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1. [bookmark: _Toc535833876][bookmark: _Toc2780488][bookmark: _Toc157699901][bookmark: _Ref9949740]Introduction
Geopolitics has negatively affected trade over recent years (e.g., the US-China trade war and sanctions against Russia following its invasion of Ukraine). At the same time, there are efforts to further increase trade and trade integration among countries. One prime example is the formation of the African Continental Free Trade Agreement (AfCFTA), covering 1.4 billion people and about US$ 3,000 billion in GDP.[footnoteRef:2] Trade under the agreement started in 2021 for those 47 countries that have ratified the AfCFTA. To date 54 of the 55 member states of the African Union have signed the agreement, with Eritrea being the only exception.  [2:  World Bank, World Development Indicators.] 

Several free trade initiatives and trade cooperation projects were already in place in Africa before the AfCFTA saw the light. Out of the 55 countries in Africa, more than half of them were involved in at least two different free trade initiatives, which sometimes partially overlap. The implementation and comprehensiveness of these initiatives differ, however. 
Several African states are also involved in extra-African free trade initiatives. North African countries are part of the Greater Arab Free Trade Area (GAFTA) and the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership with the EU, the Southern African Customs Union (SACU) has an FTA in force with the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) and with Mercosur, while Morocco has an FTA with the US. Furthermore, 14 African countries have agreed and implemented Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs), or provisional interim-EPAs, with the EU. Another 21 countries have concluded negotiations of regional EPAs which are still to be implemented and finalized. These 35 countries are divided into five regional EPA groupings in addition to separate agreements with Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana. 
The African share of world trade represents about 3%, and intra-African trade hover around 15% of total African trade, which is lower than intra-regional trade share of other regional trading blocs or continents. Studies attempting to quantify the potential economic impact of the AfCFTA focussing on tariff liberalisation only nevertheless suggest limited gains, while the incorporating reductions in non-tariff barriers (NTBs) and trade facilitation measures point to more significant benefits. 
While the AfCFTA contains language pointing to the Parties’ ambitions to reduce NTBs in goods and services, there are no concrete measures specified in the agreement to this end.  Far-reaching objectives in terms of integration are also reflected in “Agenda 2063: The Africa We Want” of which the AfCFTA is one of the flagship projects. Article 24 of the Agenda states that:
“Africa shall be a continent where the free movement of people, capital, goods and services will result in significant increases in trade and investments amongst African countries rising to unprecedented levels, and in the strengthening of Africa’s place in global trade”.
The mentioning of free movement of people, capital, goods and services inevitably evokes parallels to the EU and its four freedoms. The EU is originally a customs union and its Single Market with the four freedoms is formed on such basis. Against this background, it is also of interest to assess how AfCFTA members and third countries would be affected should today’s AfCFTA be converted into a customs union. 
We conduct our assessment of the AfCFTA along several dimensions using the computable general equilibrium (CGE) model GTAP-RD. In addition to standard CGE features, this version of the model also introduces upward-sloping supply curves for the non-capital economy-wide endowments (land and natural resources), which are relevant for developing countries. It also incorporates the decomposition of gross trade flows to reallocate the value-added generated in producing goods and services back to the countries where that income is generated.
In our first scenario, using the EU’s EPA groupings mentioned above plus North Africa, we remove tariffs between the regions as well as remaining tariffs within regions ignoring the exclusion of some tariff lines, thereby slightly overestimating the effects (in case tariffs on the excluded products are prohibitive and no trade takes place to start with). NTBs are ignored. In our second scenario, we assess the impact of the AfCFTA should it be converted into a customs union to become the African Continental Customs Union (AfCCU). To arrive at external AfCCU tariff levels, we take the median African MFN tariff at GTAP sector level and apply it to all African countries. NTBs are ignored. In our third scenario, we assess the impact of an EU-Africa FTA against African integration in the form of (i) an FTA and (ii) a customs union. The impact on other important African external trading partners, notably China, is assessed as well.

