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Executive summary and key 
recommendations 

1  For example, Candau (2004: 9) found a 90 per cent utilization by SSA countries of at least one European Union preferential arrangement. The 
figures for non-least developed countries in sub-Saharan Africa were even higher (up into the mid-90s) when the preference margin exceeded 6 per 
cent. Nillson and others (2011) found that utilization rates by least developed countries in Africa averaged 95 per cent for exports to the European 
Union. UNCTAD (2018) found an average of 75 per cent utilization for all preferential trade partners of the European Union, including Africa. Howev-
er, some African countries, such as Egypt, Morocco and Tunisia, were low utilizers. Keck and Lendle (2012) found that utilization of preferential trade 
arrangements with the United States of America averaged 92 per cent and was not overly sensitive to the preference margin. Other studies, such 
as Frazer and Van Biesebroeck (2010), found a positive impact on African exports to the United States of America as a result of the African Growth 
and Opportunity Act and the Generalized System of Preferences. In the present paper, Africa’s utilization of preferential trade arrangements with 
the European Union was calculated at 98 per cent and utilization of the African Growth and Opportunity Act at 50.5 per cent.

A. Overview

The present report sets out the findings of research 
to determine the extent of utilization of trade ar-
rangements preferences by African countries. In this 
context, “preference utilization” refers to the extent to 
which trade takes place at preferential tariff rates ver-
sus at most-favoured-nation (i.e., default) tariff rates. 
“Preferential trade arrangements” includes both con-
cessional trade arrangements and reciprocal regional 
trade agreements. 

Preferential trade arrangements on paper are insuf-
ficient if in practice businesses struggle to use them. 
The research diagnoses how the private sector in Afri-
ca is currently using preferential trade arrangements, 
the constraints they face in doing so, and where sup-
port for their use of preferential trade arrangements 
should be prioritized. 

It is divided into two main sections: a summary of pri-
or findings on this topic and the results of new prima-
ry research. The primary research component is fur-
ther divided into three subsections of analysis on: (a) 
transaction-level customs data for a sample of three 
African countries (Ethiopia, Ghana and Uganda); (b) 
field-survey data obtained from exporting/importing 
enterprises in three African countries (Ghana, South 
Africa and Uganda); and (c) customs trade data for Af-
rican exports to the European Union and the United 
States of America. 

B. Summary: review of existing 
research

There is a substantial body of research on the topic 
of preference utilization and the impact on trade vol-
umes of trade agreements, although it has focused 
mostly on imports into the preferential trade arrange-
ments of the United States of America and the Euro-
pean Union. Results differ widely, but certain patterns 
emerge. 

Utilization of global North preferences by African 
countries is more likely when the preference margin 
is greater and the compliance procedures are less 
onerous and costly. Arrangements such as the Euro-
pean Union Generalized System of Preferences, Eco-
nomic Partnership Agreements and the everything-
but-arms initiative are effective in stimulating exports 
to the European Union from African countries. Like-
wise, the trade concessions under the African Growth 
and Opportunity Act have promoted strong growth 
in certain sectors and the development of industrial 
capacity in least developed countries such as Leso-
tho and Madagascar, in particular owing to lenient 
rules of origin on garments.1 Nevertheless, the full 
potential of such preferential trade arrangements are 
argued to be constrained by the impermanence of 
these regimes, less-than-full product coverage, pref-
erence erosion and stringent rules of origin.

There is less research into preference utilization be-
tween developing countries. Researchers have de-
termined that East Asian preferential trade arrange-
ments are more fraught and strongly impacted by 
the preference margin relative to the costs of com-
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pliance with rules of origin. There is a notable scarcity 
of research on preference utilization in intra-African 
trade, a gap the present study aims to address in the 
primary research component.

Less research focuses specifically on the experiences 
of micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises, and 
business represented by women and by young peo-
ple (i.e., under 30 years of age). However, a common 
finding is that utilization by micro-, small and medi-
um-sized enterprises is particularly impacted by a 
lack of awareness of the benefits as well as the costs 
of compliance. Another factor that has a negative im-
pact on utilization is the recent growth of non-tariff 
barriers, even as preference margins have risen.2

C. Summary of primary 
research findings

The customs data required for calculating the utiliza-
tion of intra-African preferences is not publicly avail-
able (which likely explains the paucity of research on 
this topic). In our research too, the cost of gaining ac-
cess to such data narrowed the scope of analysis to 
merely the most important – rather than all - traded 
goods between sample countries. Although the find-
ings are intriguing, they should accordingly be treat-
ed as indicative rather than comprehensive.

The findings identify the East African Communi-
ty (EAC) as the best-utilized preferential trade ar-
rangement, with 78 per cent of EAC-eligible imports 
into Uganda utilizing the EAC trade preferences. 
Eighty-seven per cent of surveyed Ugandan firms 
were aware of EAC trade preferences, and exporters 
generally found the EAC customs procedures, rules 
of origin, technical requirements and sanitary and 
phytosanitary requirements to be easy to comply 
with. However, when this result was gender-disag-
gregated, women-represented firms were about 11 
per cent less aware of the correct regional economic 
community memberships. Of greater concern was 
that, for women-represented firms, scores for aver-
age use of preferential trade arrangements given the 
requirements and procedures were approximately 
half of those for the balance of firms, suggesting that 
women-represented firms find complying with pref-
erential trade arrangements to be more challenging.

2  This was the finding for micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises in East Asia. It may not reflect the experience in Africa.

Large exporters in particular, none of which were 
women-represented, found compliance with the EAC 
requirements to be very easy. Detailed results among 
firms that did face challenges importing into Ugan-
da under EAC arrangements indicate that improving 
awareness and information about the regime could 
help and that familiarization with the requirements 
was beneficial, a result that was replicated in other 
world regions.

The available data on the Common Market for Eastern 
and Southern Africa (COMESA) paints a mixed picture. 
The utilization of COMESA preferences in imports into 
Uganda was lower, at 69 per cent. In Ethiopia, which 
offers only a 10 per cent discount to COMESA part-
ners rather than duty-free access, the extent of utili-
zation is a little lower, at approximately 65 per cent (a 
result consistent with evidence elsewhere finding uti-
lization to be strongly related to preference margins). 
Only 20 per cent of surveyed Ugandan firms were 
aware of COMESA arrangements, and the relatively 
few that exported to COMESA (a minority of which 
were women-represented), reported the associated 
customs procedures and rules of origin to be more 
challenging than those of EAC, and that the COMESA 
technical requirements and sanitary and phytosani-
tary requirements were very challenging in particular. 
Awareness and limited information were specifically 
cited as reasons for not using COMESA preferences or 
for it being challenging to do so. The sample that ex-
ported to COMESA was too small to draw meaningful 
distinctions between women-represented firms and 
the balance of firms.

The utilization rate of ECOWAS preferences for exports 
from Nigeria to Ghana for which data were available 
is strikingly low, at just below 5 per cent. In this case, 
the utilization rate under ECOWAS is lower than those 
analysed under EAC and COMESA, and the utilization 
gaps are higher. There are also stark differences in 
utilization gaps among individual Nigerian exporting 
enterprises. This low utilization is, in some senses, a 
misnomer, because the ECOWAS free trade agree-
ment applies to industrial producers only if they are 
approved by national committees and the ECOWAS 
Commission. Though ECOWAS is a free trade area, the 
free trade dispensation accordingly applies only to a 
limited number of approved producers. However, 
survey data from trading firms in Ghana found cus-



ix

Utilization of preferential trade areas in Africa

toms procedures, rules of origin, technical require-
ments and sanitary and phytosanitary requirements 
to be only slightly more challenging than those re-
ported by equivalent firms in EAC. Reasons cited by 
firms as to why they did not use ECOWAS preferential 
trade arrangements, or faced challenges in doing, so 
included a lack of implementation of the agreement 
by customs authorities, limited information, issues 
with customs, documentation challenges, and lan-
guage difficulties in trading between countries with 
different official languages. 

Data could not, unfortunately, be found to calculate 
indicative preference utilization rates in the Southern 
African Development Community (SADC). However, 
survey data from South African exporters to SADC in-
dicated a moderate use of the SADC preferential trade 
arrangements (37 per cent), with all of the few who 
also identified as importers reporting having used 
the SADC arrangements. Large exporters were chal-
lenged more by sanitary and phytosanitary require-
ments. On the other hand, among the micro-, small 
and medium-sized enterprises that were exporters, 
of which 23 per cent were women-represented and 
only 4 per cent were youth-represented, found tech-
nical requirements and customs procedures to be 
more challenging. While large business importers 
found the requirements generally more challenging, 
the sample was too small to be representative. By far 
the biggest challenge to utilizing the SADC free trade 
arrangements was reported to be lack of awareness. 
One solution cited for easing trade under SADC was 
courier services (or trade intermediaries), which could 
specialize in satisfying trading requirements.

Although the present study does not include a 
French-speaking country, other research recently 
conducted by the Economic Commission for Africa 
using a comparable methodology has done so (ECA, 
2020). It was found that the extent of use by Came-
roon of the free trade arrangements of the Central Af-
rican Economic and Monetary Community (CEMAC) 
was far lower than that reported in the surveys con-
ducted in Ghana, South Africa and Uganda – only 7 
per cent for exports and 3 per cent for imports (ECA 

3  Ibid.

2020: 13). Unfortunately, due to a low response rate 
on the reasons for low utilization, that feedback was 
not reported in that study.

Across all countries surveyed, sanitary and phytosan-
itary requirements were reported to be the top con-
straint to utilization of preferential trade arrange-
ments. This was followed by technical requirements, 
customs procedures and rules of origin. Women-rep-
resented firms were found to utilize the arrange-
ments less and also find the requirements more chal-
lenging than for other firms on average. They found 
customs procedures to be the most challenging, fol-
lowed by technical requirements, rules of origin and 
sanitary and phytosanitary requirements. The pattern 
is less defined for youth-represented firms, which 
utilize preferential trade arrangements less than aver-
age but do not experience as many challenges with 
requirements as women-represented firms. The most 
frequently cited reason for non-utilization is lack of 
information and low awareness. The most important 
reasons for finding the requirements to be challeng-
ing were customs procedures and documentation 
issues, lack of information (again), and, in ECOWAS, 
language barriers.

Regarding Africa’s trade with the rest of the world, 
data presented here, in conjunction with the cited 
research, leads to the conclusion that utilization by 
African countries of trade concessions made by the 
European Union and the United States of America is 
significant and substantially greater than the current 
extent of preference utilization within intra-African 
trade.3 Possible reasons for this could be more 
effective dissemination of trade and compliance 
information, better support from the trade au-
thorities, and the existence of trade portals and 
partnerships with those already vested in the 
trade regimes. Given the greater potential for 
intra-African trade to lead to African industriali-
zation (see ECA and others. 2019), it is therefore 
crucial that steps are taken to improve the utili-
zation of intra-African preferential trade arrange-
ments to maximize their transformative poten-
tial. 
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D. These findings on utilization 
resonate with those of 
other ECA research into 
preference utilization in 
SADC and Rwanda (ECA 
2021, forthcoming). Policy 
recommendations aimed 
at improving preferential 
trade arrangement 
utilization

Given that the utilization of preferential trade arrange-
ments was relatively low in the African countries that 
were the focus of the present study, it is clear that 
focused policy action is required to increase their use. 
The following summarizes the policy recommenda-
tions of the report, which are applicable to both Afri-
can trade authorities and the private sector.

1. Recommendations aimed at 
government and trade authorities

(a) Information and awareness
Informational deficits and lack of knowledge about 
preferences and compliance can be mitigated by the 
provision of information to firms on the availability 
of preferences and compliance procedures.4 This is 
especially relevant to preferential trade arrangement 
utilization in Africa, given the findings of the present 
study. Other measures that need to be taken by trade 
authorities concern customs cooperation. A prefer-
ential trade arrangement-wide customs information 
system/single window would also greatly reduce ad-
ministrative overhead. 

Regarding the availability of information, the lack of 
publicly-available, non-commercially-sourced cus-
toms data is a serious constraint on the monitoring 
and evaluation of preference utilization.5 In order 

4  See Ecorys (2018).
5  For example, the transaction-level customs data that was used in the present report was purchased from a commercial source at a cost of 
$750. Such costs are barriers to entry for African researchers.
6  Various respondents described rules of origin as restrictive and a barrier to utilization that they have experienced. A particular finding for 
Ugandan exporters was that rules of origin for COMESA were seen as more restrictive than those for EAC and therefore led to lower utilization rates. 
In order to explore this, the requirements of the two sets of rules of origin requirements were compared and substantial points of difference were 
found to exist between the two trade arrangements. Greater symmetry between them would surely be helpful to exporters, in particular exporting 
micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises.
7  See Table 31, which provides a comparison and a simulation of the two rules of origin requirements, using the rules of origin facilitator of the 
International Trade Centre.

to properly calculate preference utilization rates, 
tariff-level transaction data is required; aggregate 
data is not sufficient. Customs authorities, which 
generate such data and hold it in their manage-
ment information systems, could be required to 
make this data publicly available (removing in-
formation on specific companies) as part of pref-
erential trade arrangements.

(b) Rules of origin
In order to increase utilization, rules of origin should 
be made as lenient as possible.6 The six following 
measures could help:

1. A presumption-of-origin approach could 
be used, which would involve the import-
ing country waiving rules of origin require-
ments based on the most-favoured-nation 
rate and the value of the shipment, with the 
value threshold declining in parallel with the 
most-favoured-nation rate. A related option 
is self-certification, a concept that has been 
proposed by various countries in the Asso-
ciation of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
(World Bank 2007: iii). More generally, meas-
ures such as these fall under the category of 
simplified trade regimes, which are covered 
in more detail below.

2. Regional cumulation (also known as cross-cu-
mulation) can make the cumulation require-
ments of rules of origin more tolerant, and 
thereby make them more accessible to more 
firms. When, for example, comparing the cu-
mulation requirements of EAC with those of 
COMESA (the requirements of the latter be-
ing described by Ugandan exporters as more 
challenging), it is indeed found that EAC cu-
mulation requirements are more lenient (re-
gional) than those of COMESA cumulation 
requirements (diagonal) (ITC rules of origin 
Facilitator 2020).7 
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3. Creating an online intra-African repository for 
rules of origin in multiple languages could 
help firms to understand the requirements 
of rules of origin (UNCTAD, 2019). Related to 
that, transparency and simplicity in rules of 
origin ensure easier uptake by firms (World 
Bank, 2007).

4. Traders within Africa face a wide range of dif-
fering rules of origin, depending on which of 
the numerous intra-African trading arrange-
ments they are trading under. Convergence 
among the various rules of origin procedures 
could help to reduce the cost of compliance 
(UNCTAD 2019: 161). A bolder step would be 
to look at implementing a continent-wide 
simplified trade regime that falls under the 
provisions of the Agreement Establishing the 
African Continental Free Trade Area (AfCFTA 
Agreement).

5. Strengthening the capacities of customs au-
thorities could make the processing of trade 
transactions and their auditing more efficient.

6. A novel recommendation to streamline rules 
of origin would be to apply blockchain tech-
nology. Such an electronic ledger, which is 
perfectly suited to tracking transactions and 
identifying sources, could be integrated into 
single-window systems as a back-end. A 
single preferential trade arrangement-wide 
system and integrated blockchain could 
also greatly assist in exporting data from the 
system. Given that transaction-level customs 
data (which are not easy for researchers to 
obtain) are needed in order to monitor pref-
erence utilization, customs bureaus should 
be obliged to allow data to be exported from 
their systems for downstream analysis.

