutional capacity in the ACP 
countries. On the other hand, the ACP group has a long history of negotiating with the EU 
under the Lomé Conventions, which may prove to be an advantage in establishing common 
grounds for new trade relations. 
 
The most difficult question regarding REPAs is selecting the country groups or associations 
with which to negotiate. At one end of the scale, the CARICOM is a relatively wealthy and 
economically homogenous regional association. It ought not to be particularly difficult to 
reach an FTA or a similar trade agreement with the CARICOM, as it is economically capa-
ble of coping with reciprocal tariff reductions. However, the impact of an FTA with the 
CARICOM would probably be limited, as the Caribbean region already has trade agree-
ments with the US, which is its main trading partner. 
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At the other end of the scale is the Pacific region that does not have a formal association 
with which the EU can begin negotiations. Moreover, the countries are economically vastly 
diverse and directed mainly towards trading with the Pacific Rim. Addressing REPAs with 
these countries could prove to be an insurmountable task. 
 
With regard to forming REPAs with the African region, associations such as UEMOA - the 
West African Economic and Monetary Union, due exist with which the EU could begin ne-
gotiations. However, no groupings cover all countries, and of the 31 ACP countries not 
covered by any suitable country groupings, 20 of those are situated in Africa. It remains an 
open question what to do with countries opting out of REPA negotiations on the count of 
not being a member of a formal association.41 One of the reasons for this problem is that the 
EU cannot be expected to negotiate with single countries. These developing countries sim-
ply do not have the administrative capacity or bargaining strength to perform such negotia-
tions on their own. Moreover, if the EU really does model the future REPAs on the South 
African agreement (Section 4), the level of detail will be impossible to handle administra-
tively in poor developing countries, which could potentially amount to a technical barrier to 
trade.42 
 
In principle, the EU is dedicated to ensuring that countries, which are not part of a formal 
association, do not experience a worsening of their market access conditions to EU markets. 
Nevertheless, in reality, they will most certainly experience an erosion of preferential access 
as other countries succeed in concluding further trade liberalisation agreements with the 
EU. Most notably in Africa, many ACP countries are LDCs and are therefore already cov-
ered by the EBA Initiative. These countries have very few economic incentives to liberalise 
further, as the Initiative already grants full market access by 2009, although not at guaran-
teed prices. This both eases and complicates the negotiations. Out of the 31 countries not 
covered by suitable existing groups, 19 are LDCs, making it somewhat easier for the EU to 
leave them out. Nevertheless, the existing country associations all include LDCs, thus mak-
ing it harder for the associations to work for a common purpose. 
 
 

                                              
41  The Common Market of Eastern and Southern Africa should also be a good candidate as a negotiation 

partner. However, what complicates matters is the fact that it includes Egypt, which is not a member of 
the ACP group and already has an agreement with the EU. 

42  In the longer term, the REPAs are also supposed to regulate the opening of ACP markets to imports from 
the EU. How the EU and the ACP countries will balance the beneficial effect of imports and foreign di-
rect investments versus the negative effects of increased competition from possibly superior products is 
another problem in relation to the REPAs. 
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7.3. Conclusions 

Concluding, the Cotonou Agreement holds promise of some significantly positive impacts 
in the longer term. However, they are unevenly distributed across countries, with countries 
exporting sensitive productions in the position of capturing the largest benefits from liber-
alisation. In general, the benefits are probably largest for the African region, but as LDCs 
have already gained full market access, the Agreement holds no benefits for them except 
the potential impact from a restructuring of the development aid. For non-LDC ACP coun-
tries, the impacts depend on the outcome of REPA negotiations. In general, quantitative 
analyses need to be undertaken to measure the magnitude of the impacts of the Agreement 
and the REPAs, as well as their interaction with other trade arrangements. 
 