[bookmark: _Toc157699902]2. Trade and Economic Integration initiatives in Africa
[bookmark: _Toc157699903]2.1 The African Continental Free Trade Agreement
The project to set up the AfCFTA was established by the African Union (AU) in January 2012 and negotiations were launched in 2015 (UNCTAD, 2016). The AfCFTA aims at creating a free trade area not only removing tariffs, but also focusing on several aspects related to rules of origin (RoO), the removal and monitoring of NTBs, a unified digital payments system and an African trade observatory dashboard (UNECA, 2023). The agreement will cover the 55 members of the AU with a cumulated population of about 1.4 billion people and an overall GDP of approximately US$ 3,000 billion. Hence, it will be one of the largest free trade agreements (FTA) ever and will create the biggest trade bloc since the WTO was established in 1994.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  As a comparison, in 2022, the GDP of the EU 27 stands at 24500 billion USD (OECD, 2023).] 

[bookmark: _Hlk150442054]The AfCFTA negotiations were concluded in 2018 and in May 2019 the agreement officially entered into force since the minimum threshold of 22 ratifications required under Article 23 of the AfCFTA was reached.[footnoteRef:4] Furthermore, trade under the AfCFTA formally started on the 1st of January 2021. However, no actual or meaningful trade took place until July 2022 (UNECA, 2023). Moreover, certain aspects of the AfCFTA are still being negotiated, ratified, and implemented. This involves e.g., rules on competition, investment, and intellectual property (UNECA, 2023). As of September 2023, out of the 55 member states of the African Union, 54 have signed the AfCFTA agreement - Eritrea being the only exception. Additionally, as of September 2023, 47 countries, or 87 percent of the signatories, have ratified the agreement (UNECA, 2023 and TRALAC, 2023).  [4:  Article 23 of the Agreement specifies that the Agreement would enter into force 30 days after the deposit of the 22nd instrument of ratification. On 30 April 2019 the Democratic Republic of Congo deposited its instrument of ratification making it the 22nd country to deposit and entering the 30-day period. Over the course of the 22-day period Sierra Leone and Zimbabwe also deposited their instruments of ratification thus making 24 countries by the date of entry into force.] 

[bookmark: _Toc157699904]2.2 Other intra-African free trade initiatives 
Several free trade initiatives and trade cooperation projects are already in place in Africa launched by different regional organizations and groupings (see Appendix Table A1). Out of the 55 countries in Africa, more than half of them are involved in at least two different free trade initiatives, which sometimes partially overlap. The implementation and comprehensiveness of these initiatives differ. Below is a summary of some of the main intra-African free trade initiatives. 
The Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), established 1975, aims at implementing free movement of goods, services and persons between its 15 member states.[footnoteRef:5] A common external tariff (CET) has been in place since 2013. ECOWAS also has a Trade Liberalisation Scheme (ETLS), an instrument containing different elements such as rules of origin with the purpose of supporting the implementation and functioning of the free trade agreement. Within the ECOWAS, the West African Economic and Monetary Union (UEMOA in French), founded in 1994, is a customs and monetary union between seven countries.[footnoteRef:6]  [5:  Benin, Burkina Faso, Cabo Verde, Côte d’Ivoire, The Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Togo.]  [6:  Benin, Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, Mali, Niger, Senegal, Togo.] 

The Economic Community of Central African States (ECCAS), which became operational in 1985 and covers eleven countries,[footnoteRef:7] aims at promoting regional economic co-operation in Central Africa. Six ECCAS members[footnoteRef:8] have established the Economic and Monetary Community of Central Africa (CEMAC in French) in 1994 (operational in 1999), an initiative to create a customs union.  [7:  Angola, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Congo, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe.]  [8:  Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, the Republic of Congo, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon. ] 

The East African Community (EAC), operational since the early 2000s, is a regional organization of six countries[footnoteRef:9], with the goal of creating a single market. A customs union is in force since 2005. The Southern African Customs Union (SACU) is a customs union founded in 1910 of five countries[footnoteRef:10] in Southern Africa. [9:  Burundi, Kenya, Rwanda, South Sudan, Tanzania, Republic of Uganda.]  [10:  Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, South Africa, Eswatini.] 