(c) Non-tariff barriers: Customs procedures, 
sanitary and phytosanitary requirements, and 
technical requirements 

Non-tariff barriers are diverse and mitigating them re-
quires understanding the specific nature of the bar-

8  Hove (2019) has outlined the AfCFTA annex dealing with the procedures for addressing non-tariff barriers.
9  See for example, Ederington and Ruta (2016). 
10  See Cheong (2014).
11  See EIU (2014).

rier and the industry, sector or mode that it refers to. 
One way to tackle non-tariff barriers is to implement 
a system whereby traders can report them via an 
online system (as is indeed the intention under the 
AfCFTA non-tariff-barrier reporting mechanism).8 This 
can be done over a web portal or via a short mes-
sage service, which is likely to be the communication 
method that is most widely used by transport staff 
involved in border transit. Short message service is at 
times preferable to broadband communications ow-
ing to the greater prevalence of feature phones over 
smart phones and the existing digital divide.

Other measures aimed at mitigating non-tariff barri-
ers have been cited in the literature.9 “Mutual recog-
nition” refers to the recognition by one member 
of a preferential trade arrangement of the stand-
ards applied by another in order to simplify com-
pliance. The next step after mutual recognition 
is harmonization of standards, whereby each 
member adopts a common set of standards. In 
a sense, harmonization is something that would 
happen in any event as a regional economic 
community moves towards policy and macroe-
conomic convergence. It would also be helpful 
to coordinate among national supporting agen-
cies to increase the efficiency of the infrastruc-
ture for facilitating the use of preferential trade 
arrangements.10

(d) Trade in services
The liberalization of trade in services can also assist in 
the utilization of preferences of trade in goods. Some 
services are directly concerned with trade, such as 
transport, retail/distribution and finance. Others, 
such as information and communications technol-
ogy and business services, play a critical supporting 
role. Several firms surveyed in the present study cited 
courier services as helping to facilitate intra-African 
trade. The fact that physical goods constitute a com-
ponent of services that is increasing in value (services 
are forward-linked to such goods) will also contribute 
ultimately to the liberalization of trade in goods.11 

Services liberalization is an ongoing process under 
many preferential trade arrangements. The European 
Union began the process in 2006, whereas the ser-
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vices trade protocol under the AfCFTA Agreement 
is currently on the table for negotiation. However, 
the utilization rate of services preferences is a much 
more difficult metric to analyse owing to the lack of 
detailed and up-to-date data. Services trade flows 
are captured in the balance of payments rather than 
customs data and are much more aggregated and 
opaque. In addition, services classification nomencla-
tures are less standardized than those for goods, and 
there is greater scope for misclassification. The dearth 
of research on preference utilization in trade in ser-
vices could therefore be related to data availability 
(including data that are sex- and age-disaggregated). 
So an additional recommendation for Government 
would be to improve services trade data classifica-
tion, collection and distribution. This responsibility 
should be shared between national financial regula-
tors and central banks, as well as global financial insti-
tutions such as the International Monetary Fund and 
the World Bank. Research on preference utilization in 
trade in services could assist in evaluating the impact 
of specific liberalization provisions – those things that 
work and those that don’t - with a view to optimizing 
the liberalization package. This approach would be 
very helpful, for instance, in the process of designing 
the protocol on trade in services in the AfCFTA Agree-
ment.

(e) Re-incentivizing officials and 
e-government

Two final policy recommendations concern the use 
of information technology tools. There is sometimes 
a disconnect between the rhetoric of economic inte-
gration and the actual practice by customs officials 
and trade authorities. In the end, the performance 
targets of customs officials are more likely to be fo-
cused on the generation of revenue, which can be 
diametrically opposed to realizing free trade under a 
preferential trade arrangement. One way around this 
is to implement a performance management infor-
mation system that explicitly links the processing of 
preferential trade with the performance of an official. 
When a customs official levies a duty on trade that is 
supposed to be duty-free, that should have an impact 
on the official’s performance evaluation. In addition, 
the analysis of data that are sex- and age-disaggre-

12  As effective as e-government can be in streamlining compliance processes, the services still need to be accessible. That underscores the im-
portance of bridging any digital divide. In general, the digital divide limits the uptake of the opportunities presented by digital trade technologies. 

gated could help to identify potential systemic bias 
and discrimination against designated groups. 

A second way of improving preference utilization is 
to strengthen e-government. The entire process of 
submitting shipment documents for clearance can 
be implemented as a one-stop online solution.12 
Where requirements such as rules of origin are 
in play, exporters should be allowed to self-de-
clare origin compliance in the online application. 
Random checks and fines could be implement-
ed to ensure that the system is not being gamed 
or abused. 

2. Recommendations aimed at the 
private-sector and firms

(a) Involvement in the design, negotiation 
and review of preferential trade arrangements

Firms play an advocacy role in the design of preferen-
tial trade arrangements by informing the discussion 
of concessions and offensive interests during nego-
tiations, and in helping Governments to review and 
evaluate existing arrangements. Taking into account 
the requirements and requests of firms in the design 
of the machinery of the arrangements will result in 
better utilization. In contrast, if policymakers apply a 
top-down approach, there is a greater likelihood of 
that the design of the arrangements will not being 
aligned with the needs of firms. Effective lobbying 
by firms, including through representative interme-
diaries such business associations, as part of a con-
sultative process could lead to better-designed pref-
erential trade arrangements. To ensure inclusivity, the 
associations and entities that are consulted should 
represent women, young people and small business 
sectors. 

For example, technology firms in the United States 
of America successfully lobbied the US Trade Rep-
resentative for clauses in the renegotiated North 
American Free Trade Agreement (now known as the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement) that per-
mitted the cross-border flow of personal data (Data 
Guidance, 2020).
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(b) Business-to-business awareness, 
information and third-party intermediaries

Information about trade agreements and how to 
comply with them need not come exclusively from 
Government. There is a role for the private sector it-
self to provide information services and support to 
assist traders. Business chambers and exporter as-
sociations are frequently cited as key information 
resources for businesses that engage in trade. This 
can be leveraged to help improve the utilization of 
preferential trade arrangements if business organiza-
tions can first help to improve awareness about the 
arrangements that are available to their members, 
and, second, develop and share information resourc-
es and experiences in complying with those arrange-
ments. Given the results that show the role of lack of 
awareness and limited access to information- in the 
poor utilization of preferential trade arrangements by 
women and youth entrepreneurs, every effort should 

be made to raise awareness among and extend ac-
cess to these groups as a priority. 

Finally, there appears to be an unmet role for 
third-party intermediaries and courier services to as-
sist businesses in utilizing preferential trade arrange-
ments when they provide services to import or ex-
port goods between African subregions. 

(c) Firm information search behaviour
In a digitally-driven world, firms have access to infor-
mation to a degree not found hitherto. It was pointed 
out above that learning about preferences is positive-
ly correlated with preference utilization. This learning 
is a process that is strongly driven, in turn, by the 
availability of information and the search behaviour 
of firms. 

The following information resources can help busi-
nesses to support themselves in learning about and 
utilizing preferential trade arrangements. 

Table 1: Information resources on preferential trade arrangements

Resource Information available

Intracen 

(International Trade 
Centre)

• Map of non-tariff measures

• Rules-of-origin facilitator: a search-driven tool providing information on tariffs due, duty savings and 
detailed certification requirements

• Researching export markets: providing trade intelligence 

• Market price information portal: up-to-date information on market prices provided free of charge to 
micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises. Covers agricultural products in detail

• Trade at hand: mobile device-based portal offering information on market prices and conditions and 
facilitating a virtual market place

• Market access map: an online global portal with search-driven information on market-access 
conditions at a high level of detail

• “She trade” initiative: this initiative involves the collection of gender-disaggregated data, the 
promotion of equitable policies, online training for women entrepreneurs and a one-stop shop 
platform to learn and do business

World Trade 
Organization (WTO)

• Repository of trade agreement documentation for all agreements under the auspices of WTO

• e-Ping service: notification service of updates on sanitary and phytosanitary requirements and 
technical barriers to trade

• e-learning resources

• International trade and market-Access data interactive tool: allows visualisation of trade and tariff 
data

• I-TIP: comprehensive information on non-tariff measures for goods and a section on members’ 
commitments on services

Other • Resource portals on specific preferential trade arrangements such as “AGOA.INFO” and the European 
Union market-access database

• Regional trade information portals such as those for EAC countries

• Platforms for local exporter associations (such as the Western Cape Exporter’s Club for exporters 
based in the Western Cape province of South Africa, to share experiences and advice as well as obtain 
expert input on trade, logistics, financing and risk management
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3. Addressing specific areas of 
need by women-represented, youth-
represented and micro-, small and 
medium-sized firms
According to the findings of the field surveys, wom-
en-represented, youth-represented and micro-, small 
and medium-sized firms experience challenges in 
gaining access to preferences under specific arrange-
ments. These are ranked and summarized in table 2.

Accordingly, specific recommendations aimed at re-
solving these challenges faced by these groups are 
provided in table 3.

Particular attention must be paid to the plight of 
women informal cross-border traders, who face addi-
tional challenges beyond those of traders in the for-
mal sector. Informal traders typically sell their wares 
in market centres located in neighbouring countries, 
since those market centres are more accessible than 
their closest market centres in their own countries. 
By their nature, informal traders are less knowledge-

Table 2: Areas of challenge explicitly cited by specific groups in gaining access to preferences

Rank

1 2 3 4

Women-represented Other Handled by third 
parties

Not aware of the 
arrangement

Limited information available on 
the specific benefits

Youth-represented Not aware of the 
arrangement

Handled by third 
parties Other Limited information available on 

the specific benefits
Micro-, small and 
medium-sized enterprises

Not aware of the 
arrangement Other Handled by third 

parties

All firms Products not 
originating

Not aware of the 
arrangement

Tariff benefits not 
attractive enough

Limited information available on 
the specific benefits

Source: Author’s calculations based on primary research.  

Note: Miscellaneous responses are categorized under “other”, including, among others: (a) that tariff benefits were not sufficiently 
attractive; (b) that producers were procured largely within an excluded country; (c) corruption; and (d) that the respondent was not 
directly involved in border transactions and could not therefore specify.

Table 3: Suggested policy interventions to promote greater preference access for designated 
exporters

Lack of awareness

Awareness campaigns driven by the trade authority, private businesses and exporter 
organizations

Trade fairs that sponsor designated firms and provide information and training

Trade information portals
Trade information desks at border posts that aim to serve small-scale traders, including 
businesses owned by women and young people. Such forms of assistance are more 
accessible to those without access to digital resources

Limited information

E-government: provide step-by-step information on preferences and means to gain 
access them in sequential manner on e-government sites
Trade-related guidance should be part and parcel of support programmes for micro-, 
small and medium-sized enterprises that are sponsored by departments of trade and 
industry

Handled by third parties

Offer incentives to exporter agents and courier companies to acquire preference benefits 
for designated exporting firms
Third party involvement may or may not be beneficial, depending on how their services 
are leveraged
On the one hand, greater knowledge and awareness of preferences and how to gain 
access to them will automatically lead to less utilization of third parties as exporter 
agents. This will also lead to cost savings for exporters as middle men are removed
On the other hand, where third parties are able to aggregate goods and thereby reduce 
costs, their involvement would be a benefit. This would require the involvement of border 
trade associations so that micro and small traders could negotiate with third parties as a 
group

Source: Author’s recommendations based on primary research.
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able of technical trade issues and unable to utilize 
the technologies and resources that are standard for 
formal-sector traders. As a result, informal traders do 
not utilize preferences and potentially overpay du-
ties and other costs. To address this, any programme 
aimed at improving intra-African trade and the uti-
lization of preferential trade arrangements in Africa 
must take this important and often neglected sector 
into account.

ECA has recommended the use of simplified trade 
regimes to address this issue. For example, Soprano 
(2020) recognized the constraints on the extension of 
the benefits of free trade to micro enterprises due to 
low awareness, complex documentary requirements, 
regressive costs, long clearance times and poor ca-
pacity among traders. He makes several recommen-
dations to address these challenges, including:

 » Creating a standard list of products under 
the preferential trade arrangement, in other 
words, harmonizing the origin-tested prod-
ucts for all member States.

 » Introducing a value threshold below which 
rules of origin are not required, or assumed to 
be automatically fulfilled. This issue has been 
raised in the present report, but in Soprano 
it pertains in particular to the plight of mi-
cro informal cross-border traders. He recom-
mends a starting threshold of $1,000. For ex-
ample, the COMESA simplified trade regime 
has a value threshold of $2,000 (however, 
according to Amumpaire (2020), an incorrect 
threshold of $500 or $700 is often applied). 

 » Using simplified certificate of origin and sim-
plified customs declaration forms that are 
available electronically and can be accessed 
and filled from a mobile phone to maximise 
accessibility. An analogue version of such 
forms would be more appropriate for those 
who do not have access to the Internet, 
along with support for completion said forms 
at border posts.
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I. Introduction13

13  It should be noted that any economic or trade analysis in the present report does not take into account the economic impact of the COVID-19 
pandemic, which, at the time of writing, were still developing.
14  Note, however, that the smoothed rate of growth in the number of preferential trade arrangements appeared to peak a few years earlier 
(WTO, 2020).
15  The total sample size was 65 responding firms. It would have been desirable to have had a larger sample. However, resource constraints in 
terms of both financial and time limitations had an important bearing on the sample size. Nevertheless, these studies play an important role as 
samplers of the issues at hand, providing a clear mandate to conduct more comprehensive research in the future. 

Preferential trade arrangements are an important fea-
ture of the modern globalized trading world. The to-
tal volume of global trade under preferential trade ar-
rangements has been steadily increasing, with more 
than 200 such arrangements active in the world by 
2010 (WTO 2011, Rocha and Teh 2011).14 This is in-
teresting in the context of the World Trade Organiza-
tion’s goal of fostering non-discriminatory trade pat-
terns. However, an additional noteworthy trend is that 
of preference erosion, where the relative benefit of a 
preferential tariff declines as the most-favoured-na-
tion tariff falls over time. When this is considered 
against the additional possibility that well-protected 
lines (i.e., high most-favoured-nation tariffs) are often 
excluded from preferential trade arrangements in any 
case, the extent of preferential trade is certainly less 
than what would be imagined given the number and 
complexity of such arrangements. 

Against this backdrop, the question of the extent of 
the utilization of preferential trade arrangements and 
their ultimate benefit is pertinent. Utilization in this 
context is the extent to which trade takes place at 
preferential tariff rates versus at most-favoured-na-
tion tariff rates. If imports from countries that are en-
titled to (conditional) preferential access are entering 
a market at rates that are not preferential, then there 
is less than complete preference utilization, which 
constitutes a missed opportunity, especially for the 
exporting nation. 

Unilateral trade arrangements, such as the African 
Growth and Opportunity Act, fail in their develop-
ment intention if developing countries do not utilize 
them. Mutually beneficial trade arrangements among 
equals, such as COMESA, are unable to contribute to 
deepening intra-African trade if they are not utilized. 
Yet, when the preference margin falls below a certain 
threshold, there is much evidence that utilization 
declines. Added to that are other significant impedi-
ments, such as rules of origin and other non-tariff bar-

riers, as well as simple ignorance of the benefits and 
how to utilize them – especially among micro-, small 
and medium-sized enterprises. Larger firms have the 
resources to absorb the fixed costs related to the pro-
cedures involved in complying with the sanity, phy-
tosanitary, technical and conformity requirements of 
cross-border trade, but smaller enterprises often do 
not. This represents an opportunity cost in terms of 
market opportunities for small enterprises, which are 
often the most important drivers of employment. A 
recent report by the International Labour Organiza-
tion (ILO) estimated that, globally, small businesses 
account for up to 70 per cent of employment crea-
tion (4IRSA, 2020). 

The present report has two major sections. The first is 
a comprehensive survey of the literature on the uti-
lization of preferential trade arrangements, reaching 
as far back as the early 2000’s. The literature review 
covers the magnitude, benefit and estimation of pref-
erence utilization, followed by a review of the main 
impediments to utilization. 