As the REPAs are the prime instrument of further trade liberalisation, they should be kept 
relatively simple, since the level of detail in the South African agreement will be excruciat-
ing to most ACP countries. Finally, one can only hope that REPAs will encourage intra-
regional trade, which could both increase impacts from the Cotonou Agreement and distrib-
ute those impacts more evenly. 
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Annex 
 
TABLE A.1. African, Caribbean and Pacific countries 
   
CARICOM EAC UEMOA 

Kenya 
Tanzania 
Uganda 

MSG 

Antigua and Barbuda 
Bahamas 
Barbados 
Belize 
Dominica 
Grenada 
Guyana 
Haiti 
Jamaica 
St. Kitts and Nevis 
St. Lucia 
St. Vincent and the Grenadines 
Suriname 
Trinidad and Tobago 

Papua-New Guinea 
Fiji 
Solomon Islands 
Vanuatu 

Benin 
Burkina Faso 
Côte d’Ivoire 
Guinea Bissau 
Mali 
Niger 
Senegal 
Togo 

SACU SADC UDEAC-CEMAC 
Botswana 
Lesotho 
Namibia 
South Africa 
Swaziland 

Angola 
Congo, DR 
Lesotho 
Malawi 
Mozambique 
Tanzania 
Zambia 

Cameroon 
Congo 
Central African Republic 
Chad 
Gabon 
Guinea Equatorial 

Countries not participating in formal regional associations 
Burundi 
Cape Verde 
Comoros 
Cook Islands 
Djibouti 
Dominican Republic 
Eritrea 
Ethiopia  
Gambia 
Ghana 

Guinea 
Kiribati 
Liberia 
Madagascar 
Marshall Islands 
Mauritania 
Micronesia 
Nauru 
Nigeria 
Niue 

 

Palau 
Rwanda 
Samoa 
Saõ Tomé e Príncipe 
Seychelles 
Sierra Leone 
Somalia 
Sudan 
Tonga 
Tuvalu 
Zimbabwe 

 
Abbreviations: CARICOM – Caribbean Community, EAC – East African Community, MSG - Melanesian 

Spearhead Group, SACU South African Customs Union, SADC – Southern African Devel-
opment Community, UDEAC-CEMAC - Union Douanière et Economique de l’Afrique Cen-
trale- Communauté Economique et Monétaire de l’Afrique Centrale (Central African Customs 
and Economic Union – Central African Economic and Monetary Community), UEMOA - Un-
ion Economique et Monétaire Ouest Africaine (West African Economic and Monetary Union). 

Note: the MSG is not an official group. In the tables, countries in italics are LDCs. 
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Table A.2. Development indicators, ACP countries, 1999 
       
 
 
Country: 

GDP pr. cap-
ita, 

PPP 

 
Population 

1000 

Life expec-
tancy at birth 

Trade in 
goods, 

% of GDP 

 
 

HDI 

Share of total 
ACP EU ex-

ports, % 
       
Angola 3,179 12,400 46.5 16.0 0.422 3 
Antigua and Barbuda 10,225 67 75.0 54.5* na 0 
Bahamas 15,258* 298 73.0 68.7 0.820 2 

Barbados 14,353 267 75.7 32.7 0.864 0 
Belize 4,959 247 72.0 43.5 0.776 0 
Benin 933 6,100 53.1 18.1 0.420 0 
Botswana 6,872 1,600 39.4 44.0 0.577 1 
Burkina Faso 965 11,000 44.9 8.7 0.320 0 
Burundi 578 6,700 42.1 4.5 0.309 0 
Cameroon 1,573 14,700 50.9 12.7 0.506 7 
Cape Verde 4,490 428 68.6 14.3* 0.708 0 
Central African Rep. 1,166 3,500 44.1 12.0 0.372 1 
Chad 850 7,500 48.5 9.8 0.359 0 
Comoros 1,429 544 60.6 8.1* 0.510 0 
Congo, DR 801* 49,800 45.8 2.4* 0.429 4 
Congo, Rep. 727 2,900 48.2 104.5 0.502 2 

Cook Islands 4,000A 20A 71.1A 79.6A na 0 
Côte d’Ivoire 1,654 15,500 46.1 28.6 0.426 11 
Djibouti 1,237B 648 47.3 127.2A 0.447 0 
Dominica 5,425 73 76.2 49.2 na 0 
Dominican Republic 5,507 8,400 70.7 29.0 0.722 1 
Eritrea 881 4,000 50.4 18.7A 0.416 0 
Ethiopia 628 62,800 42.4 5.5 0.320 1 