The Southern African Development Community (SADC), former Southern African Development Co-ordination Conference (SADCC) established in 1980 transformed into the SADC in 1992, aimed at establishing a free trade area among 16 countries.[footnoteRef:11] The SADC FTA was achieved in August 2008, when 85% of intra-regional trade amongst the partner states were exposed to zero duties, which equalled the minimum conditions. While the minimum conditions were reached, the liberalization process continued and maximum tariff liberalization was completed by January 2012, when the tariff phase-down process also for sensitive products was completed. Full tariff liberalization is, however. yet to be achieved for all countries in the zone. [11:  Angola, Botswana, DR Congo, Eswatini, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, Seychelles, South Africa, Tanzania, Zambia, Zimbabwe.] 

Several members of the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA) have formed a free trade area in 1994, which currently covers 21 countries.[footnoteRef:12] In 2015, the countries of the COMESA, the SADC and the EAC signed a declaration to form the Tripartite Free Trade Area (TFTA). As of October 2023, 11 countries (Egypt, Uganda, Kenya, Rwanda, Burundi, Eswatini, Botswana, Namibia, South Africa Zambia, and Zimbabwe) had signed and ratified the agreement. Three more members still need to ratify the TFTA before it can enter into force. [12:  Burundi, the Comoros, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Libya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, Rwanda, Eswatini, Seychelles, Somalia, Sudan, Tunisia, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe.] 

[bookmark: _Toc157699905]2.3 Extra-African free trade initiatives, including with the EU 
Several African states are also involved in extra-African free trade initiatives. One example is the Greater Arab Free Trade Area (GAFTA), in force since 1998, which is a pan-Arab free trade zone of 18 member countries, including North African countries[footnoteRef:13] as well as the Middle Eastern countries.[footnoteRef:14]  [13:  Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Morocco, Sudan, and Tunisia. ]  [14:  Bahrain, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Oman, Palestine, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Syria, the United Arab Emirates and Yemen.] 

The North African countries which are part of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EUROMED),[footnoteRef:15] have Association Agreements in force with the EU removing trade barriers on trade in goods with the EU but also between themselves. Moreover, the Southern African Customs Union (SACU),[footnoteRef:16] has a free trade agreement in force with the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) since 2008. SACU has also concluded an FTA with Mercosur, which is in force since October 2016, and launched talks with China and India on future trade agreements. An FTA between Morocco and the US entered into force in 2006.  [15:  Algeria, Egypt, Mauritania, Morocco and Tunisia.]  [16:  Botswana, Eswatini, Lesotho, Namibia and South Africa. ] 

Furthermore, several countries and regional organisations have agreed and implemented so called Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs), or provisional interim-EPAs, with the EU, or have concluded negotiations about implementing an EPA. More specifically, as of early 2024, seven EPAs are in application with 32 out of 79 ACP[footnoteRef:17] countries (European Commission, 2024b) of which 14 are African and relevant for this paper. In addition, 21 ACP countries have already negotiated and concluded regional EPAs with the EU, but these are for different reasons yet to be implemented and finalized (European Commission, 2024c). [17:  ACP refers to a group of countries in Africa, the Caribbean, and the Pacific regions (hence ACP). The EU and ACP countries have a longstanding relation dating back more than half a century. ] 

The African countries have formed seven groupings for the purpose of entering into EPAs with the EU. These groupings are the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS); the Economic and Monetary Community of Central Africa (CEMAC); the Southern African Development Community (SADC); the East African Community (EAC); and the Eastern and Southern Africa (ESA). Currently, there exist EPA-agreements between the EU and the regional groupings of ESA and SADC, as well as separate agreements with three individual countries: Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana. 
The currently implemented EPAs and details about them can be seen in Table 1 below. The regional SADC EPA is provisionally applied since November 2016 for SACU partners and since February 2018 this also holds true in case of Mozambique. It covers six countries (Botswana, Lesotho, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa and Eswatini) out of the 16 member states of the SADC, while some of the remaining countries are applying EPAs as part of other regional groupings (Eastern and Southern Africa (ESA) mainly). The EU has also concluded an EPA with the East African Community (EAC) in 2014, which is not yet applied as it awaits signature and ratification by Burundi, Tanzania and Uganda. Five countries in the ESA region provisionally apply an EPA with the EU: Comoros, Madagascar, Mauritius, Seychelles and Zimbabwe. In West Africa, interim-EPAs with Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana are provisionally applied, while a regional EPA with the whole of ECOWAS is yet to be signed by Nigeria as the rest of the countries have already signed it. 
Additionally, the EU and Kenya signed an EPA on December 18, 2023, in Nairobi. Negotiations began under an EAC-EU EPA but transitioned to bilateral talks in 2021, culminating in agreements in the first half of 2023. Once ratified domestically and by the European Parliament, the EPA will enter into force and further strengthen the EU-Kenya trade and investment relationship (European Commission, 2024a)
[bookmark: _Ref150522080][bookmark: _Toc157691477]Table 1: Overview of EPAs (or interim-EPAs) applied, or provisionally applied, between EU and African nations
	Region 
	Members 
	Duty- and Quota-free access for export to the EU market since 
	Start date of Import liberalization application 
	% of imports from EU liberalized and timeframe 