The second major section of the report presents the 
findings of original research into preference utiliza-
tion in Africa. A sample of African nations was chosen 
for the research, including at least one least devel-
oped country, but the set of countries chosen was to 
some extent a function of data availability. This made 
it impossible to have complete symmetry in the two 
components of the primary research. While it would 
have been preferable to have had Ghana, South Afri-
ca and Uganda (a least developed country) in each of 
the two primary research sections, customs data for 
South Africa that had been reserved did not materi-
alize. For this reason, the customs data analysis cov-
ered Ghana, Uganda and Ethiopia, while the surveys 
of trading firms covered Ghana, Uganda and South 
Africa.15
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These findings encompass three areas of re-
search:

1. Findings related to the analysis of transac-
tion-level customs data from Ethiopia, Ghana 
and Uganda;

2. Findings related to the responses to a set of 
field surveys conducted in Ghana, Uganda 
and South Africa;

3. Findings related to the analysis of aggregat-
ed data on import into the United States of 
America and the European Union, to estab-
lish the extent to which African countries 
utilize preferential access to those markets 
under the respective preferential access pro-
grammes.

The report concludes with a summary of findings 
and a set of policy recommendations flowing from 
the research review and the original research. 
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II. Literature review

16  Although the paper by Rocha and Teh (2011) is, at the time of writing, about nine years old, the findings therein were largely validated in a 
later paper by Espitia (2018). 

A. Dimensions and benefits 
of preferential trade 
arrangements

The global trading system is complex and each major 
region has its own unique characteristics and chal-
lenges. For this reason, the analysis in the literature 
review is differentiated according to the following 
major regions: multi-country/global, Africa, European 
Union, United States of America, East Asia (including 
Japan) and Australia. There are at times overlaps be-
tween these differentiators, for example – Africa-fo-
cused research may involve European Union prefer-
ences, but European Union-focused research would 
include the preferences it offers to all developing (or 
least developed) countries, including those in Africa.

1. Benefits of preferential trade 
arrangements: global overview 

Rocha and Teh (2011) present some data on the 
growth of preferential trade arrangements globally. 
As previously noted, preferential trade arrangements 
(defined in Rocha and Teh (2011) as “regional trade 
agreements”) had grown in number to more than 
200 by 2010, but the rate of growth had peaked a few 
years earlier, and, subsequently, the rate of growth 
has slowed. Nevertheless, at the beginning of 2020, 
there were 303 regional trade arrangements in force 
(WTO, 2020) and the average WTO member was par-
ty to 13 arrangements. 

The most important overall characteristics of the 
global system of preferential trade arrangements are 
suggested by Rocha and Teh (2011)16 as being the 
following:

 » By the late 2000’s, only 16 per cent of global 
trade qualified for preferences.

 » There had been a steady decline in most-fa-
voured-nation rates since the Second World 
War.

 » About 7 per cent of tariff lines on sensitive 
products were excluded from preferential 
treatment, including agricultural goods, food 
items and manufactured goods high in la-
bour intensity (Damuri, 2009). Those tended 
to have high most-favoured-nation tariffs. 

 » Rules of origin had raised the costs of compli-
ance and reduced the utilization of available 
preferences.

 » Preference margins were not significant – 
only 2 per cent of global imports qualified 
for preferences where the preference margin 
was above 10 per cent. In a later paper, Es-
pitia (2018) found that, by 2017, only 5.2 per 
cent of global exports qualified for preferenc-
es where the preference margin was above 5 
per cent. Espitia (2018) also found that only 
3.3 per cent of global exports experienced a 
preferential disadvantage higher than 5 per 
cent.

Rocha and Teh (2011) make an additional interesting 
point; as a result of the increased membership and 
coverage of preferential trade arrangements, prefer-
ences are actually not that unique, meaning the ad-
vantage bestowed on any particular exporter coun-
try, relative to competitor countries, is reduced. This 
phenomenon is known as preference erosion. Their 
estimate was that less than 13 per cent of preferential 
trade benefitted from a competitive margin greater 
than 2 per cent. From this they concluded that, to 
justify membership, the benefits of being part of a 
preferential trade arrangement needed to go beyond 
tariff preferences. 

One important lesson from these statistics for Africa 
is that, in order for the African Continental Free Trade 
Area to be successful by means of tariff preferences, 
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it will be necessary to limit the extent of sensitive 
product lists. Average tariff levels are generally higher 
among developing countries, which implies there is 
room for meaningful liberalization. Nevertheless, oth-
er means of encouraging intra-African trade will need 
to be pursued as well. 

2. Benefit of preferential trade 
arrangements: Africa, Europe and 
the United States of America
There have not been many studies focused exclusive-
ly on Africa, as most studies cover the entire set of de-
veloping countries, or focus on the least developed 
countries. Brenton and Ikezuki (2005) examined the 
trade preferences granted to the countries of sub-Sa-
haran Africa by the United States of America, the Eu-
ropean Union and Japan. They found that, although 
there were a few examples of large benefits (e.g., sug-
ar exports by Mauritius), the majority of beneficiary 
countries in sub-Saharan Africa drew little benefit 
and had not managed to diversify their economies 
as a result of their membership in preferential trade 
arrangements. 

By contrast, in a later study, Aiello and others (2010) 
found that non-reciprocal preferential trade policies 
granted to developing countries by developed coun-
tries did lead to significant gains for both total exports 
and agricultural exports. They accounted for that dis-
tinct result by their use of disaggregated data, i.e., at 
the level at which the preferences were applied. They 
argued that the use of aggregate data masked bene-
fits to individual sectors. This then would presumably 
account for the contrary finding in the earlier study 
by Brenton and Ikezuki (2005).

The United States of America has established five 
non-reciprocal preferential trade policies: the Gener-
alized System of Preferences, the Andean Trade Pref-
erence Act, the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery 
Act, the Caribbean Basin Trade Partnership Act and 
the African Growth and Opportunity Act. In a paper 
that attempted to determine the benefits derived 
from these programmes, Jones and others (2013) did 
find positive benefits. They determined that many de-
veloping countries has benefitted from preferential 
access to the American apparel market. Other sectors 

17  Note that, at the time of writing of the cited document, the level of ambition was at 80 per cent. Therefore, the estimates should be considered 
to be on the low side. 

where market penetration had occurred seemed to 
experience less comprehensive benefit. For example, 
while fuel imports from countries such as Angola and 
Nigeria may be accorded preference, those products 
have not helped Angola and Nigeria to diversify their 
economies. 

3. Benefits of preferential 
trade arrangements: the African 
Continental Free Trade Area
The potential benefit of the nascent AfCFTA is of 
particular importance and relevance to the present 
study. Although the AfCFTA Agreement entered into 
force in May 2019, negotiations on the actual pref-
erences to be granted are still underway at the time 
of writing. However, the level of ambition has been 
defined: member States will liberalize 90 per cent of 
tariff lines within 10 years for least developed coun-
tries and within five years for other countries. Of the 
remaining 10 per cent of tariff lines, 7 per cent can 
be designated as sensitive (liberalized over a longer 
time frame), while 3 per cent can be excluded from 
liberalization altogether (though subject to review in 
five years’ time). The time frame to liberalize sensitive 
products is 13 years for least developed countries 
and 10 years for other countries.

There is significant heterogeneity in the tariff struc-
tures of African Union member states, implying 
that for certain countries and products there will be 
meaningful tariff preferences. By examining the distri-
bution of most-favoured-nation tariff lines for several 
African countries, it was estimated in UNCTAD (2015: 
12) that AfCFTA would create margins of preference 
of up to 25–30 per cent in the case of Cameroon and 
Tunisia, 20-25 per cent in the case of Kenya, and 15–
20 per cent in the case of Nigeria and South Africa.17

Although these are not insignificant tariff cuts, 
most African countries have already liberalized 
much of their trade within their respective sub-
regional economic communities. However, with 
significant preference margins opening up for 
more intra-African trade, it can be expected that 
benefits will flow to African exporters once lib-
eralization has been implemented. Indeed, in a 
computable general equilibrium simulation of 
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intra-African liberalization, Grinsted-Jensen and 
Sandry (2015) predicted that there would be 
meaningful welfare gains from continental liber-
alization. 

B. Estimation of preferential 
trade arrangement 
utilization

1. Estimation of preferential trade 
arrangement utilization and the 
impacts on export values

Positive utilization rates indicate that 
tariff preferences do have an impact, 
and at a minimum the exporters claim-
ing the preferential tariff rate are better 
off than they would be in its absence, 
but by themselves utilization rates shed 
no light on the size of the impact on 
trade flows or on economic well-being. 
(Pomfret and others, 2010). 

An important principle, one that will be restated 
again in the empirical component of the present re-
port, is that given in the above quote. It is one thing 
to establish that preferential trade arrangements are 
being utilized. However, this does not automatically 
indicate that the benefits are being enjoyed by pref-
erence recipients. Preferential trade arrangement uti-
lization is investigated primarily through one of the 
following three methods (or a combination thereof ):

1. Quantitative analysis of trade impacts follow-
ing the inaction of the trade arrangement 
by which the preferences were granted. This 
amounts to determining whether the pref-
erential trade arrangement has positively 
impacted the exports of the preference ben-
eficiaries. This approach is less able to deter-
mine the utilization rate than the benefits 
in increased exports. On that basis one can 
infer that, if exports rise following the incep-
tion of the trade arrangement, there must be 
positive utilization, other things being equal. 
Such studies will be referred to in the present 
report as “trade impact-based”.

2. Analysis of transaction-level customs data 
to determine whether the preferences that 

are available are actually being used. This 
approach has the advantage of determining 
precisely the utilization rate, but is unable to 
tell us whether any benefits resulted. It is also 
challenging to acquire and manipulate trans-
action-level data. Such studies will be referred 
to as “preference utilization rate-based”.

3. Survey data on exporter firms in beneficiary 
countries. These surveys attempt to deter-
mine whether preferential trade arrange-
ments are being utilized by interviewing the 
exporting firms in the beneficiary nations. The 
advantage of this approach is that it can give 
unique insights into difficulties and challeng-
es faced by firms, as well as enable a detailed 
sectoral, cross-sector and gender dimension 
analyses. The main challenge with this ap-
proach is the acquisition of survey data and 
extrapolation from a small sample size to the 
overall population of exporting firms. Such 
studies will be referred to as “survey-based”.

The next section overviews the research conducted 
using the first two methodologies. The section fol-
lowing that will cover the material specifically ded-
icated to firm-level studies and the experiences of 
medium, small and micro enterprises (micro-, small 
and medium-sized enterprises). 

2. Africa-focused studies
In a study that looks at the utilization by sub-Saha-
ran Africa countries of trade preferences under the 
Everything but Arms initiative and the Generalized 
System of Preferences, Candau and Jean (2005) found 
that under-utilization of both arrangements was due 
primarily to the complexity of rules of origin. Based 
on initial data obtained after the Everything but Arms 
initiative went into force, they found that the prefer-
ences were “half” utilized, whereas there was signifi-
cant under-utilization of the manufacturing track of 
the Generalized System of Preferences. 

Approximately five years after the Candau study, Co-
penhagen Economics (2011) undertook an econo-
metric study to determine whether European Union 
free trade arrangements with Africa and countries 
such as Chile and Mexico had actually led to increased 
European Union exports and imports. Part of their re-
sults covered the exports of Morocco, South Africa 
and Tunisia into the European Union, for which they 



6

Utilization of preferential trade areas in Africa

found very little trade-enhancing impact. At a similar 
time, Nilsson (2011) examined the utilization of the 
European Union’s preferential trade arrangements 
by African least developed countries, specifically for 
small trade flows. He used data disaggregated almost 
to the transaction level in order to avoid aggregation 
bias, and, presumably, for this reason did not repli-
cate the results of Copenhagen Economics. He found 
that, despite the overall level of preference utilization 
being high, the level of utilization for the small value 
trade flows were much lower. He connected the lev-
el of under-utilization to the fixed costs involved in 
complying with rules of origin. 

It should be noted though that, as mentioned earlier, 
the fact that preferences are utilized does not imply 
that preferential trade arrangements will be trade-en-
hancing. This could also explain the apparent con-
tradiction between utilization-focused research and 
trade-impact focused research. 

In 2019, UNCTAD released a report in which it looked 
at the preconditions for enhanced intra-African trade, 
specifically focused on rules of origin and the rela-
tionship to preference utilization (UNCTAD, 2019). It 
covered all the European Union’s preference schemes 
for Africa: the Generalized System of Preferences, the 
Everything but Arms initiative and the economic 
partnership arrangements. They showed that, after 
the reform of the Generalized System of Preferences 
in 2011, which simplified and streamlined rules of or-
igin requirements, utilization rates rose in response. 

Those findings imply an important point for intra-Af-
rican trade under AfCFTA. To enhance intra-African 
trade, negotiators must ensure that AfCFTA rules of 
origin are simple, transparent, predictable, trade-fa-
cilitating and development-friendly (UNCTAD, 2019: 
95). Currently, rules of origin are established at the 
regional economic community-level. AfCFTA pro-

18  As at the time of writing, rules of origin had been negotiated for 90 per cent of tariff lines. The remaining 10 per cent were intended to be 
concluded by July 2020, but have now delayed due to disruptions related to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
19  “Preference utilization rate” and “coverage ratio” are synonymous terms.

vides an opportunity for continental convergence in 
respect of rules of origin policies that would be re-
quired if AfCFTA is to serve its purpose of enhancing 
intra-African trade.18 

3. Global focus
To provide an efficient comparison of research out-
puts, the data for the European Union, the United 
States of America and Asia/Australasia are present-
ed in tabular form. These outputs cover trade im-
pact-based research and preference utilization rate19-
based research. Survey-based outputs will be 
covered in a later section.

The outputs relating to the European Union are 
presented in table 4. 

Some of the insights that can be gleaned from the 
European Union research are as follows:

 » There was heterogeneity in the results, i.e., 
some countries and product groups utilized 
preferences more than others. 

 » Utilization was positively related to the pref-
erence margin and negatively related to 
compliance costs, specifically rules of origin.

 » The preferential trade arrangement under 
the Everything but Arms initiative has been 
more beneficial than the Generalized System 
of Preferences, and lower-income countries 
have benefitted more. This is the result of the 
greater preference margin under the initia-
tive (Thelle and others, 2015).

It is also noteworthy that more European Union stud-
ies used the preference utilization rate approach, pre-
sumably because of the greater availability of data at 
the transaction level. 
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4. United States of America focus
The outputs relating to the United States of America 
are presented in table 5.

Some of the insights that can be gleaned from the re-
search on the United States of America are as follows:

 » Again, there is heterogeneity, but the African 
Growth and Opportunity Act has benefitted 
eligible African exporters of textiles and ap-
parel, as well as some agricultural products, 
while South Africa has benefitted from the 
exports of vehicle products under this pref-
erential regime. 

 » As with the research relating to the Europe-
an Union, the results relating to the African 
Growth and Opportunity Act were positively 
correlated with the preference margin and 
negatively correlated with the compliance 

costs associated with rules of origin. Howev-
er, some of the research relating to the United 
States of America also pointed to sanitary and 
phytosanitary requirements and technical 
barriers to trade as being meaningful imped-
iments to the utilization of preferences under 
the African Growth and Opportunity Act. The 
latter constraint would apply more to agricul-
tural output, being wholly obtained, where-
as rules of origin compliance would act as a 
constraint on products with greater benefici-
ation. Consequently, they argued that African 
Growth and Opportunity Act be broadened 
and that certain TRQs be liberalized. 

 » One paper found that less processed (i.e., less 
beneficiated) products were more successful 
under African Growth and Opportunity Act, 
although this would contradict the success of 
vehicle exports from South Africa. 

