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MAKING EPAs SUPPORT TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT

The EPA Negotiations were launched in September 2002. It was our understanding that as spelt out 
in the Cotonou Partnership Agreement, the main objective was: to promote the development of ACP 
Countries and the attendant reduction of poverty as well as their beneficial integration in the World 
Economy. Accordingly the partnership envisaged, was unlike the conventional free trade agreements 
which are more or less driven by the desire to maximise the parties mercantile interests.

The negotiations were underpinned by clear guiding principles including Asymmetry of Obligations; 
i.e special and differential treatment, WTO Compatibility and that no ACP country would be worse 
off even if it did not sign an EPA and regional integration. As observed by the Bilal in 2007, there has 
been considerable tension between the principles of the WTO compatibility and the principles of 
reciprocity, regionalism and differentiation (Bilal 2007).  Unfortunately the negotiations as they have 
progressed have neared away from the main principles and seem to be more focussed on market 
access for EU interest hence the contentious issues for EU.

There is understandable apprehension among many stakeholders in the ACP Countries especially in 
Africa that the FEPA initialled and as currently developed, and for which our countries are under 
considerable pressure to ratify, do not adequately address their concerns and may in actual fact 
constrain the policy space for adopting necessary development in future and could undermine 
efforts for regional integration. It is in this light that there have been demands for them to be 
revisited and where appropriate rectified.

 One of the major problems that needs to be looked into is the question of WTO compatibility under 
article XXIV. The Commission has argued that this entails bringing 80% of our Tariff Lines to zero, 
albeit in a number of stages. This means a far-reaching trade liberalisation going beyond the 
structural adjustment programmes our countries undertook in the eighties and the nineties.

While trade liberalisation may be necessary, it is not a sufficient condition for growth and sustained 
development. It is instructive to note that Africa’s share in the world trade declined from 5% in 1971 
to 3% at present after undergoing decades of liberalisation. For LDCs their share in world 
merchandise declined from 2% in 1971 to 1% as of now. While liberalisation may be desirable it 
needs to be well calibrated depending on a country’s level of development. 

It must also be supported by industrial, social and environmental policies, if broad based and 
inclusive developments to be attained. Market access offer of duty free and quota free access to the 
EU Market while welcome cannot by itself translate into market penetration.  It is critical to enhance 
our domestic production, diversification, industrialisation capacities and to have stepped up 
agriculture production. The development pillar was expected to address these conditions.



All major international conferences have urged the international community to offer duty free and 
quota free market access to least developing accompanied by measures to increase the supply 
capacities of these countries. In the WTO, LDCs and most African Countries are not being required to 
enter into binding reduction commitments under NAMA. In the EAC configuration, we have a 
paradoxical situation whereby of the five member countries, only Kenya is not an LDC. The region for 
all intents and purposes is an LDC custom territory which should qualify for EBA provisions. 

The AU meeting in Accra in December 2011 urged Development partners to grant DFQFT market 
access to LDCs and LDC Regions so as to undermine Regional integration. This is a good proposal in 
which the EU, Africa and LDC can take a lead. 

An analysis of the structure of EAC exports, shows that the bulk of our exports to the EU are 
essentially primary commodities with very little value added. Only 6% these export products are in 
the form of manufactured or processed goods. Besides most of our countries manufactured exports 
are traded in EAC or COMESA thereby emphasizing the need for putting priority on developing the 
regional market.  If we want industrialization as part of our development strategy, EPA should be 
designed to support regional integration efforts in this regard and at the same time upgrade our 
exports basket to the EU to include manufacturers produce.

What the EU demands regarding the extent of liberalization, export taxes, MFN Clause, Agricultural 
subsidies, and the Singapore issues could negatively impact on Africa’s industrial development, food 
security and rural livelihoods, regional trade and integration, tariff revenue and government’s 
support of local enterprises and industries. Many of the EU demands are WTO plus going beyond 
what is necessary to make EPA WTO compatible. Given their possible impact on the policy space of 
ACP countries it is not surprising there are major divergences on these issues. 

The introduction of the regulation NR 1528/2007 does not foster a positive atmosphere for 
negotiations of mutual benefits. It appears to be aimed at stampeding ACP countries into signing 
agreements they consider unfair and lopsided.

The EU should consider radically reducing their expectations and concentrate on development 
cooperation. It is advisable not to invoke regulation NR 1528/2007 as long as negotiations are taking 
place in good faith. 
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