	ESA 
	Comoros, Madagascar, Mauritius, Seychelles, Zambia, Zimbabwe 
	January 2008 (Madagascar, Mauritius, Seychelles, Zambia, Zimbabwe), 2019 (Comoros) 
	14 May 2012 
(Madagascar, 
Mauritius, Seychelles, 
Zambia, Zimbabwe), 
7 February 2019 
(Comoros) 
	80-97.4% (10 years) 

	SADC 
	Botswana, Lesotho, 
Mozambique, Namibia, 
Eswatini, South Africa 
	10 October 2016
	10 October 2016[footnoteRef:18] [18:  The agreement became the first regional EPA in Africa to be fully operational after Mozambique started fully applying the EPA in February 2018.] 


	81-86.2% (10-12 years) 

	 -
	Cameroon 
	January 2008 
	4 August 2014 
	80% (15 years) 

	 -
	Côte d’Ivoire 
	January 2008 
	3 September 2016 
	80% (14 years) 

	 -
	Ghana 
	January 2008 
	15 December 2016 
	80% (15 years) 


Source:  (European Commission, 2024b, 2024c; Stender et al., 2021).
Finally, besides EPAs and other initiatives, there are more cooperation agreements between the African countries and the EU. One example is the recently concluded negotiations for a Sustainable Investment Facilitation (SIFA) between the EU and Angola. The Agreement was signed in the end of 2023 and will make it easier to attract and expand investment between the EU and Angola while integrating sustainable development commitments in the EU-Angola investment relationship (European Commission, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc157699906]3. African trade
[bookmark: _Toc157699907]3.1 African trade overall
[bookmark: _Ref11678507][bookmark: _Ref150522363]Total African trade equalled close to €1,300 billion in 2022, with imports being slightly higher than exports to the tune of about €30 billion, see Table 2. The EU is Africa’s largest trading partner accounting for about 30 percent of total African trade.[footnoteRef:19] Over the past ten years, the EU’s share of African trade has fallen slightly with a few percentage points. At the same time, China has become an increasingly more important trading partner for Africa. It is currently Africa’s second trading partner accounting for 14% of total African trade as opposed to around 10% in 2008. Conversely, the weight of the US in Africa's trade has decreased significantly. In 2022, trade between the US and Africa accounted for about 5% of African trade compared to 12% in 2008. [19:  North Africa is the largest EU regional trading partner on the continent accounting for about 50% of EU trade with Africa. It is followed by West Africa, which accounts for more than 20%. By country, South Africa is the largest EU trading partner in Africa representing close to €50 billion worth of imports and exports combined, close to the value of EU trade with West Africa.] 