Table 4: Preference utilization research: European Union focus

Year Author/s Type Focus countries and main findings

2003 Brenton Preference utilization 
rate 

Developing countries outside the African, Caribbean and Pacific regions 

Only 50 per cent of European Union imports from these countries utilize 
preferences. The main reason is rules of origin

2004 Candau and 
others

Preference utilization 
rate

Developing countries 

Under-utilization is not significant but related to the preference margin, 
i.e., compliance costs are a constraint and rules of origin are the main 
culprit

2004 Manchin Gravity model using the 
dependent variable as 
the  utilization rate

Countries in the African, Caribbean and Pacific regions that are not least 
developing countries 

Although there is country-and-product heterogeneity, the preference 
margin is important to the utilization rate

2013 Magrini Non-difference-in-
differences treatment 
group model using 
exports

Southern Mediterranean countries

European Union preferences granted in agriculture and fisheries were 
effective

2015 Thelle and 
others

Difference-
in-differences 
econometrics using 
exports

Developing countries

There was country and product heterogeneity, but the Generalized 
System of Preferences and especially the Everything but Arms initiative 
were effective, mostly for lower-income countries

2016 Nilsson Preference utilization 
rate

Intra-European Union

Preference utilization was heterogeneous, but positive
2016 Albert and 

Nilsson
Preference utilization 
rate and an 
econometric model

All countries 

Preference utilization was high even when the preference margin was 
low. Fixed costs were not a major constraint

2018 UNCTAD Preference utilization 
rate

All countries 

Preference utilization was around 90 per cent. The lowest  preference 
utilization rate was of European Union exporters to  Egypt, Lebanon, 
Mexico, Morocco and Tunisia

2018 Espitia Preference margin and 
trade

All countries 

Actual preference margins were lower owing to the tariff equivalent 
values of rules of origin compliance costs

Source: Author’s categorization.
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 » Preference erosion was noted towards the 
end of the period in which the African Growth 
and Opportunity Act had been in place. 

5. East Asia, Association of 
Southeast Asian Nations and 
Australia focus
The outputs relating to East Asia, ASEAN and Australia 
are presented in table 6.

Some of the insights that can be gleaned from the 
research relating to East Asia, ASEAN and Australia are 
as follows:

 » The low utilization in by Thailand and the 
countries of the ASEAN Free Trade Area was 
due to low preference margins and rules of 
origin compliance costs.

Table 5: Preference utilization research: United States of America

Year Author/s Type Focus countries and main findings

2005 Romalis Difference-in-
differences on trade 
volumes

North American Free Trade Agreement and Canada-United States Free 
Trade Agreement 

Trade creation was substantial, but welfare and price effects were less so
2007 Collier and 

Venables
Policy analysis Africa 

Implied that preferences were effective, but argued for lenient rules of 
origin, wider coverage and preferences to be time-bound

2007 Nouve Gravity model 46 countries under the African Growth and Opportunity Act

Found that the African Growth and Opportunity Act had a strong impact 
on export volumes, especially for more differentiated products

2007 Seyoum Time-series 
econometrics

African Growth and Opportunity Act countries 

Found a beneficial effect but important heterogeneity. Textiles and 
apparel were the main beneficiaries, and Lesotho the main beneficiary 
country

2010 Frazer 
and Van 
Biesebroeck

Difference-
in-differences 
econometrics using 
exports

African Growth and Opportunity Act countries 

Found a large impact on apparel imports, as well as agricultural and 
manufactured products. The biggest response was relative to preference 
margin. The African Growth and Opportunity Act did not divert 
European Union trade

2011 Condon and 
Stern

Literature review African Growth and Opportunity Act countries 

Outside of the apparel sector, little evidence of gains. Recommend that 
the African Growth and Opportunity Act be broadened and rules of 
origin be relaxed

2012 Ulloa and 
Wagner

Own preference 
utilization rate model

Chile (example of a small, open economy) 

Found partial utilization, increasing over time as fixed costs compliance 
costs declined as learning increased

2013 Zenebe Gravity model African Growth and Opportunity Act countries (only agricultural 
products) 

Found weak positive effects, due to sanitary and phytosanitary 
requirements and exclusion of important lines, plus existence of tariff 
rate quotas

2015 Hakobyan Preference utilization 
rate

Generalized System of Preferences - developing countries 

Found approximately 60 per cent utilization, with the likelihood 
of utilization positively correlated with the local content share, the 
preference margin, and regional cumulation, and negatively correlated 
with the extent of product processing

2015 Williams Literature review African Growth and Opportunity Act countries 

Replicated earlier research but also cited South African vehicle exports 
as a major beneficiary of the African Growth and Opportunity Act

2016 Dean and 
Wainio

Preference utilization 
rate

Generalized System of Preferences - developing countries 

Found high utilization and low preference margins, but also preference 
erosion

Source: Author’s categorization.
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 » Preference erosion is noted at the first part of 
the period of analysis (2000-2009) for Austral-
ia’s preferential trade arrangements. 

The preceding insights will be drawn together to 
frame policy recommendations in the final part of 
the present report.

6. Preference utilization in services 
trade

Services liberalization is a recent phenomenon, but 
one which is increasingly relevant, given the increas-
ing orientation of services towards production. Not 
many studies reference preference utilization in the 
context of services trade, presumably on account 
of the difficulty in assessing it as compared with as-
sessing preference utilization by goods trade.  An ap-
proach that could work is to use a treatment/control 
group approach such as that used in some of the 
studies referred to in the above tables. This amounts 
to comparing pre- and post-liberalization levels of 
trade between the treatment group (i.e., the nations 
enjoying preferences) and the control group (i.e., the 
residual group of nations). This approach requires 
having data across services sectors and country 
groups, data which is often not consistently available. 
This could perhaps explain the lack of studies in this 
area. 

As expected, the most integrated bloc in the world – 
the European Union – has had meaningful provisions 
relating to services liberalization since the issuance of 
DIRECTIVE 2006/123/EC (on services in the internal 
market). This directive requires member States both 
to address regulatory and legal barriers to services 

trade (e.g., not penalizing companies with a regis-
tered office outside the national border) and to es-
tablish mechanisms to facilitate the dissemination of 
information to services companies (through a ‘point 
of single contact). Recent evidence points to varia-
tion in the extent of implementation, with some sec-
tors (e.g., hotels) far more liberalized than others (e.g., 
legal services) (European Union Commission, 2017). 
This result resonates with research into services trade 
restrictions, and their liberalization, in Africa (Stuart, 
2017). 

On the topic of services trade liberalization, a survey 
of exporting firms in South-East Asia by the Econo-
mist Intelligence Unit flagged restrictions on trade in 
services as a non-tariff barrier and recommended that 
attention be paid to competition policy, customs co-
operation and environmental regulations to facilitate 
liberalization. Likewise, in an analysis of the European 
Union-Republic of Korea free trade arrangement by 
the European Parliament (2016), reference was made 
to the need to liberalize services and other non-tariff 
barriers. 

In the African context, Stuart (2017) has investigated 
the relationship between services trade restrictions 
and trade performance for a group of African coun-
tries, disaggregated by main export specialization. He 
finds a positive association between less restrictive 
services trade regulations and trade performance, 
leading to a conclusion in favour of further liberali-
zation of services trade in Africa. Indeed, currently 
on the agenda of AfCFTA negotiations are a services 
trade protocol, which will become part of the overall 
arrangement. 

Table 6: Preference utilization research: East Asia, ASEAN and Australia focus

Year Author/s Type Focus countries and main findings

2007 World Bank Preference utilization 
rate

ASEAN Free Trade Area countries 

Found a very low utilization rate, under 10 per cent, although there was 
heterogeneity. The reason was low preference margins relative to the 
costs of rules of origin compliance

2010 Pomfret Preference utilization 
rate

Preferential trade partners of Australia 

Found utilization falling from 2000 to 2009, but due to increasing zero-
rated most-favoured-nation lines (i.e., preference erosion) 

2017 Jongwanich Preference utilization 
rate

Exports by Thailand 

Only one third of exports were covered by preferential trade 
arrangements, utilization was determined by the preference margin, 
ability to comply with rules of origin and economic fundamentals

Source: Author’s categorization.
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7. Preference utilization: firm-level 
evidence, evidence from micro-, 
small and medium-sized enterprises 
and gender-based analysis
There are fewer papers and reports available contain-
ing research on the utilization of preferential trade ar-
rangements that draw from firm-level data obtained 
through surveys, presumably owing to the additional 
overhead cost of obtaining primary data. ECA (2020), 
which is a pilot report on the AfCFTA Country Busi-
ness Index, contained responses from firms located 
in Cameroon and Zambia. The initial analysis showed 
relatively low rates of utilization of preferential trade 
arrangements under CEMAC by Cameroonian ex-
porters, while data for Zambia shows a much higher 
level of utilization of those under COMESA and SADC. 

The same report also benefitted from a gender 
dimension to the responses. It showed that fe-
male-owned businesses scored higher in the areas 
of institutions, skills, labour and access to finance. 
This meant that they experienced fewer constraints 
on their operations as a result of government poli-
cies, regulation and corruption. They also did not 
experience as many constraints resulting from diffi-
culty in acquiring skills or financing, relative to male-
owned businesses. However, in terms of trade costs, 
female-owned businesses scored significantly lower 
than male-owned businesses, which raises concerns 
regarding the participation of the former in AfCFTA. 
Survey evidence at this level of granularity can great-
ly assist in forming proposals for policies to enhance 
intra-African trade in AfCFTA.

There are several valuable firm-level studies emanat-
ing from the East Asia. Wignaraja and others (2009) 
found that preference utilization has steadily in-
creased until that point (15 years after the ASEAN free 
trade arrangement had gone into force). They also 
predicted that utilization would continue to improve 
as firms became more knowledgeable about com-
pliance and procedures, which is consistent with the 
earlier finding that preference utilization increased 
over time as learning increased (Ulloa and Wagner, 
2012). The main impediments to greater utilization 
were a lack of information, export-processing-zone 
incentive schemes (which had the effect of reducing 
preference utilization by eligible firms, which were 
already benefitting from zone membership), low 

most-favoured-nation rates, rules of origin factors 
and non-tariff barriers. 

Japan External Trade Organization (2013) set out the 
finding from a comprehensive survey of Japanese 
firms in Asia and Oceania. The results were similar 
to those in the Wignaraja paper in that they found a 
trend of increasing utilization of preferential trade ar-
rangements from 2006 to 2013, both for imports and 
exports. The sectors that used preferences the most 
were the textile, motor vehicle, wood pulp, and food 
sectors. 

The Economist Intelligence Unit (2014) report on free 
trade arrangements in Southeast Asia referred to a 
comprehensive survey of 400 exporters, analysts and 
policymakers. It was found that firms reaped bene-
fits from free trade arrangements despite low rates of 
utilization. They identified restrictive rules of origin as 
part of the reason for low utilization, but also cited a 
number of other non-tariff barriers. The report of the 
Economist Intelligence Unit will be referenced again 
below in the sections on non-tariff barriers and policy 
recommendations. 

A text that contains multiple papers covering analysis 
of firm-level data on preferential trade arrangement 
utilization in ASEAN was edited by Ing and Urata 
(2015). The first chapter, by Ing and others analysed 
cross-cutting preferential trade arrangement utiliza-
tion and the reasons for low utilization. They found 
that non-tariff barriers increased even as the prefer-
ence margin rose, leading to a dampening effect on 
trade expansion. Second, they found that rules of or-
igin for some product groups, such as apparel, foot-
wear and prepared foods, could be streamlined. They 
also recommend that information deficits, which led 
to under-utilization, could be mitigated through im-
proved trade information portals. 

Firm-level studies can throw light on the challenges 
faced by firms with fewer resources and small trade 
flows. Tambunan and Chandra (2014) investigated 
the situation of micro-, small and medium-sized en-
terprises in ASEAN and their utilization of preferential 
trade arrangements. They find that the participation 
by such enterprises in preferential trade arrange-
ments was lower than for other enterprises, and cited 
a lack of information as the major driver of that re-
sult. They recommended, as have others, that micro-, 
small and medium-sized enterprises have increased 
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access to information and that they have greater in-
volvement in public forums. They also advocated im-
proved access to financing for micro-, small and me-
dium-sized enterprises, the inaccessibility of which 
was a stumbling block in trade preference utiliza-
tion. Finally, they recommended the simplifying and 
streamlining of rules of origin and the creation of an 
ASEAN single window. 

C. Barriers to preferential 
trade arrangement 
utilization

This section will discussion rules of origin, which are 
the most often cited reason for under-utilization, 
followed by non-rules of origin trade barriers. Prefer-
ence erosion as a driver of reduced preference utili-
zation was touched on earlier; it is not so much an 
administrative barrier to preference utilization as an 
organic change resulting from the general increase 
preferential trade arrangement membership as well 
as gradual reduction in most-favoured-nation rates.

1. Rules of origin
It was seen in the review of literature on preferential 
trade arrangement utilization that rules of origin were 
most often given as the reason for under-utilization 
of the arrangements. This is because of the fixed-cost 
nature of rules of origin compliance, which entails a 
higher relative burden of compliance for smaller ex-
porters in particular. The fixed cost of rules of origin 
compliance creates a threshold, at which the export-
er is indifferent between complying with rules of ori-
gin (thereby obtaining the preferential rate) or simply 
paying the most-favoured-nation rate. The higher the 
costs of compliance, the greater will be this threshold 
and the lower will be the utilization of preferential 
trade arrangements, especially by micro-, small and 
medium-sized enterprises. Larger exporters, on the 
other hand, are found to have greater expertise on 
rules of origin, and so are better able to overcome 
this cost threshold (Europa, 2018; UNCTAD, 2019).

Ciuriak and others (2015) addressed this with refer-
ence to small businesses and suggested a “presump-
tion-of-origin” approach, whereby the rules of origin 
would be waived depending on the non-preferen-
tial (i.e., most-favoured-nation) rate and the value of 
the shipment. For example, for a 5 per cent most-fa-

voured-nation, the rules of origin would be waived 
for shipments below $30,000 in value, but for an 
most-favoured-nation rate of 20 per cent, the thresh-
old would fall to $7,500. These parameters were only 
suggestions, but it is clear that a system like this could 
assist smaller firms in gaining access to preferences. 

The passage of time is a driver of reduced interference 
by rules of origin in trade. In other words, over time, 
firms learn how to comply with rules of origin more 
efficiently, which reduces the fixed cost component. 
This happens through pure learning behaviour as 
well as the accumulation of documentation and data. 
This is how institutional memory aids compliance 
and reduces the negative effect of rules of origin on 
preference utilization. This point resonates with find-
ings referred to above in references to Wignaraja and 
others (2009) and Ulloa and Wagner (2012).

Other studies have argued that rules of origin should 
be simplified, transparent and appropriate. Examples 
such studies are World Bank (2007), UNCTAD (2019), 
Collier and Venables (2007), Candau and Jean (2005), 
Brenton (2003), Condon and Stern (2011) and Econo-
mist Intelligence Unit (2014). 

For example, the authors of World Bank (2007) argued 
for simplified rules of origin to reduce the costs of 
compliance. They argued for self-certification by trad-
ing firms, a concept that also has been referenced in 
the recommendations in the present report. Various 
countries proposed doing so during negotiations 
with the ASEAN group (World Bank 2007: iii).

UNCTAD (2019) suggested the use of a “tolerance 
rule” for certifying origin, whereby a specified maxi-
mum percentage of non-originating materials would 
be allowed, without affecting originating status. 
The same source also recommended greater trans-
parency and simplicity of rules of origin, by making 
regulations easily accessible and understandable by 
businesses. It recommended the establishment of an 
online platform providing a repository of rules per-
taining to AfCFTA and ideally also covering the Afri-
can regional economic communities. The same study 
also recommended predictability (i.e., keeping rule 
systems stable) as way to make compliance easier. 
Finally, it advocated regulatory convergence as a way 
of streamlining compliance procedures and reducing 
the cost of compliance.
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2. Non-rules of origin non-tariff 
barriers

Besides rules of origin, various other impediments 
to free trade exist and limit the full utilization of 
preferential trade arrangements, even though such 
arrangements usually strive to eliminate or mitigate 
non-tariff barriers. Certain research papers have an-
alysed a non-specific “border effect”, such as Mayer 
and Zignago (2005), which estimated the tariff equiv-
alents of the set of non-tariff barriers. However, poli-
cy recommendations can only be drawn out if these 
barriers are identified and understood. 