Fiji 4,799 801 72.9 38.1* 0.757 1 
Gabon 6,024 1,200 52.6 52.2 0.617 4 
Gambia 1,580 1,300 53.2 14.9* 0.398 1 
Ghana 1,881 18,800 57.9 15.1 0.542 6 
Grenada 6,817 97 72.3 38.0* na 0 
Guinea 1,934 7,300 46.4 14.1 0.397 2 
Guinea Equatorial 4,676 443 50.6 6.3* 0.610 1 
Guinea-Bissau 678 1200 44.0 17.9 0.339 1 
Guyana 3,640 856 63.7 35.6* 0.704 0 
Haiti 1,464 7,800 53.4 10.7 0.467 0 
Jamaica 3,561 2,600 75.2 40.2 0.738 2 
Kenya 1,022 29,400 47.7 15.6 0.514 4 
Kiribati 860A 88 61.4 58.1A na 0 
Lesotho 1854 2,100 44.6 28.4 0.541 0 
Liberia 1,000A 3,000 47.2 6.4A na 2 
Madagascar 799 15,100 54.3 6.7* 0.462 2 
Malawi 586 10,800 39.5 16.6 0.397 1 
Mali 753 10,600 42.6 16.1 0.378 1 
Marshall Islands 1,670A 51 65.5A 81.9A na 0 
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Country: 

GDP pr. cap-
ita, 

PPP 

 
Population 

1000 

Life expec-
tancy at birth 

Trade in 
goods, 

% of GDP 

 
 

HDI 

Share of total 
ACP EU ex-

ports, % 
       
Mauritania 1,609 2,600 53.9 18.8 0.437 1 
Mauritius 9,107 1,200 70.8 34.4 0.765 5 
Micronesia 2,000A 116 67.6 100.4A na 0 
Mozambique 861 17,300 43.1 8.7 0.323 1 
Namibia 5,486 1,700 50.0 36.0 0.601 2 
Nauru 10,000A 12A 60.8A 46.4A na 0 
Niger 752 10,500 45.7 8.5 0.274 1 

Nigeria 853 123,900 47.5 20.5 0.455 13 
Niue 1,200A 2 na 93.7A na 0 
Palau 8,800A 19 68.6A 54.2A na 0 
Papua-New Guinea 2,367 4,700 58.4 27.5 0.534 2 
Rwanda 885 8,300 40.0 4.6 0.395 0 
Samoa 1,070 169 68.9 19.8 0.701 0 
São Tomé e Príncipe 1,100A 145 64.7 14.0A na 0 
Senegal 1,419 9,300 52.4 19.3 0.423 2 
Seychelles 7,500A 80 72.0 83.7A na 0 
Sierra Leone 448 4,900 27.4 4.3* 0.258 0 
Solomon Islands 1,975 429 71.0 33.7* na 0 
Somalia 600A 9,400 47.8 11.9A na 0 

South Africa 8,908 42,100 48.5 14.2 0.702 0 
St. Kitts and Nevis 11,596 41 70.6 43.6* na 0 
St. Lucia 5,509 154 71.6 47.3* na 0 
St. Vincent  5,309 114 73.3 41.3 na 0 
Sudan 664B 29,000 55.5 6.1A 0.439 1 
Suriname 4,178* 413 70.2 57.6* 0.765 1 
Swaziland 3,987 1,000 46.3 47.4 0.583 1 

Tanzania 501 32,900 45.0 14.3 0.436 1 
Togo 1,410 4,600 49.1 13.0 0.489 0 
Tonga 2,200A 100 70.8 32.4A na 0 
Trinidad and Tobago 8,176 1,300 72.6 44.6 0.798 2 
Tuvalu 800A 11 66.3 58.5A na 0 
Uganda 1,164 21,500 42.1 7.4 0.435 1 
Vanuatu 3,108 193 65.4 20.2* na 0 
Zambia 756 9,900 38.5 18.7 0.426 1 
Zimbabwe 2,876 11,900 40.4 14.4 0.554 3 
ACP total 1,684 673,000 47.5 21.9 0.443 100 
 