In chapter 1 of Ing and Urata (2015), it is noted that 
non-tariff barriers in ASEAN tended to worsen as 
tariff liberalization increased, reflecting perhaps an 
under-handed attempt to maintain the level of ac-
cess. What are some of these non-tariff barriers? 
Economist Intelligence Unit (2014) investigated the 
situation in ASEAN and found that export bans and 
export taxes had been used by Indonesia, while in-
dustry-specific transport regulations that differed 
across countries also constituted an invisible trade 
barrier. Such non-tariff barriers fall under the classifi-
cation of technical barriers to trade, and, in order for 
them not to constitute a barrier to trade, they should 
be harmonized across a preferential trade area as far 
as possible.

Sanitary and phytosanitary measures, which are bor-
der requirements for trade in animal and plant prod-
ucts, are also capable of differing in non-material 
ways that constitute non-tariff barriers. However, any 
number of regulatory or policy items that are differen-
tiated or complex can constitute a non-tariff barrier. 
Services regulations and policies, investment policy, 
local content requirements, environmental policies, 
intellectual property rights and government pro-
curement regulations can also contribute to border 
friction (Ecorys, 2015). A modern preferential trade 
arrangement that attempts to set a new standard 
when it comes to addressing non-tariff barriers is the 
European Union-South Korea Free Trade Agreement. 
This agreement targets non-tariff barriers individual-
ly in multiple sectors, as well as barriers arising from 

20  See http://www.epingalert.org/en.

policies on intellectual property rights, government 
procurement and competition (Ecorys, 2018). It also 
aims to reduce barriers on trade in services. 

When it comes to Africa, designing a free trade ar-
rangement that is responsive to the need to miti-
gate non-tariff barriers has been a priority. UNCTAD 
(2019), quoting Sommer and others (2017) found 
that non-tariff barriers increased the cost of intra-Afri-
can trade by 283 per cent, even though average tariff 
protection was only 8.7 per cent. The authors added 
complex customs and administrative procedures to 
the typical list of non-tariff barriers and recommend-
ed trade facilitation measure to address these. Annex 
5 to the AfCFTA Agreement contains a list of non-tar-
iff barriers that should be addressed and also speci-
fies the procedures for identifying, categorizing and 
eliminating them. 

Besides sanitary and phytosanitary requirements, 
technical barriers to trade and other non-tariff bar-
riers, information deficits are also an important con-
straint. This refers both to information on compliance 
and conformity and to market information (i.e., on 
buyers, prices and competitors). One mitigation strat-
egy that has been proposed is the use of online plat-
forms (UNCTAD 2019: 35). A responsive online plat-
form could enable trading entities to lodge queries 
about perceived non-tariff barriers and have these 
reviewed by trade and customs authorities. Online 
portals – or trade information portals – can also con-
tain data relating to market conditions and business 
contacts. 

Various African countries have already established 
trade information portals. These could be adapted to 
accommodate the abovementioned feedback mech-
anism (see Stuart, 2019 for an overview of a selection 
of trade information portals). One example of an 
existing system to notify authorities of sanitary and 
phytosanitary requirements and technical barriers to 
trade is that the ePing system.20 Although ePing is 
a WTO-wide service, it is being tailored to meet 
the needs of Africa. At the time of writing, it had 
been integrated into the trade information por-
tals of four EAC member countries.
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III. Primary research findings on preferential 
trade arrangement utilization in Africa

21  Two notable papers that deal with this aspect of preference utilization are Frazer and v. Biesebroeck (2010) and Thelle and others (2015). Both 
studies use panel econometrics on large disaggregated data sets.
22  Given that this period is not a full year, movements in data could be affected by seasonal variation. However, seasonal variation, if present, 
would presumably not have a bearing on the object of this analysis, which is preferential trade arrangement utilization. This sample only represents 
a third of a year’s transactions, and this limitation should be borne in mind. The main reason for the limitation of the sample to this date range was 
the cost of the data, which was approximately $300 for a four-month tranche.
Regarding the quality of this transactional data, the data come from customs authorities, via a commercial intermediary. There is no 
reason to doubt that the data has been tampered with or modified in any way. Mistakes such as spelling errors do occur in the text of 
the data, however, and it is possible therefore that some numeric errors are also present.
23  The choice of sample had the following features:
• A portion of the exporting firms were mainly export agents for foreign manufactured goods, meaning that rules of origin requirements would not 

be satisfied for preferential trade arrangement access.
• The sample was unbalanced in terms of the sectors covered, with basic agriculture over-represented in the Uganda sample, machinery products 

over-represented in the South Africa sample, and basic agriculture and chemicals and plastics over-represented in the Ghana sample. However, in 
each case these are the significant export categories for the respective exporters to their preferential trade arrangement partners, so this pattern 
is not taken as a negative.

• Few importers participated in the surveys, although two of the three surveys allowed for importer responses (the third tried to cover exports 
under two different preferential trade arrangements and so did not have space for importer responses).

• Given the above, the samples should not be considered unrepresentative in terms of sector coverage. However the samples are small and not 
necessarily representative from the perspective of inference. Therefore, the method of analysis is to combine insights from the aggregation and 
pivoting of data with the individual responses to questions, especially where those responses were echoed by more than one respondent.

Furthermore, the data was collected by field research assistants who, not being trade specialists, may not have fully understood all of the questions. 
In addition, although the field researchers did their best to identify the correct person to interview, the interviewees may not always have fully 
understood the questions. However, this will at least be evident in the response content itself.
24  These four import categories are the second, third, fourth and fifth most important for 2018, the latest year for which a full dataset was avail-
able. The top category for 2018, HS 71, has been excluded as its value spiked in 2018.

A. Scope of the research

The purpose of the primary research component is to 
assess the extent of preference utilization in Africa by 
analysing four countries involving four different pref-
erential trade configurations and multiple product 
groups. It should be pointed out at the outset that a 
finding of preference utilization does not mean that 
there is a trade or welfare benefit. The analysis of the 
beneficial (or otherwise) impact of preferential trade 
arrangements, while interesting, is not the purpose of 
this research.21

B. Methodology

There are three distinct sub-sections in the present 
section. The first sub-section uses transaction-level 
customs data sourced from two providers of cus-
toms data. In each case, four months of data from the 
year 2019 were used.22 The second sub-section is 
an analysis of survey-collected data from three 
countries – Ghana, South Africa and Uganda.23 
The third sub-section analyses publicly available 
customs trade data to study utilization of prefer-
ential trade arrangements outside Africa.

C. Findings related to 
transaction-level customs 
data

1. Uganda
The transaction-level customs data for Uganda cov-
er the four most important import categories under 
the Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding 
System (HS) from its EAC partner, Kenya. They are: 24

1. HS 07: Edible vegetables and certain roots 
and tubers;

2. HS 25: Salt, sulphurs, earths and stone, plas-
tering materials etc.;

3. HS 27: Mineral fuels;

4. HS 72: Iron and steel.

Of these product categories, 35 per cent were 
sourced from EAC trading partners and 6 per cent 
from COMESA partners. Kenya was the single most 
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important import supplier, accounting for 28 per cent 
of total imports into Uganda in these four categories.

Table 7 provides an overview of the data and presents 
totals for preferential transactions, non-preferential 
transactions, and qualifying transactions that actually 
utilized preferences, along with the corresponding 
utilization rates. The table gives the average ad valo-
rem tax paid, which includes all border taxes (see be-
low). The preferential trade arrangement utilization 
rate for EAC and COMESA is the proportion of total 
transactions that actually entered duty-free. 

The average ad valorem tax paid that is given in the 
final column is the average of the total of border taxes 
paid as a proportion of the cost, insurance and freight 
value, over all transactions for that region. 

For imports into Uganda, the EAC utilization rate is 
calculated at 78.3 per cent and that for COMESA is 
69.7 per cent. The absence of 100 per cent utiliza-
tion could be explained by a lack of rules of origin 
compliance, or the presence of other requirements 
for preferential access. The next section of the pres-
ent report, where field research results are presented, 
will attempt to explore the reasons given by firms for 
non-utilization.

Table 8 provides calculations of the utilization gap 
and the preference utilization rate by HS chapter. The 
utilization gap is defined as the difference between 
the actual ad valorem tax paid and the preferen-
tial tariff. For instance, if the preferential tariff is zero 
(which is usually the case) the utilization gap will then 
just be the mirror of the actual ad valorem tax paid. 
As with the previous data (see table 7), these utiliza-
tion gaps and preference utilization rates have been 
calculated by factoring out known border taxes that 
are not related to the preferential trade arrangement.

Table 8 shows that utilization is lowest for HS 27, 
which is not surprising given that most of the prod-
ucts in that category do not originate in the region. 
Being largely unable to satisfy the requirements for 
the local origin designation, it is to be expected that 
the rate of utilization would be lower.

What is surprising, however, is that importers from 
‘Other Africa’ (mostly South Africa) faced a lower av-
erage total border tax in importing HS 72 (Iron and 
steel) products than importers from EAC and COME-
SA. Possible explanations here include the presence 
of special dispensations for materials used in certain 
government or donor-funded initiatives, such as in-
frastructural projects.

Table 7: Uganda imports HS chapters 25, 27 and 72: aggregates − utilization rates and ad 
valorem tax paid

HS chapters

07 - Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers
25 - Salt, sulphurs, earths and stone, plastering materials etc.
27 - Mineral fuels
72 - Iron and steel

 
Non-preferential 

transactions
Preferential 
transactions

Transactions 
utilizing 

preferences

Utilization rate 
(%)

Average ad 
valorem tax 

paid (%)
Total 8 026 26.5

EAC 4 756 3 726 78.3 20.4

Kenya 3 803 2 943 77.4 21.0

COMESA 838 584 69.7 31.8

All preferential trade 
arrangements

9 397 7 253 77.2

Other Africa 1 233 23.8

Rest of the world 6 793 43.7

All transactions 13 620

Source: ImexDBusiness, September-December 2019.

Note: Average ad valorem taxes here include tariff duties as well as a value-added tax and a withholding tax that are unaffected 
by preferential trade arrangement preferences. Uganda imposes a value-added tax of 18 per cent on all imports as well as a 
withholding tax of 6 per cent (Export.gov (2020a); Uganda-Africa Business Travel Guide (2020)).
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Table 9 presents a number of correlations between 
some of the metrics given in the tables. A positive 
and significant correlation is shaded in green and a 
negative and significant correlation is shaded in red. 
We expect the following correlations:

 » Relationship 1: For preferential trade arrange-
ment partners, we expect the tax rate to fall 
as the preference margin rises, i.e., a negative 
relationship, in column 2. For non-preferential 
trade arrangement partners, this would be 
the opposite.

 » Relationship 2: For preferential trade arrange-
ment partners, there should be a negative 
relationship between the value of the trans-
action and the tax paid (column 1), since the 
larger the value of the transaction, the more 
the incentive to incur the fixed cost of com-

pliance with rules of origin and other require-
ments. 

For preferential trade arrangement partners, we see 
some evidence of the relationship 1 only for EAC for 
HS 25. However, the contrary relationship is seen in 
the balance of correlations. The magnitude of the 
contrary relationship for the balance of correlations 
is surprising. However, we do see the expected re-
lationship for most of the non-preferential trade ar-
rangement trading partners. In other words, as the 
preference margin rises, the amount of tax paid by 
nations subject to the most-favoured-nation rate ris-
es.

For preferential trade arrangement partners, we 
see weak evidence of the relationship 2 only for HS 
25 and HS 27, but a weak contrary relationship for 
COMESA for HS 72 and no relationship for EAC for HS 
72. This suggests that the influence of the fixed costs 

Table 8: Uganda imports HS 25, 27 and 72: per chapter utilization and ad valorem tax paid

HS two 
digit 
chapter

Source Utilization 
gap (%)

Value (local 
currency unit)

Number of 
transactions

Utilization 
gap 

standard 
deviation 

(%)

Average of 
all border 

taxes/ cost, 
insurance 

and freight 
(%)

Preference 
utilization 

rate (%)

07 COMESA -7.2 995 739 081 23 7.3 27.0 21.7

EAC -3.3 40 986 547 066 658 9.4 10.5 77.5

Other Africa 694 292 775 137 34.4

rest of the 
world

26 253 449 216 1 017 33.5

25 COMESA -4.6 11 259 643 625 67 10.1 26.2 64.2

EAC -0.7 69 942 300 883 1062 3.3 18.4 95.0

Other Africa 18 934 506 205 57 36.9

Rest of the 
world

268 594 144 033 503 32.9

27 COMESA -48.9* 51 255 218 832 131 36.5 72.4 6.9

EAC -5.6 68 327 596 306 817 7.6 28.6 23.4

Other Africa 73 349 009 047 155 37.5

Rest of the 
world

4 063 276 613 892 3 479 51.3

72 COMESA -3.3 46 723 035 790 617 8.7 24.0 85.4

EAC -2.5 192 391 521 750 2 219 8.4 21.3 90.9

Other Africa 325 390 600 443 884 18.9

Rest of the 
world

554 628 102 580 1 792 37.8

Overall -9.5 5 813 002 321 525 13 618 11.4 32.0

All transactions 11 783

Source: ImexDBusiness, September−December 2019.

*  This very large utilization gap for COMESA is explained fully by the taxes levied on imports from Egypt. When the utilization gap 
is recalculated excluding Egypt, it is only -5.3 per cent, which is very close to the figure for EAC. This suggests that, for some reason, 
imports from Egypt of HS 27 goods are not treated preferentially by Uganda.
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of rules of origin on gaining access to the preferential 
rate is rather weak. It will be seen, when taking the 
full range of research findings into account, that this 
just reflects low preference utilization rather than any 
other specific driver.

2. Ethiopia
The transaction-level customs data for Ethiopia was 
chosen because to its partial participation in COME-
SA (Ethiopia offers only a 10 per cent discount to the 
most-favoured-nation rates for COMESA importers) 
and its preferential trade arrangement with the Su-
dan (involving duty-free access to much of the Ethio-
pian market). The data covers the following three HS 
two-digit categories that are important in its imports 
from its COMESA partners:

1. HS 27: Mineral fuels;

2. HS 31: Fertilizers (most-favoured-nation rate 
is zero),

3. HS 33: Essential oils and resinoids, perfumery, 
cosmetics, etc.

Details of the data for these import categories are 
presented in table 10. COMESA countries only enjoy 
a 10 per cent discount to the most-favoured-nation 
rates (and the most-favoured-nation rates are quite 
high), which likely explains why Ethiopian trade with 
Egypt and Kenya is not as great as the extent of trade 
between Uganda and its EAC and COMESA partners. 

Table 10 presents further metrics calculated from the 
transaction-level data. Ethiopia’s trade with COMESA 
and the Sudan is not a significant part of its overall 
trade. Nevertheless, utilization by COMESA trade 
partners of the preferences granted by Ethiopia is 
still significant. Furthermore, the COMESA preference 
(most-favoured-nation discount) is evident in its av-
erage ad valorem tax paid (see table 10, column 5).

Utilization by the Sudan of the preferences granted 
by Ethiopia is at 100 per cent (it should be noted that 
there were very few transactions in the sample peri-

Table 9: Correlations between indicators

HS 25 Value and tax/cost, insurance and freight Preference margin and tax/cost, insurance and 
freight

EAC Weakly negative Weakly negative

COMESA Weakly negative Positive

Other Africa Strongly negative Positive

Rest of the world Weakly negative Positive

HS 27 Value and tax/cost, insurance and freight Preference margin and tax/cost, insurance and 
freight

EAC Weakly negative Positive

COMESA Weakly negative Weakly positive

Other Africa Weakly negative Positive

Rest of the world Negligible Weakly positive

HS 72 Value and tax/cost, insurance 
and freight

Preference margin and tax/cost, insurance and 
freight

EAC Weakly positive Positive

COMESA Weakly positive Positive

Other Africa Negligible Strongly positive

Rest of the world Negligible Weakly positive

HS 07 Value and tax/cost, insurance 
and freight

Preference margin and tax/cost, insurance and 
freight

EAC Negligible

COMESA Negligible

Other Africa Negligible

Rest of the world Negligible

Source: ImexDBusiness, September−December 2019.

Note: The calculation of the correlation under row “HS 07” and column “Preference margin and tax/cost, insurance and freight” is 
not defined since there is no variation in the preference margin.
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od). In addition, the ad valorem taxes paid were lower 
than those paid by COMESA partners. Therefore, the 
Sudan definitely benefits from its preferential rela-
tionship with Ethiopia.

A breakdown showing preference utilization rates 
by HS chapter is given in table 11. It shows higher 
utilization by Egypt than Kenya, for both HS chapters 
27 and 33, although the number of transactions is 
also higher for Egypt. None of the three HS 33 trans-
actions of Kenya utilized preferential access, while 
all three transactions of the Sudan did. Nor did the 

United Republic of Tanzania utilize preferential access 
for its five transactions. That could be explained by 
failure to satisfy rules of origin and other import com-
pliance requirements. 

Correlations are given in table 12 to enable analy-
sis of the two expected relationships defined in the 
previous section. While relationship 2 is in evidence 
for preferential trade arrangement partners, it is also 
in evidence for non-preferential trade arrangement 
partners, which calls into question the underlying 
driver in the case of the former. It may just be that 

Table 10: Ethiopia imports HS 27, 31 and 33: aggregates − utilization rates and ad valorem tax 
paid

HS Chapters

27 - Mineral fuels, mineral oils etc.

31 - Fertilizers

33 - Essential oils and resinoids; perfumery, cosmetic or toilet preparations

 
Non-preferential 

transactions
Preferential 
transactions

Transactions 
utilizing 

preferences

Utilization rate 
(%)

Average ad 
valorem tax paid 

(%)
Total 1 787 44.94

COMESA 34 21 62 31.79

Sudan 3 3 100 29.71

All Preferential trade 
arrangement

37 24 65

Other Africa 70 56.82

Rest of the world 1 717 44.82

All transactions 1 835

Source: ImexDBusiness, September−December 2019.

Note: Average ad valorem taxes here include tariffs duties as well as Ethiopia’s sur-tax (10 per cent for most products), withholding 
tax (3 per cent) and value-added tax (15 per cent).

Table 11: Ethiopia imports HS 27, 31 and 33: per chapter utilization and ad valorem tax paid

HS 2 digit Source Preferential trade 
arrangement

Value (local 
currency unit)

Number of 
preferential trade 

arrangement 
transactions

Average of 
all border 

taxes/ cost, 
insurance 

and freight 
(%)

Preference 
utilization 

rate (%)

27 Egypt COMESA 258 743 858 10 30 89

Kenya COMESA 62 832 2 15 50

ALL HS 27 32 135 096 969 434 24 85

31 (Most-favoured-
nation tariff is zero)

292 508 228 NA 1 NA

33 Egypt COMESA 6 312 862 6 42.90 66.67

Kenya COMESA 674 934 3 73.80 0.00

Sudan Sudan 8 341 396 3 29.60 100.00

United Republic of 
Tanzania

COMESA 762 226 5 73.80 0.00

ALL HS 33   914 316 039 1 083 66 64

Overall     33 341 921 236 452 45 65

Total number of transactions 1835
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fixed taxes are applied across the board to imports, 
regardless of arrangement status. Column 2 shows 
that, in all cases, the ad valorem tax paid rises with 
the preference margin, which is expected for non- 
partners, but is not expected for partners. This would 
suggest that, with the exception of the 24 per cent 
utilization rate, the balance of COMESA imports into 
Ethiopia are treated as most-favoured-nation transac-
tions. 

3. Ghana
Ghana is a member of ECOWAS and its neighbour Ni-
geria is one of its most important trading partners. 
We have chosen two of the most important imports 
from Nigeria for the analysis:

1. HS 19 - Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or 
milk; pastry cooks’ products

2. HS 22 - Beverages, spirits and vinegar

Because the data was acquired from a different pro-
vider, the data is not formulated in the same way as 
for the previous two countries of focus. For this rea-
son, the elements of the analysis will differ in a several 
respects. Details of the data for these import catego-
ries are presented in table 13.

Although Nigeria is supposed to be able to enjoy du-
ty-free access to markets in Ghana for the above two 
HS chapters, according to the tariff schedules availa-
ble, preference utilization is very low and the utiliza-
tion gap is large, as seen in table 13.

Table 13 shows that, of 381 transactions across these 
two HS chapters, only 18 were accorded duty-free 
treatment. This represents a utilization rate of just 
4.72 per cent, with these imports facing an average 
ad valorem tax of 35.2 per cent. 

Disaggregating by HS chapter, the utilization rate is 
lower for HS 19 than HS 22, which is interesting given 
that the latter would attract an excise tax. However, 
the average tax paid is higher for HS 22.

By way of explanation for this apparently low utiliza-
tion rate, one should keep in mind that trade within 
ECOWAS is governed by the ECOWAS Trade Liberali-
zation Scheme, which specifies which goods can pass 
through ECOWAS duty-free and under what condi-
tions. Certain unprocessed goods, traditional handi-
crafts and some industrial goods are on the schedule. 
To qualify for access the product must meet the rules 
of origin requirements and apply for rules of origin 
certificate. This certificate is only valid for six months, 
and each certificate applies to just one product for 
one named recipient (Tralac, 2019). The extent of 
this compliance burden and the limited schedule of 
qualifying products underline the absence of a prop-
er free trade dispensation in ECOWAS and provide an 
explanation for the low level of preferential trade ar-
rangement utilization in respect of exports by Nigeria 
to Ghana. 

Further insights into the extent of preferential trade 
arrangement utilization can be gained from table 
14, which aggregates the transactions by HS 10-dig-
it code. In some cases, supplementary information 
is provided to clarify the nature of the import item. 

Table 12: Imports by Ethiopia under HS 27, 31 and 33 – Correlations between indicators

HS27 Value and tax/cost, insurance and freight Preference margin and tax/cost, insurance and 
freight

COMESA Negative Strongly positive

Other Africa Strongly negative Positive

Rest of the world Weakly negative Strongly positive

HS31 Value and tax/cost, insurance and freight

COMESA Negative

Other Africa Negative

Rest of the world Negligible

HS33 Value and tax/cost, insurance and freight Preference margin and tax/cost, insurance and 
freight

COMESA Strongly negative Strongly positive

Other Africa Negative Positive

Rest of the world Weakly negative Positive
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Table 13: Imports by Ghana from Nigeria: HS 19 and 22 aggregates – utilization rates and ad 
valorem tax paid

HS Chapters
19 - Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk; pastry cooks’ products

22 - Beverages, spirits and vinegar
Preferential 
transactions

Transactions 
utilizing preferences Utilization rate (%)

Average ad valorem tax 
paid (%)

HS 19 267 8 3.00 31.7

HS 22 114 10 8.77 43.4

All transactions 381 18 4.72 35.2
Source: Export Genius, May-August 2019.

Note: Average ad valorem taxes here for Ghana include tariffs duties, as well as the value-added tax (12.5 per cent) and the import 
excise tax (10-47.5 per cent).

Table 14: Imports by Ghana from Nigeria: HS 19 and 22 – per tariff line utilization 

HS 10 digit Description (truncated) Supplementary 
information

Value (local 
currency unit)

Number of 
Transactions

Preference 
utilization rate (%)

1901100000 Chocolate and other food 
preparations containing cocoa: 
Other

197 199 4 0

1901903000 Malt extract; food preparations of 
flour, groats, meal, starch or malt

2 049 244 3 33

1902190000 Pasta, whether or not cooked 
or stuffed (with meat or other 
substances

Pasta containing 
eggs

9 399 829 60 0

1902300000 Pasta, whether or not cooked 
or stuffed (with meat or other 
substances

17 861 702 86 0

1904100000 Tapioca and substitutes therefor 
prepared from starch, in the form of 

2 589 390 107 1

1904209000 Prepared foods obtained by the 
swelling or roasting of cereals 

Cereal flakes 95 480 1 0

1905310000 Bread, pastry, cakes, biscuits and 
other bakers’ wares, whether or not

Sweet biscuits 33 626 5 20

1905900000 Bread, pastry, cakes, biscuits and 
other bakers’ wares, whether or not

Rusks 156 129 1 100

2201101000 Waters, including natural or artificial 
mineral waters and aerated 

41 704 3 0

2202100000 Waters, including natural or artificial 
mineral waters and aerated 

6 648 649 72 0

2202991000 Waters, including mineral waters 
and aerated waters, containing 
added 

95 480 1 0

2202999000 Waters, including mineral waters 
and aerated waters, containing 
added 

6 923 667 27 15

2203009000 Beer made from malt 462 994 2 0

2204100000 Wine of fresh grapes, including 
fortified wines; grape must other 
than

Sparkling wine 596 123 3 100

2206001000 Other fermented beverages (for 
example, cider, perry, mead); 
mixtures 

95 480 1 0

2207109000 Undenatured ethyl alcohol of an 
alcoholic strength by volume of 
80 %

Other alcohols 
80%

434 114 2 0

2208300000 Undenatured ethyl alcohol of an 
alcoholic strength by volume

Whiskies 596 123 3 100
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The data show significant differences between tariff 
lines when it comes to preference utilization rates. 
The preference utilization rate varies from 0 per cent 
for the two largest value tariff lines (among others) to 
100 per cent for certain lines such as whiskies, spar-
kling wines and rusks. 

Finally, table 15 presents the calculated correlation 
coefficients for several indicators. Of the expected 
relationships, only relationship 2 is evident for HS 19. 
There is no evidence of a negative relationship be-
tween the preference margin and the tax paid, i.e., 
there is no evidence from these correlation coeffi-
cients of preferential trade arrangement utilization. 
This confirms the very low utilization rate already pre-
sented earlier.

D. Findings related to field 
surveys conducted in 
Ghana, South Africa and 
Uganda

This section presents field surveys conducted in 
Ghana, South Africa and Uganda. In each case, ag-
gregate data are presented in the body of the report, 
with more detailed data and survey responses avail-
able in an annex.

1. Uganda
Demographics of the trading firms are given in table 
20 in the annex. Eighty per cent were micro-, small 
and medium-sized enterprises, 30 per cent were 
women owned, and 12 per cent were youth-owned 
(i.e., the owner was under 30 year of age). The Ugan-
dan survey sample includes traders that are, in the 
aggregate, notably smaller than those in either the 
Ghanaian or South African samples in terms of the 
total number of employees. 

Eighty-seven per cent of respondents correctly iden-
tified Uganda’s membership in EAC but only 20 per 

cent did for COMESA, suggesting a large difference 
in the level of awareness of these two trade groups. 
This is consistent with the pattern of higher utiliza-
tion of EAC preferences and zero reported utilization 
of COMESA preferences for the surveyed sample of 
Ugandan exporters. Nonetheless, the share of firms 
reporting utilization of EAC preferences was still itself 
relatively low, at 40 per cent (figure 1). 

The data in figure 1 suggest a relatively low utilization 
of EAC preferences and zero reported utilization of 
COMESA preferences by Ugandan exporters among 
the sample of surveyed businesses. 

Responses to questions relating to preferen-
tial trade arrangement utilization, factors that 
made exporting under the arrangement easy or 
challenging

Figure 2 and 3 illustrate the responses relating to the 
ease of use of the specific preferential trade arrange-
ment, with respect to customs procedures, rules of 
origin, technical requirements and sanitary and phy-
tosanitary requirements. The scale ranges from 1 
(very challenging) to 7 (very easy). 

As is evident, Ugandan large business exporters to 
EAC found using the provisions of the preferential 
trade arrangement to be easy, while micro-, small 
and medium-sized enterprises businesses less so. 
The latter group (in which agricultural exporters were 
over-represented) found the sanitary and phytosani-
tary requirements to be the most challenging. 

Ugandan exporters to COMESA found the prefer-
ential trade requirements far more challenging, in 
particular technical requirements and sanitary and 
phytosanitary requirements (it should be noted that 
the sample size was very small, and contained only 
micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises). 

Table 15: Imports by Ghana from Nigeria: HS 19 and 22 – Correlations between indicators

HS19 Value and tax/cost, insurance and freight Preference margin and tax/cost, insurance and 
freight

COMESA Negative Negligible

HS22 Value and tax/cost, insurance and freight Preference margin and tax/cost, insurance and freight

COMESA Weakly negative Negligible
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2. Ghana
Demographics of the trading firms in the Ghana sur-
vey are given in table 23 in the annex. Sixty-six per 
cent were micro-, small and medium-sized enterpris-
es, 17 per cent were women-owned, and 3 per cent 
were youth-owned. All trading firms correctly indicat-
ed the membership of Ghana in the ECOWAS pref-
erential trade arrangement, suggesting very strong 
awareness of the economic bloc. However, while 

this corresponded with a high reported utilization of 
ECOWAS preferences by Ghanaian exporters, relative-
ly few importers reported utilizing those preferences 
(figure 4). 

Responses to questions relating to preferen-
tial trade arrangement utilization, factors that 
made exporting under the preferential trade 
arrangement easy or challenging

Figure 1: Uganda – Left-hand side: “Did the exporter to EAC use the PTA? (15 responses)”; 
Right-hand side: “Did the exporter to COMESA use the PTA?” (15 responses)
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Uganda Exporter to COMESA used 
PTA? (15 responses)

Abbreviation: PTA – preferential trade arrangement.

Figure 2: Uganda exporter to EAC: Ease of preferential trade arrangement requirements (14 
responses)
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Figure 3: Uganda exporters to COMESA: Ease of preferential trade arrangement requirements 
(3 responses)
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Figure 5 gives the responses to the questions relating 
to the ease of use of the specific preferential trade 
arrangement, with respect to customs procedures, 
rules of origin, technical requirements and sanitary 
and phytosanitary requirements. The scale ranges 
from 1 (very challenging) to 7 (very easy). 

Drawing insights from these figures, Ghanaian large 
business exporters to ECOWAS found using the pro-
visions of the preferential trade arrangement to be 
relatively easy, while micro-, small and medium-sized 
enterprises much less so. Those in the latter group 
found the sanitary and phytosanitary requirements 
to be the most challenging, with rules of origin being 
the second most challenging. 

There were fewer responses to the same question 
posed to Ghanaian firms importing from ECOWAS. 
However, approximately one third of them (including 
both large businesses and micro-, small and medi-
um-sized enterprises) found using the ECOWAS pref-
erences to be considerably easier than those export-
ing to ECOWAS. 

3. South Africa
Demographics of the trading firms in the South Africa 
survey are given in table 26 in the annex. Eighty per 
cent are micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises, 
20 per cent are women-owned, and 3 per cent are 
youth-owned. Eighty per cent of respondents cor-
rectly identified South Africa’s membership in the 
SADC preferential trade arrangement. A relatively low 

Figure 4: Ghana – Left-hand side: “Did the exporter to ECOWAS use the PTA?” (33 
responses); Right-hand side: “Did the importer from ECOWAS use the PTA?” (32 responses)
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Figure 5: Left-hand side: Ghana exporters to ECOWAS: Ease of preferential trade arrangement 
requirements (27 responses); Right-hand side: Ghana importers from ECOWAS: Ease of 
preferential trade arrangement requirements (9 responses)
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share of exporting firms reported utilization of the 
SADC preferences, while all the importers reported 
utilizing SADC preferences (although there were only 
two responses). 

Responses to questions relating to preferen-
tial trade arrangement utilization, factors that 
made exporting under the arrangement easy or 
challenging

Figure 7 gives the responses for all traders (exporters 
and importers)25 to the questions relating to the 
ease of use of the specific preferential trade ar-
rangement, with respect to customs procedures, 
rules of origin, technical requirements and san-
itary and phytosanitary requirements. The scale 
ranges from 1 (very challenging) to 7 (very easy).

The South African exporters to SADC were dom-
inated by those exporting machinery and equip-
ment, therefore technical requirements and rules 
of origin would likely be most relevant to those 
exporters. However, figure 7 suggests that large 
businesses were not challenged by any of the re-

25  Owing to the small number of self-identified importers in the sample – only two – the data was combined to generate figure 7.

quirements besides the sanitary and phytosan-
itary requirements. The pattern is roughly mir-
rored among micro-, small and medium-sized 
enterprises, which likewise found all but the san-
itary and phytosanitary requirements to not be 
overly challenging. 