Source: WDI (2001), * marks 1998 data, UNDP (2001) (column 6), A CIA (2001), B UNDP (2001). 
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TABLE A.3. Particularly vulnerable countries (principal product consisting of more than 50 
% of a country’s exports to the EU) 

Country: Product, share of total 
export to the EU, % 

 
Country: 

Product, share of total 
export to the EU, % 

Angola Diamonds 53 Kiribati Frozen fish 69 
Antigua and Barbuda Cruise ships  63 Lesotho Diamonds 87 
Botswana Diamonds  57 Liberia Diamonds 59 
Burkina Faso Cotton 58 Malawi Tobacco 64 
Burundi Coffee 80 Mali Cotton 71 
Central African Rep. Diamonds 80 Mauritania Iron 68 
Chad Cotton 92 Niger Uranium 89 
Congo, DR Diamonds 69 Nigeria Oil 78 
Djibouti Other aircrafts 85 Samoa Copra 68 

Dominica Bananas 73 São Tomé e Príncipe Cocoa 72 
Eritrea Precious metal 69 Seychelles Prepared fish 78 
Ethiopia Coffee 75 Sierra Leone Diamonds 69 
Fiji Sugar 84 St. Kitts and Nevis Sugar 72 
Gambia Diamonds 82 St. Lucia Bananas 88 
Grenada Nutmeg 58 Suriname Artif. corundum 57 
Guinea Aluminium 52 Swaziland Sugar 67 
Guinea Equatorial Oil 81 Uganda Coffee 71 
Guyana Sugar 63 Vanuatu Copra 76 
Haiti Coffee 63 
 
Source: EU Statistics (2000). 



 
TABLE A.4. Principal ACP export products pr. country, HS4 level, 1998 
 
 
Country: 

 
Primary export 
to EU 

 
 
% 

 
Secondary  
export to EU 

 
 
% 

 
Tertiary export 
to EU 

 
 
% 

 
Quartiary export 
 to EU 

 
 
% 

 
Export to the EU, 

1000 US$ 

 
Export 

diversity 

Percent of 
total ACP-EU 

export 
Angola Diamonds 53 Oil 36 Crustaceans 3 Other aircraft 2 817,136 2 2.8 
Antigua Cruise ships 63 Yachts 11 Crustaceans 6 Turbojets 4 6,029 3 0 
Bahamas Ethyl Alcohol 37 Yachts 33 Other aircraft 10 Crustaceans 8 499,116 3 1.5 
Barbados Sugar 48 Yachts 10 Radio equipment 7 Ethyl alcohol 7 51,917 6 0.3 
Belize Sugar 28 Bananas 25 Fruit juices 17 Frozen fish 13 154,257 4 0.5 
Benin Oil seeds  37 Cotton 34 Oil 4 Woven cotton 2 42,297 5 0.2 
Botswana Diamonds  57 Fresh bov. meat 21 Froz. bovine meat 11 T-shirts 2 441,563 3 0.7 
Burkina Faso Cotton 58 Gold 12 Goat leather 9 Leg. vegetables 6 63,439 4 0.4 
Burundi Coffee 80 Other aircraft 18 Tobacco 1 Tea 0 43,296 1 0.3 
Cameroon Oil 31 Rough wood 18 Sawn wood 11 Cocoa 10 1,405,005 6 6.7 
Cape Verde Footwear, parts 41 Men’s shirts 16 Footwear 14 Crustaceans 6 20,044 5 0.1 
Chad Cotton 92 Lac, gums 6 Other aircraft 1 Collections 0 63,006 1 0.4 
Comoros Vanilla 47 Essential oils 39 Cloves 5 Men’s shirts 3 7,472 2 0 
Congo, Rep. Oil 39 Rough wood 21 Diamonds 9 Sawn wood 5 304,578 5 1.8 
Congo, DR Diamonds 69 Coffee 6 Unknown 6 Cobalt 6 931,184 3 3.7 
Cook Islands na  na  na  na  na na na 
Côte d’Ivoire Cocoa 34 Prepared fish 9 Sawn wood 9 Coffee 8 2,212,971 9 10.6 
Djibouti Other aircraft 85 Coal 3 Iron products 3 Pig iron 2 39,325 1 0.2 
Dominica Bananas 73 Sauces 4 Pebbles 4 Human blood 4 30,913 3 0.1 
Dom. Republic Ferro-alloys 27 Bananas 11 Copper  12 Copra 11 235,121 12 1.2 
Eritrea Precious metal 69 Goat leather 7 Frozen fish 5 Bovine leather 3 9,199 3 0.1 
Ethiopia Coffee 75 Sheep skin 6 Goat leather 4 Compasses 2 186,261 2 1.3 
Fiji Sugar 84 Plants  10 Prepared fish 2 Unknown 1 154,016 1 0.5 
Gabon Other aircraft 42 Rough wood 20 Oil 19 Mangan 9 1,078,460 3 3.9 
Gambia Diamonds 82 Ground-nut 9 Crustaceans 3 Leg. vegetables 2 66,150 1 0.5 
Ghana Cocoa 24 Gold 15 Other aircraft 13 Aluminium 12 1,244,506 7 5.7 
Grenada Nutmeg 58 Cocoa 16 Beer 5 Fresh fish 5 14,918 4 0 
Guinea Aluminium 52 Diamonds 24 Oil 9 Gold 3 420,928 3 2.0 
Guinea Equat. Oil 81 Rough wood  10 Cocoa 4 Veneer sheets 3 333,317 1 1.0 
Guinea-Bissau Frozen fish 31 Crustaceans 27 Molluscs 19 Rough wood 6 9,120 4 0 
Guyana Sugar 63 Rice 18 Binders 4 Aluminium 3 197,976 2 0.7 
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Haiti Coffee 63 Essential oils 9 Cocoa 7 Fruit and nuts 4 20,564 4 0.1 
Jamaica Art. corundum 43 Sugar 15 Other aircraft 13 Jerseys 10 579,821 4 2.4 
Kenya Coffee 24 Tea 21 Cut flowers 14 Leg. vegetables 7 880,370 9 3.7 
Kiribati Frozen fish 69 Var. residues 13 Jerseys 13 Fruit and nuts 3 *1,433 2 0 
Lesotho Diamonds 87 Men’s suits 3 Prepared veget. 3 Rail locomotives 3 15,926 1 0.1 
Liberia Diamonds 59 Cruise ships 31 Rough wood 6 Nat. rubber 2 408,490 2 2.0 
Madagascar Crustaceans 14 Jerseys 12 Fresh fruit 9 Prepared fish 7 523,705 20 2.2 
Malawi Tobacco 64 Sugar 13 Tea 9 Coffee 7 224,984 3 0.8 
Mali Cotton 71 Gold 16 Goat leather 2 Diamonds 2 79,007 2 0.5 
Marshall Isl. na  na  na  na  7,686 na 0 
Mauritania Iron 68 Molluscs 9 Frozen fish 7 Fresh fish 6 331,570 3 1.5 
Mauritius Sugar 30 Jerseys 14 T-shirts 13 Men’s suit 6 1,227,150 9 5.1 
Micronesia na  na  na  na  na na na 
Mozambique Crustaceans 47 Cotton 16 Granite 8 Coal  4 116,672 6 0.5 
Namibia Fish fillet 28 Diamonds 24 Frozen fish 15 Other aircraft 14 535,167 6 1.8 
Nauru na  na  na  na  na na na 
Niger Uranium 89 Unknown 8 Oil 1 Cotton 1 125,029 1 0.7 
Nigeria Oil 78 Cocoa 6 Goat leather 2 Crustaceans 1 2,960,753 2 13.5 
Niue na  na  na  na  na na na 
Palau na  na  na  na  115 na 0 
Pap.-New Gu. Coffee 37 Palm oil 28 Copper 12 Coconut  11 405,806 4 1.5 
Cent. Afr.Rep. Diamonds 80 Sawn wood 8 Coffee 6 Rough wood 5 190,386 1 0.8 
Rwanda Coffee 46 Gold 46 Tea 2 Bovine skin 1 30,994 2 0.3 
Samoa Copra 38 Plants 16 Coconut 15 Unknown 0 3,246 2 0 
São Tomé Cocoa 72 Frozen fish 18 El. motors 2 Parts 1 9,777 2 0 
Senegal Other aircraft 22 Prepared fish 12 Crustaceans 10 Ground-nut oil 9 470,613 8 2.0 
Seychelles Prepared fish 78 Fish fillets 6 Frozen fish 5 Crustaceans 3 123,781 2 0.4 
Sierra Leone Diamonds 69 Frozen fish 7 Crustaceans 5 Cocoa 4 61,280 3 0.4 
Solomon Isl. Palm oil 45 Prepared fish 44 Coconut 5 Copra 2 34,184 2 0.2 
Somalia Bananas 43 Crustaceans 25 Frozen fish 21 Lac, gums 5 *10,489 3 0 
South Africa Gold 17 Coal 10 Diamonds 6 Ferro-alloys 4 10,953,511 >50 44.3 
St. Kitts & Nev. Sugar 72 Nat. rubber 14 Machine parts 8 Engines 3 12,939 2 0.1 
St. Lucia Bananas 88 Unknown 7 Vegetables 1 Unknown 1 56,953 1 0.3 
St. Vincent Bananas 41 Yachts 35 Data equip. 10 Med. instruments 4 121,629 3 0.3 
Sudan Gold 24 Ground-nut oil 18 Cotton 10 Lac, gums 8 195,882 8 1.1 
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Suriname Art. corundum 57 Aluminium 15 Bananas 9 Rice 7 158,670 3 0.8 
Swaziland Sugar 67 Citrus 10 Fruit, nuts 7 Ethyl alc. >80 % 3 137,660 3 0.7 
Tanzania Coffee 22 Fish fillets 18 Tobacco 14 Cobalt 5 243,784 10 1.2 
Togo Coffee 27 Cocoa 9 Nat. calcium 8 Oil-cake 9 70,842 10 0.2 
Tonga Vanilla 33 Plants 32 Women’s blouses 12 Unknown 5 2,383 4 0 
Trinidad Ethyl alcohol 30 Acyclic alcohol 22 Oil 18 Sugar 5 303,486 6 1.8 
Tuvalu Goats meat 30 Butter 28 Other meats 19 Fish fillet 9 1,035 5 0 
Uganda Coffee 71 Fish fillets 12 Tobacco 3 Cotton 3 280,723 2 1.3 
Vanuatu Copra 76 Plants 11 Crustaceans 5 Cocoa 3 14,574 2 0.1 
Zambia Copper 36 Cotton yarn 14 Cobalt 13 Unknown 8 226,517 6 1.0 
Zimbabwe Tobacco 29 Ferro-alloys 10 Cut flowers 7 Cotton 6 794,042 14 3.2 
ACP total Oil 16 Diamonds 8 Cocoa 7 Coffee 6 34,238,000 32 100 
 