E. Specific findings related to 
gender, youth and micro-, 
small and medium-sized 
enterprise dimensions

The field surveys benefitted from having dimensions 
related to gender, youth and micro-, small and me-
dium-sized enterprises incorporated into the ques-
tionnaires. This section pools the data from all three 
countries to look into specific issues related to wom-
en-owned and youth-owned firms.

1. Terminology
The expression “women-represented” is used to de-
scribe firms of which ownership by women is at least 
35 per cent. The term “youth-represented” is used to 

Figure 6: South Africa – Left-hand side: “Did the exporter to SADC use the PTA?” (19 
responses); Right-hand side: “Did the importer from SADC use the PTA?” (2 responses)
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Figure 7: South African traders with SADC: Ease of preferential trade arrangement 
requirements (22 responses)
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describe firms of which there is ownership by young 
people (i.e., those under 30 years of age) to any de-
gree. These delineators pool firms in which there is a 
reasonable level of ownership by women or young 
people, among samples disproportionately dominat-
ed by male and older ownership.

2. Understanding non-utilization
Figure 8 presents a summary of the responses to the 
question “Did you make use of the PTA?” There is a 
clear pattern of under-utilization, with least utilization 
by youth-represented businesses, followed by wom-
en-represented businesses, and, finally micro, small 
and medium-sized enterprises”.

The reasons for non-utilization are summarized in fig-
ure 9 (and provided in detail in table 29 and 30 in the 
annex). By far the most important single reason was a 
lack of awareness and/or information, while some ex-
porters mentioned corruption and unattractive ben-
efits. Similar patterns were observed for micro-, small 
and medium-sized enterprises, results from which are 
presented in table 30 (note that table 30 avoids dupli-

cation by excluding the responses of firms that have 
already been given in the previous table). 

The final entry in table 30 is interesting, although it 
is the only response of that nature. The micro-, small 
and medium-sized enterprises respondent claimed 
that customs authorities were not willing or able to 
implement the preferential trade arrangement, lead-
ing the respondent firm to restrict its trade to domes-
tic markets. This then is an example of a lack of imple-
mentation directly limiting intra-African trade. 

Below are two figures (figure 10 and figure 11), con-
taining two web charts apiece. Figure 10 contains 
the responses to the perception of the ease of cus-
toms procedures and the ease of rules of origin re-
quirements. Figure 11 contains the responses to the 
perception of the ease of technical requirements and 
the ease of sanitary and phytosanitary requirements. 
These results are differentiated by the women-repre-
sented, youth-represented and micro-, small and me-
dium-sized dimensions.

Figure 8: Response to question “Did you use the PTA?” (percentage)
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Note: The sample size was 65, of which there were 13 women-represented firms, 12 youth-represented firms, and 47 micro-, small 
and medium-sized enterprises.

Figure 9: Summary of reasons for non-utilization of preferential trade arrangements: women-
represented, youth-represented and micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises
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Figure 10: Responses by dimension – Left-hand side: Ease of customs procedures; Right-
hand side: Ease of rules of origin requirements
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Figure 11: Responses by dimension – Left-hand side: Ease of technical requirements; Right-
hand side: Ease of sanitary and phytosanitary requirements
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Note: the sample size was 65, of which there were 13 women-represented firms, 12 youth-represented firms, and 47 micro-, small 
and medium-sized enterprises.
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The data presented in the web charts reveals some 
fascinating insights: 

 » Large businesses had the least difficulties 
with the four categories of requirements. 

 » Micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises 
followed a pattern similar to large business-
es, i.e., more respondents found the require-
ments easier rather than difficult, although 
the extent of the bunching towards easier 
was not as pronounced as with large busi-
nesses. These results have also been seen in 
bar charts in previous sections (figures 2, 3, 
5 and 7).

 » The first three web charts show that youth–
represented firms followed a pattern similar 
to the other firms, but in the case of sanitary 
and phytosanitary requirements, a majority 
of firms did not find the requirements easy 
(score 6) or very easy (score 7). 

 » Women-represented firms deviated from the 
patterns seen with other dimensions. All four 
web charts show that women-represented 
firms found the requirements more challeng-
ing on average. This was most pronounced in 
the case of technical requirements. 

In order to examine the data further by the dimen-
sion of gender, the following table presents aver-
ages for ease of use for women-represented versus. 
non-women-represented firms (87 per cent of all 
women-represented firms are micro-, small and me-
dium-sized enterprises).

These data show that women-represented firms 
found customs procedures approximately 28 per 
cent more difficult, rules of origin procedures 23 per 
cent more difficult, technical requirements 20 per 
cent more difficult and sanitary and phytosanitary re-
quirements 8 per cent more difficult than non-wom-

en-represented firms. This suggests than wom-
en-represented firms did indeed face greater barriers 
in accessing preferences than the balance of firms.

In order to understand the reasons behind these 
scores, selected responses to the question “What 
made using the PTA especially challenging?” have 
been included in table 16. Some outtakes from these 
respondents are:

 » The SADC free trade arrangement is not be-
ing properly enforced and documentation 
requirements have not been standardized. 
Product classifications have not been stand-
ardized across member States.

 » Inter-country differences are stark; for exam-
ple, Botswana and Zambia are reported to be 
challenging to export to, whereas Namibia 
and Zimbabwe are not.

 » Customs procedures and bureaucracy repre-
sent a challenge (all three preferential trade 
arrangements). 

 » Customs documentation is also a challenge 
in ECOWAS.

 » Language barriers are a challenge in 
ECOWAS, between English-speaking and 
French-speaking countries.

 » Lack of information is a challenge that was 
cited before in the responses by firms that 
did not use preferential trade arrangements.

 » Two of the three exporter firms that cited 
documentation challenges were large busi-
nesses, which overall had higher rates of pref-
erential trade arrangement utilization and 
experienced fewer challenges in exporting 
than the micro-, small and medium-sized en-
terprises  analysed.

Table 16: Ease of use, by gender dimension

Customs 
procedures ease

Rules of origin 
ease

Technical 
requirements ease

Sanitary and phytosanitary 
requirements ease

Women-represented 5.90 5.98 5.70 5.33

Non-women-represented 4.25 4.58 4.58 4.89

Ratio 72% 77% 80% 92%
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Table 17: Highlighted responses to the question “What made exporting to the PTA especially 
challenging?” (all respondents)

Country
Represented by

Size Responses
Women Youth 

South Africa No No Large Sea freight brings much more complexity, phytosanitary certifications can be 
really challenging to put together, free trade is ambiguous and it is not easy to 
facilitate trade in the food sector, the whole free trade agreement is confusing 
because there are no standardized requirements for documentation, costs 
for trading are still onerous. Parallel imports are a struggle to complete and 
taxes are high in some areas such as Mozambique. Products are difficult 
to move across borders because the SADC free trade agreement is not 
properly enforced. In concept the SADC free trade arrangement is wonderful 
but in practice it is difficult to notice the actual difference it is making, 
embassy documents are very expensive, document requirements should be 
standardized like phytosanitary certificates for example. Each country has its 
own nuances on requirements for specific products like fructose, for instance, 
is considered a sugar in some countries and not others. There needs to be 
standardized requirements between countries and for certain products to 
enhance trade.

South Africa No No MSM Some countries have easier customs procedures and different levels of 
strictness when applying the law. Zambia and Botswana for instance are 
very tough to export to and Zimbabwe and Namibia are easy to export to. 
Corruption has negative influence on exporting and can make it easier or 
harder to export.

Ghana No No MSM Customs was always our biggest problem.

Ghana No No MSM The change in operating systems has affected and slowed down work.

Ghana Yes No MSM Customs, especially where goods are being exported to, has always been 
challenging.

Ghana No Yes MSM Is not that challenging when you have all the required documents as needed.

Ghana No No MSM Sometimes customs documentation proves challenging.

Ghana No No MSM Apart from my last export to Togo, all in all it’s been fairly easy. 

Ghana No No Large Not really because we are a free zone company, largely we don’t experience it.

Ghana Yes No Large Bureaucracies and slow pace of following procedures.

Ghana No No Large Documentation especially has always been a challenge. It keeps changing 
every now and then. 

Ghana No No Large Borders and their regulations have always posed our greatest problem.

Ghana No No Large Customs procedures are a bit cumbersome.

Ghana No No Large Yes. Language barriers and marketing. For instance, in Francophone West 
African countries, our products have to be changed to suit the market i.e., from 
English to French. Again, in designing our medicines, we have to take out all 
forms of pictorial designs since that is not allowed in most French-speaking 
countries. Finally, medicine compositions differ in both countries. For example 
drugs made in Ghana usually have lower strength as compared to theirs. 
Similar anti-malaria drugs have differences in terms of compositions.

Ghana No No Large Language in terms of exporting. 

Uganda No Yes MSM Kenya and Rwanda are no longer allowing Ugandan produce to enter their 
markets because of protection reasons. 

Uganda Yes No MSM Corruption

Uganda Yes Yes MSM Yes - delay at customs 

Uganda No Yes MSM Limited information 

Uganda No No Large No - we mainly export to Kenya and Europe 

Uganda Yes Yes MSM Lack of information 

Uganda Yes Yes MSM Trade license

Abbreviation: MSM – micro-, small and medium-sized. 
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F. Findings related to 
aggregated data on imports 
into the European Union 
and the United States of 
America

The utilization of preferences by African exporters to 
the European Union and the United States of Amer-
ica has been analysed already in several studies. For 
the European Union, Candau (2004), Nilsson (2016), 
UNCTAD (2018) and UNCTAD (2019) all found rela-
tively high rates of utilization of the Generalized Sys-
tem of Preferences and the preferences under the 
Everything but Arms initiative among African export-
ers. 

For example, Candau (2004: 9) found 90 per cent utili-
zation by sub-Saharan Africa countries of at least one 
European Union preferential arrangement for which 
they qualified. The figures for non-least developed 
countries in sub-Saharan Africa were even higher 
when the preference margin exceeded 6 per cent. 
Nillson and others (2011) found utilization rates for 
African least developed countries averaging 95 per 
cent for exports to the European Union. UNCTAD 
(2018) found an average of 75 per cent utilization for 
all preferential trade partners of the European Union, 
including Africa; although some African countries 
such as Egypt, Morocco and Tunisia were low utiliz-
ers. Keck and Lendle (2012) found that utilization of 
preferences conferred by the United States of Ameri-
ca averaged 92 per cent and was not overly sensitive 
to the preference margin. Other studies (e.g., Frazer 
and Van Biesebroeck, 2010) found a positive impact 
on African exports to the United States of America as 

a result of the African Growth and Opportunity Act 
and the Generalized System of Preferences. 

The preference scheme under the African Growth 
and Opportunity Act benefits only qualifying sub-Sa-
haran African countries, but the overwhelming ma-
jority of those nations do qualify. Studies have found 
high rates of utilization and strong growth in certain 
categories (e.g., Hakobyan, 2015; Dean and Wainio, 
2006). 

Data extracted for the United States of America (for 
2018) and the European Union (for 2019) are tabu-
lated below in table 18 and table 19, respectively. In 
each case, the top 24 HS two-digit chapters, by im-
port value from Africa (or African Growth and Oppor-
tunity Act countries in the case of the United States 
of America) are listed. In these tables, the final col-
umn calculates the value of all preferential trade as a 
proportion of the total. In table 18 these proportions 
vary from 0 per cent (HS 97) to 98 per cent (HS 62). 
The extent of actual preference utilization depends 
on the coverage within the chapter, and this may not 
be 100 per cent. However, it is clear that preference 
utilization in both cases covers a significant number 
of product lines and ads up to a significant quantum 
of value. In the case of the European Union, there are 
even several chapters where trade under preferences 
is 100 per cent of the total. 

These updated data, in conjunction with the cited 
research, lead to the conclusion that preference uti-
lization by African countries of preferential trade ar-
rangements conceded by the European Union and 
the United States of America towards Africa is signifi-
cant and substantially greater than the current extent 
of preference utilization within intra-African trade.
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Table 18: Top 24 imports into the United States of America under the African Growth and 
Opportunity Act, preferential imports versus total, ranked from largest value (United States 
dollars, 2018)

HS 2 digit and description 
(truncated)

Total AGOA 
(excluding 

GSP)

GSP (excluding GSP 
for lesser developed 
beneficiary countries 

only)

No 
programme 

claimed

Preferential/
Total (%)

27-Mineral fuels, mineral oils 
and products of their distillation; 
bitumen

9 724 051 7 866 700 1 451 1 855 899 80.9

71-Natural or cultured pearls, 
precious or semi-precious stones, 
precious

5 061 167 44 716 106 897 4 909 553 3.0

18-Cocoa and cocoa preparations 944 951 9 845 67 451 867 655 8.2

09-Coffee, tea, mate and spices 846 908 556 1 516 844 836 0.2

72-Iron and steel 753 917 293 253 247 432 213 231 71.7

26-Ores, slag and ash 710 700 753 1 436 708 511 0.3

62-Articles of apparel and 
clothing accessories, not knitted 
or crochet

665 374 651 906 5 13 462 98.0

87-Vehicles other than railway or 
tramway rolling stock, and parts 
and

619 662 544 810 27 706 47 146 92.4

61-Articles of apparel and 
clothing accessories, knitted or 
crocheted

575 948 562 012 - 13 936 97.6

76-Aluminium and articles thereof 462 133 84 397 2 649 375 087 18.8

84-Nuclear reactors, boilers, 
machinery and mechanical 
appliances; parts

424 985 19 616 93 912 311 457 26.7

29-Organic chemicals 356 823 2 661 109 772 244 390 31.5

08-Edible fruit and nuts; peel of 
citrus fruit or melons

341 212 246 324 7 017 87 871 74.2

28-Inorganic chemicals; organic 
or inorganic compounds of 
precious metal

225 021 82 701 123 314 19 006 91.6

40-Rubber and articles thereof 202 780 3 043 1 871 197 866 2.4

85-Electrical machinery and 
equipment and parts thereof; 
sound recorders

118 336 8 112 18 851 91 373 22.8

39-Plastics and articles thereof 102 596 22 039 66 003 14 553 85.8

97-Works of art, collectors’ pieces 
and antiques

87 447 87 447 0.0

81-Base metals nesoi; cermets; 
articles thereof

86 426 10 166 30 76 230 11.8

73-Articles of iron or steel 85 302 7 069 1 378 76 856 9.9

16-Preparations of meat, of fish or 
of crustaceans, molluscs or other 

83 153 35 362 131 47 660 42.7

44-Wood and articles of wood; 
wood charcoal

79 544 1 447 8 554 69 543 12.6

38-Miscellaneous chemical 
products

74 295 58 523 2 084 13 688 81.6

99-Special import reporting 
provisions, nesoi

34 647 34 647 0.0

22 667 377 10 556 012 889 460 11 221 904 50.5

Source: United States International Trade Commission Dataweb.
Abbreviations: AGOA – African Growth and Opportunity Act; GSP – Generalized System of Preferences.
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IV. Annex

Table 20: Business demographics - Uganda (15 responses)

Women 
ownership (%)

Under 30 
ownership (%)

Number of 
employees

Count Proportion of 
total (%)

Large businesses 17 5 513 3 20

Animal and Animal Products (Meat and 
Meat Products (Cattle, Goats etc))

0 0 101 1 7

Machinery, equipment, appliances or 
precision instruments

20 15 52 1 7

PRINTED PAPER AND ADVERTISING 
PRODUCTS 

30 0 360 1 7

Micro-, small and medium-sized 
enterprises

34 14 494 12 80

Basic agriculture, forestry or fishery 
products

24 16 132 5 33

Basic ores or minerals 40 30 5 1 7

Chemicals, man-made fibres, rubber or 
plastic products

0 60 10 1 7

FISH AND MARINE PRODUCTS - MUKENE 
FISH

40 0 122 1 7

Manufacturing 100 0 5 1 7

Natural Ingredients - Shea butter, 
Avocado Oil, Moringa Oil, Sesame Oil, 
Castor Oil and 42 Butter