Note: Export diversity is measured as the number of products comprising the top 80 % of exports to the EU. 
Source: EU Statistics (2000), column 10: TRAINS (2001), 1999 data, * refers to 1998 data.  
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TABLE A.5. Principal exporters pr. product, 1998 
    
 
Product 

 
Countries with product having >10 % of share of exports to EU: 

Total ACP export 
to the EU 

Share of total ACP ex-
port to the EU, % 

    
Aluminium Ghana, Guinea*, Suriname 485,484 2.3 
Art. corundum Jamaica, Suriname 331,555 1.6 
Bananas Belize, Dominica*, Jamaica, Dominican Republic, Somalia*, St. Lucia*, St. Vincent* 394,079 1,9 
Bovine products Botswana 123,540 0 
Cocoa Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire*, Ghana*, Grenada, São Tomé* 1,475,372 6.9 
Coffee Burundi*, Ethiopia*, Haiti*, Kenya*, Papua NG*, Rwanda*, Tanzania*, Togo*, Uganda* 1,337,413 6.3 
Cotton Benin, Burkina Faso*, Chad*, Mali*, Mozambique, Sudan, Zambia 437,549 2.1 
Crustaceans Guinea-Bissau, Madagascar*, Mozambique*, Senegal, Somalia 326,072 1.5 
Diamonds Angola*, Botswana*, Congo DR*, Gambia*, Guinea, Lesotho*, Liberia*, Central African Republic*, 

Sierra Leone*, South Africa 
 

1,734,535 
 

8.1 
Ethyl alcohol Bahamas*, Trinidad* 251,775 1.2 
Fish Belize, Guinea-Bissau*, Kiribati*, Madagascar*, Mauritania, Namibia*, São Tomé, Senegal, Sey-

chelles*, Solomon Isl., Tanzania, Uganda 
 

1,018,879 
 

4.8 
Gold Burkina Faso, Ghana, Mali, Rwanda, South Africa*, Sudan* 351,436 1.7 
Iron Mauritania* 362,194 1.7 
Oil Angola, Benin, Cameroon, Congo R, Gabon, Guinea, Guinea Eq., Niger, Nigeria, Trinidad 3,410,370 16.0 
Other aircraft Bahamas, Burundi, Djibouti*, Gabon*, Ghana, Jamaica, Namibia, Senegal* 984,892 4.6 
Rice Guyana 47,396 0 
Sugar Barbados*, Belize*, Fiji*, Guyana*, Jamaica, Malawi, Mauritius*, St. Kitts*, Swaziland* 881,792 4.1 
Tea Kenya 195,656 0.9 
Tobacco Malawi*, Tanzania, Zimbabwe* 348,392 1.6 
Wood Cameroon, Congo R, Gabon, Guinea Èq., Central African Republic 1,142,809 5.4 
Yachts Antigua, Bahamas, Barbados, St. Vincent 138,871 0.7 
 
Note: ‘fish’ includes both prepared, frozen, and fresh and fillets of fish, ‘wood’ includes both rough and sawn wood, ‘iron’ includes both ferro-alloys and iron products, 

‘aluminium includes both ore, concentrates, and unwrought aluminium, ‘yachts’ also include other pleasure vessels. Note also that South Africa is not participating 
in the trade part of the Cotonou agreement. 

Source: EU Statistics (2000).  
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TABLE A.6. Other important products (>5 %) pr. country, HS4 level, 1999 
          
 
Country 

Fifth most important 
product 

 
Export to EU 

 
% 

Sixth most  
important product 

 
Export to EU 

 
% 

Seventh most  
important product 

 
Export to EU 

 
% 

          
Bahamas Cruise ships *22,692 6       
Barbados El. resistors *3,388 6       
Belize Molluscs 14,448 9       
Cameroon Coffee 85,900 6 Aluminium 73,503 5 Bananas 72,903 5 
Cape Verde Frozen fish 837 6       
Congo, Rep. Gases 21,043 5       
Côte d’Ivoire Other aircraft *145,105 6       
Dom. Republic Cigars 20,074 5 Footwear, parts 18,116 5    
Ghana Sawn wood 95,946 8 Prepared fish 67,017 6 Cocoa butter 38,935 5 
Jamaica Bananas 42,008 10       
Kenya Fruit, nuts 48,587 7       
Madagascar Coffee 30,477 7 Men’s suits 33,281 6    
Namibia Bovine meat 64,593 12 Uranium 11,185 5    
Senegal Molluscs 37,263 9 Fresh fish 56,857 11 Fish fillets 36,776 9 
Sudan Oil-cake 5,374 6       
Tanzania Sugar 6,848 5       
Togo Oil seeds 4,242 7 Cotton 3,719 7 Crustaceans 2,799 5 
Tuvalu 99RR - 8       
Zambia Cut flowers 17,032 6       
Zimbabwe Sugar 38,106 5       
ACP total Other aircraft 1,381,403 5       
 
Source: TRAINS (2001), * refers to 1998 data, EU Statistics (2000). 
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TABLE A.7. Caribbean exports, 1999 / 2000 
   