0 0 8 1 7

Other Industrial Products (FISH NETS) 0 0 210 1 7

Textiles, clothing or leather 100 0 2 1 7

30 12 1 007 15

Table 21: Uganda exporters to EAC: written responses to specific questions

Non preferential trade arrangement utilization - Reason Count

CORRUPTION MAKES THE LOWER TARIFFS NEVER LOW  1

Limited information available on the specific benefits 1

Not aware of the agreement 1

Not aware of the agreement; Limited information available on the specific benefits 2

Not aware of the agreement; Our customers follow by from us directly and they are the ones interfacing with the 
tariffs 

2

Not directly involved in the aspects of beyond the border 1

What made exporting to EAC challenging? Count

CORRUPTION 1

Kenya and Rwanda are no longer allowing Ugandan produce to enter their markets because of protection reasons 1

Lack of information 1

Limited information 1

NO 2

NO - WE MAINLY EXPORT TO KENYA AND EUROPE 1

This is not applicable to our way of exporting 2

Trade license 1

WE DID NOT EXPERIENCE THAT BECAUSE OUR ROLE WAS TO DELIVER TO THE BOARDER AND THE IMPORTER FROM 
THE OTHER SIDE HANDLES EVERYTHING. THEY HAVE NOT SHARED THE CHALLENGES WITH US 

1

YES - DELAY AT THE CUSTOMS 1

YES - WE HAVE CHALLENGES I CANNOT SHARE HERE BUT WE HAVE MANAGED TO COPE AND WORK WITH THEM 1
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What made exporting to EAC easy? Count

Business registration and URA 1

CORRUPTION MAKES COMPLICATES EVERYTHING 1

Not, EAC countries have started protecting their market by stopping imports so Free Trader Area is not working as 
we wish

1

Not applicable 2

Not quite 1

SAME AS ANSWER TO QUESTION 15 1

WE ARE WELL KNOWN EVERY BODY KNOWS US AND THIS MAKES EVERYTHING EASY AND FASTER 1

YES 2

YES - ITS ALL ABOUT GETTING FAMILIAR WITH THE PROCESS 1

YES - MOST OF THE CUSTOMES STAFF KNOW US VERY WELL NOW AND MAKES IT EASY COMPARED TO THE PEOPLE 
NEW IN THE EXPORTS

1

YES - NO MORE DELAYS AS IN THE PREVIOUS 1

Table 22: Uganda exporters to COMESA: written responses to specific questions

Non preferential trade arrangement Utilisation - Reason Count

Not aware of the agreement; Limited information available on the specific benefits 2

Transport cost will be high and not our prices will not be competitive in far countries 1

What made exporting to COMESA challenging? Count

Lack of information 1

Standard certifications such as ISO 22000 and Fairtrade 1

What made exporting to COMESA easy? Count

It is not easy because of transport costs 1

No 1

Table 23: Business demographics - Ghana (32 responses)

Women ownership 
(%)

Under-30 
ownership (%)

No. of 
employees

Count Proportion of 
total (%)

Large business 5 0 7 170 11 34

Basic agriculture, forestry or fishery 
products

0 0 870 2 6

Basic metals or fabricated metal 
products

0 0 350 1 3

Chemicals, man-made fibres, rubber 
or plastic products

25 0 1 100 2 6

Furniture and related products 0 0 1 200 1 3

Pharmaceuticals 0 0 1 000 1 3

Processed food, beverages or 
tobacco

0 0 1 850 3 9

Spirits 0 0 800 1 3

 (Micro-, small and medium-sized 
enterprises)

23 4 1 390 21 66

Basic agriculture, forestry or fishery 
products

33 13 163 4 13

Cement 0 0 200 1 3

Ceramics and Washing Powder Soap 0 0 200 1 3

Chemicals, man-made fibres, rubber 
or plastic products

18 1 285 6 19

Machinery, equipment, appliances or 
precision instruments

0 0 30 1 3

Pharmaceuticals 50 0 30 1 3
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Women ownership 
(%)

Under-30 
ownership (%)

No. of 
employees

Count Proportion of 
total (%)

Processed food, beverages or 
tobacco

0 0 60 1 3

Soap, Cosmetics and Hardwares (Civil 
and Building equipments) 

0 0 120 1 3

Textiles, clothing or leather 100 33 30 1 3

Transport equipment, including 
motor vehicles

0 0 32 2 6

Wig and Hair extensions 100 0 10 1 3

Wood or paper products 0 0 230 1 3

17 3 8 560 32

Table 24: Ghana exporters to ECOWAS: written responses to specific questions

Non preferential trade arrangement utilization - reason Count

Customs authorities not willing or able to implement the terms of the agreement; Currently we only do not do 
exports. Goods are sold within Ghana

1

Limited information available on the specific benefits 1

Most of products are sent through DHL 1

N/A 1

Products are procured largely in Ghana 1

we do not export but rather import our products 1

We have not fully accessed the Free Trade Agreement yet. We are looking to do that in the future 1

What made exporting to ECOWAS challenging? Count

Apart from my last export to Togo, all in all it’s been fairly easy 1

Borders and their regulations have always posed as our greatest problem 1

Bureaucracies and slow pace of following procedures 1

Customs especially where goods are being exported to has always been challenging 1

Customs procedures are a bit cumbersome 1

Customs was always our biggest problem 1

Documentation especially has always been a challenge. It keeps changing every now and then 1

FDA usually checks all medicines i.e. composition and packaging to ensure they are in tiptop shape 1

is not that challenging when you have all the required documents as needed 1

It is as easy as it gets depending you meet all the criteria 1

Language in terms of exporting into a predominantly is saddled little changes 1

N/A 2

No 6

No. So far so good! 1

Not all in terms of importing everything was smooth sailing  1

Not at all 1

Not in our case 1

Not quite sure 1

NOT REALLY 1

Not really because we are a free zone company, largely we don’t experience 1

Sometimes customs documentation proves challenging 1

The change in operating systems has affected and slowed down work 1

We haven’t had challenges so far 1

Yes. Language barriers and Marketing. For instance, in Francophone West African countries, our products have 
to be change to suit the market i.e. from English to French. Again, in designing our medicines, we have to take 
out all forms of pictorial designs since that is not allowed in most French-speaking countries. Finally, medicine 
compositions differ in both countries. For, example drugs made in Ghana usually have lower strength as compared 
to theirs. Similar anti-malaria drugs have different make in terms of compositions

1
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What made exporting to ECOWAS easy? Count

All in all, it was easy 1

As an organisation with global presence, due diligence is our hallmark. Because of this, we ensure we follow 
through the process, procedures and requirements to the letter, it was straightforward and easy

1

Being a member of the Free zone companies in Ghana things are fairly easy 1

In our case I will say things are fairly easy especially from our sector 1

Is easy because the process is fair and clear 1

It is as easy as it gets depending you meet all the criteria 1

N/A 3

No 12

No in our case 1

No monopoly in trading 1

No. French versus Anglophone bloc is really difficult and somewhat makes trading challenging 1

None 1

not applicable 1

Not really 3

The adoption of benchmarking by the government has helped in reducing cost 1

Yes it was easy 1

Table 25: Ghana importers from ECOWAS: written responses to specific questions

Non preferential trade arrangement utilization - Reason Count

About 60 per cent of our raw materials from India and the remaining ones are Germany, China and the USA 1

All products we use in manufacturing are either sourced from either Ghana or India 1

All raw materials are derived from Ghana 1

Limited information available on the specific benefits; Rules of origin requirements too stringent; Tariff benefits 
not attractive enough

1

Most of products are bought or sourced from within Ghana 1

Most raw materials are from Ghana and Europe or China 1

N/A 1

Our imports are usually from Canada, America and Europe 1

Our main products which are wines are from Europe 1

Our products are mainly from Europe and Asia 1

Our raw materials are mostly sourced from China, Europe and America 1

Our raw materials come mainly from within Ghana, Europe and Southern Africa 1

Products are from China 2

Products are from Europe and Asia 1

Products refined in Ghana and exported to West African countries 1

Raw materials are imported from European and Asian countries 1

Raw materials are primarily from Europe and Asia 1

Raw materials are sources from here...there is a deluge of plastic waste which is a major source of raw materials 1

The main raw material we use in producing the chocolate which is cocoa is sourced in Ghana because its in 
abundance 

1

What made importing from ECOWAS challenging? Count

For now, no 1

It is as easy as it gets depending you meet all the criteria 1

Language in terms of importing into a predominantly is saddled little changes 1

N/A 9

No 3

No. 1

not applicable 8
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Not applicable 4

Not challenging at all because in our case we have suppliers escort us with goods to the Ghanaian border and 
then we proceed from there

1

What made importing from ECOWAS easy? Count

Because we are free zone company we don’t struggle much. we have preferential treatment 1

It is as easy as it gets depending you meet all the criteria 1

N/A 7

No 5

No really 1

not applicable 9

Not applicable 2

On a whole, although some aspects of Free Trade were challenging overall it was o 1

Once again being a member of the Free Zones company insulates us from a lot of challenges, it is fairly easy 1

We didn’t utilize Free Trade Agreement 1

we do not use or benefit from ECOWAS Free Trade 1

Table 26: Business demographics - South Africa (20 responses)

Women 
ownership 

(%)

Under 30 
ownership 

(%)

Number of 
employees

Count Proportion 
of total (%)

Large business 14 0 8 850 4 20

Chemicals, man-made fibres, rubber or plastic 
products

40 0 30 1 5

Machinery, equipment, appliances or precision 
instruments

1 0 100 1 5

Processed food, beverages or tobacco 0 0 8 720 2 10

 Micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises 23 4 689 16 80

Basic agriculture, forestry or fishery products 0 0 20 1 5

Machinery, equipment, appliances or precision 
instruments

20 8 514 10 50

Processed food, beverages or tobacco 70 0 133 3 15

Pump suppliers 0 0 17 1 5

Textiles, clothing or leather 10 0 5 1 5

  20 3 9 539 20

Table 27: South African exporters to SADC: written responses to specific questions

Non preferential trade arrangement utilization - Reason Count

Not aware of the arrangement 6

Tariff benefits not attractive enough 2

Tariff benefits not attractive enough; Not advanced enough 1

This is dealt with by the client 1

Use third parties for exports 1

Use third party to conduct trade 1

We were not registered as SADC exporters 1

What made exporting to SADC challenging? Count

No 15

Our Incoterms is FOB Gauteng, which make it a little easier 1

Pump standards were not specified by client and not available complicating the export 1
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Sea freight brings much more complexity, Phyto sanitary certifications can be really challenging to put together, 
free trade is ambiguous and it is not easy to facilitate trade in the food sector, the whole free trade agreement is 
confusing because there are no standardized requirements for documentation, costs for trading are still onerous. 
Parallel imports are a struggle to complete and taxes are high in some areas such as Mozambique. Products are 
difficult to move across borders because the SADC free trade agreement is not properly in force. In concept the 
SADC free trade agreement is wonderful but in practice it is difficult to notice the actual difference it is making, 
embassy documents are very expensive, document requirements should be standardized like phytosanitary 
certificates for example. Each country has its own nuances on requirements for specific products like fructose for 
instance is considered a sugar in some countries and not others. There needs to be standardized requirements 
between countries and for certain products to enhance the trade

1

Some countries have easier customs procedures and different levels of strictness when applying the law. Zambia 
and Botswana for instance is very tough to export to and Zimbabwe and Namibia are easy to export to. Corruption 
has negative influence on exporting and can make it easier or harder to export

1

(blank)

What made exporting to SADC easy? Count

Couriers 1

Did not use it at the time 1

In concept it is wonderful but not in practice, there are pockets of things that create ease 1

No 5

Not really 1

Not really, not very aware of it 1

Not sure 5

Pretty straightforward to use 1

Uncertain 1

Unsure 1

Table 28: South African importers from SADC: written responses to specific questions

Non preferential trade arrangement utilization - Reason Count

[No responses]

What made importing from SADC challenging? Count

No 2

What made importing from SADC easy? Count

Couriers 1

No 1

Table 29: Reasons for non-utilization of preferential trade arrangements: women-represented 
and youth-represented exporters (duplicates shaded in green)

Country Women 
represented

Youth 
represented

Size Used preferential 
trade 

arrangement?

Reason

Women-represented

South Africa Yes No MSM No Not aware of the arrangement

South Africa Yes No Large No Use third parties for exports

South Africa Yes No MSM No Tariff benefits not attractive enough

Ghana Yes No MSM No Products are procured largely in Ghana

Ghana Yes Yes MSM No Most of products are sent through DHL

Uganda Yes No MSM No Limited information available on the 
specific benefits

Uganda Yes No MSM No CORRUPTION MAKES THE LOWER 
TARIFFS NEVER LOW

Uganda Yes No MSM
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Country Women 
represented

Youth 
represented

Size Used preferential 
trade 

arrangement?

Reason

Uganda Yes Yes MSM No Not aware of the arrangement; Limited 
information available on the specific 
benefits

Uganda Yes Yes MSM No Not directly involved in the aspects of 
beyond the border

Youth-represented

Ghana No Yes MSM No Limited information available on the 
specific benefits

Ghana Yes Yes MSM No Most of products are sent through DHL

Uganda No Yes MSM No Not aware of the arrangement

Uganda No Yes MSM No Not aware of the arrangement; Our 
customers follow by from us directly 
and they are the ones interfacing with 
the tariffs 

Uganda No Yes MSM No Not aware of the arrangement; Our 
customers follow by from us directly 
and they are the ones interfacing with 
the tariffs 

Uganda No Yes MSM No Not aware of the arrangement; Limited 
information available on the specific 
benefits

Uganda Yes Yes MSM No Not aware of the arrangement; Limited 
information available on the specific 
benefits

Uganda Yes Yes MSM No Not directly involved in the aspects of 
beyond the border

Abbreviation: MSM – micro-, small and medium-sized.

Table 30: Reasons for non-utilization of preferential trade arrangements: non- women and 
youth represented micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises exporters

Micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises

Country Women 
represented

Youth 
represented

Size Used preferential 
trade 

arrangement?

Reason

South Africa No No MSM No We were not registered as SADC exporters

South Africa No No MSM No Not aware of the arrangement

South Africa No No MSM No Use third party to conduct trade

South Africa No No MSM No Not aware of the arrangement

South Africa No No MSM No Not aware of the arrangement

South Africa No No MSM No Tariff benefits not attractive enough

South Africa No No MSM No Not aware of the arrangement

South Africa No No MSM No Not aware of the arrangement

South Africa No No MSM No This is dealt with by the client

Ghana No No MSM No We do not export but rather import our 
products

Ghana No No MSM No Customs authorities not willing or able to 
implement the terms of the arrangement; 
Currently we only do not do exports. 
Goods are sold within Ghana

Abbreviation: MSM – micro-, small and medium-sized.
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Table 31: Simulation of export from Kenya to Uganda under EAC and COMESA rules of origin

Product: 07032000 - Garlic, fresh or chilled

COMESA EAC Notes

Import duty (most-favoured-nation) 60% 60%

Preferential rate 0% 0%

Type of preferential trade arrangement Free Trade Agreement Customs Union

Content requirement Non-member content no more than 60% 
or value-added from member production 

is at least 35%%

Wholly produced Differing

Cumulation Diagonal Cross-cumulation Differing

De Minimis Not included Included - 15% Differing

Roll-up Included Included

Duty-drawbacks Not included Not included Differing

Outward processing Not included Included Differing

Accessories, spare parts and tools Included Included

Wholly obtained products list Provided Provided

Non-qualifying operations list Provided Provided

Value-added calculation Import content Build-down Differing

Principle of territoriality Not included Included Differing

Exemption of certification Not included Included (Less Than $500) Differing

Approved exporter Not included Included Differing

Competent authority Provided Not included Differing

Period of validity Not provided 6 months Differing

Source: International Trade Centre rules of origin facilitator 2020.
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