                 Exports to the US, 1000 US$, 2000  
Country 

Exports to the EU, 
1000 US$ 1999 Total CBI CBTPA 

     
Antigua and Barbuda 6,029 2286 4 0 
Aruba 133,408 1,222,018 128 0 
Bahamas 499,116 272,794 74,451 0 
Barbados 51,917 38,451 10,441 0 
Belize 154,256 91,073 32,360 0 
British Virgin Islands 136,992 30,943 31 0 
Costa Rica 1,838,307 3,555,153 601,441 15,633 
Dominica 30,913 6,938 196 0 
Dominican Republic 235,121 4,378,235 805,251 47,044 
El Salvador 174,171 1,925,054 45,636 25,929 
Grenada 14,918 27,072 16,702 0 
Guatemala 422,443 2,603,452 249,899 14,731 
Guyana 197,976 126,700 16,400 744 
Haiti 20,564 296,713 20,541 4,619 
Honduras 293,982 3,090,922 206,534 45,616 
Jamaica 579,821 631,452 87,049 2,409 
Montserrat 702 167 0 0 
Netherlands Antilles 196,759 720,950 3,624 0 
Nicaragua 120,272 596,931 57,281 274 
Panama 378,559 296,917 42,632 6 
St. Kitts and Nevis 12,939 36,808 27,613 0 
St. Lucia 56,953 22,208 7,471 0 
St. Vincent  121,692 8,800 1,947 0 
Trinidad and Tobago 303,486 2,179,039 327,917 0 
 
Source: column 2: TRAINS (2001), United States International Trade Commission (2000). 
 
 

TABLE A.8a. Elimination of tariffs on industrial products by the EU 
               
Annex II 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
               
Not on any 
list 

 
1 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

List 1 1 0.75 0.5 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
List 2 1 0.86 0.72 0.57 0.43 0.28 0.14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
List 3 1 1 1 1 0.75 0.5 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
List 4 A tariff elimination schedule will be established after examining the prospects for a further lib-

eralisation of South African imports of automotive products from the EU 
List 5 Tariff elimination shall be reviewed in the fifth year of the agreement 
 
1999 base rate prior to elimination is normalised to 1. 
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TABLE A.8b. Elimination of tariffs on industrial products by South Africa 
               
Annex III 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
               
Not on any 
list 

 
1 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

List 1 1 0.75 0.5 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
List 2 1 1 1 1 0.67 0.33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
List 3 1 1 1 1 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0 
List 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.88 0.75 0.63 0.5 0.38 0.25 0.13 0 
List 5 
 

Separate liberalisation schedules for textiles, footwear and leather and motor vehicles lasting 
6-12 years 

 
1999 base rate prior to elimination is normalised to 1. 
 
 

TABLE A.8c. Elimination of tariffs on agricultural products by the EU 
               
Annex IV 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
               
Not on any 
list 

 
1 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

List 1 1 0.75 0.5 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
List 2 1 0.91 0.82 0.73 0.64 0.55 0.45 0.36 0.27 0.18 0.09 0 0 0 
List 3 1 1 1 1 0.87 0.75 0.62 0.5 0.37 0.25 0.12 0 0 0 
List 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.83 0.67 0.5 0.33 0.17 0 0 0 
List 5 Full or partial liberalisation of the ad-valorem tariffs. Specific tariffs still apply. 
List 6 Partial liberalisation of tariff quotas. 
List 7 To be reviewed periodically in the course of the operation of the Agreement on the basis of fu-

ture development in the CAP 
List 8 
 

Tariff concessions are not applicable as these products are covered by protected EU denomi- 
nations 

  
Annex V  
               
List 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
List 2 1 0.75 0.5 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
List 3 1 1 1 1 0.87 0.75 0.62 0.5 0.37 0.25 0.12 0 0 0 
List 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.83 0.67 0.5 0.33 0.17 0 0 0 
List 5 
 

Tariff concessions will be envisaged in the light of the content and continuity of the Fisheries 
Agreement 

 
1999 base rate prior to elimination is normalised to 1. 
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TABLE A.8d. Elimination of tariffs on agricultural products by South Africa 
               
Annex VI 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
               
Not on any 
list 

 
1 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

List 1 1 0.75 0.5 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
List 2 1 1 1 1 0.67 0.33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
List 3 1 1 1 1 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0 
List 4 To be reviewed periodically in the course of the operation of the Agreement 
Annex VII 
 
 

Customs duties applicable on import of fisheries products shall be progressively abolished in 
parallel to the elimination of customs duties of the corresponding tariff positions by the Com-
munity 

 
1999 base rate prior to elimination is normalised to 1. 
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