[bookmark: _Ref156915333][bookmark: _Toc157691478]Table 2: Africa’s main trading partners in 2008 and 2022 (€ billion and %)[footnoteRef:20] [20:  The year 2022 is chosen since it is the last year with fully available annual data, while the year 2008 is chosen as a comparison since, for instance, the data is recorded before the international financial crisis that occurred shortly after this period, and before the implementation of other trade agreements, such as some interim-EPAs, etc. ] 

	
	Imports (€ bn.)
	Exports (€ bn.)
	Total (€ bn.)
	Share of Total (%)

	Partner
	2008
	2022
	2008
	2022
	2008
	2022
	2008
	2022

	World
	322
	676
	376
	646
	698
	1,322
	100
	100

	EU27
	96
	163
	119
	208
	215
	371
	31
	28

	China
	29
	109
	43
	81
	72
	190
	10
	14

	Intra-African
	42
	86
	40
	100
	82
	186
	12
	14

	USA
	22
	36
	61
	28
	83
	64
	12
	5


Source: IMF DOTS (extracted October 2023). Note: Trade partner refers to country of origin for imports and to country of destination for exports.
[bookmark: _Toc157699908]3.2 Intra-African trade 
[bookmark: _Ref8811700][bookmark: _Ref11675557]As seen in Table 2 above, the share of intra-African trade in total African trade was 14% in 2022 compared to 12% in 2008, while the value of intra-African trade has increased from €82 bn. to €186 bn. during the same time. The share of intra-regional trade in respective regional groupings’ total trade varies from 2% in the case of ECCAS to 15% for SADC, see Figure 1. 

[bookmark: _Ref150963267][bookmark: _Ref150963257][bookmark: _Toc157691597]Figure 1: Share of intra-regional trade in regional total trade, by African region (%)
Source: adapted from IMF DOTS (extracted November 2023). Note: North Africa here consists of Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Morocco, Tunisia. When excluding Libya, the share stays the same from 2008 to 2022. Hence, Libya´s political and economic development might be one of the reasons for the reduced share in intra-regional trade in regional total trade in North Africa, as seen in the Figure. 
Intra-African trade of services appears to be modest, accounting for 6% of total African services’ exports or US$ 6.7 billion based on GTAP data with base year 2014, see Figure 2. Electricity (37%), gas (27%) and public services (11%) are the main sectors in intra-African exports of services. SADC and North Africa are the main contributors accounting for 52% and 24%, respectively, of intra-African trade in services.
[bookmark: _Ref156915566]
[bookmark: _Ref158390259][bookmark: _Toc157691598]Figure 2: Intra-African services trade by services sector (%)
Source: GTAP
[bookmark: _Toc11682912][bookmark: _Toc11683825][bookmark: _Toc11765284][bookmark: _Toc11766917][bookmark: _Toc11767452][bookmark: _Toc11769056][bookmark: _Toc11682913][bookmark: _Toc11683826][bookmark: _Toc11765285][bookmark: _Toc11766918][bookmark: _Toc11767453][bookmark: _Toc11769057][bookmark: _Toc11682914][bookmark: _Toc11683827][bookmark: _Toc11765286][bookmark: _Toc11766919][bookmark: _Toc11767454][bookmark: _Toc11769058][bookmark: _Toc11682915][bookmark: _Toc11683828][bookmark: _Toc11765287][bookmark: _Toc11766920][bookmark: _Toc11767455][bookmark: _Toc11769059][bookmark: _Toc11682916][bookmark: _Toc11683829][bookmark: _Toc11765288][bookmark: _Toc11766921][bookmark: _Toc11767456][bookmark: _Toc11769060][bookmark: _Toc11682977][bookmark: _Toc11683890][bookmark: _Toc11765349][bookmark: _Toc11766982][bookmark: _Toc11767517][bookmark: _Toc11769121][bookmark: _Toc11682978][bookmark: _Toc11683891][bookmark: _Toc11765350][bookmark: _Toc11766983][bookmark: _Toc11767518][bookmark: _Toc11769122][bookmark: _Toc11682979][bookmark: _Toc11683892][bookmark: _Toc11765351][bookmark: _Toc11766984][bookmark: _Toc11767519][bookmark: _Toc11769123][bookmark: _Toc11682980][bookmark: _Toc11683893][bookmark: _Toc11765352][bookmark: _Toc11766985][bookmark: _Toc11767520][bookmark: _Toc11769124][bookmark: _Toc11682981][bookmark: _Toc11683894][bookmark: _Toc11765353][bookmark: _Toc11766986][bookmark: _Toc11767521][bookmark: _Toc11769125][bookmark: _Toc11682982][bookmark: _Toc11683895][bookmark: _Toc11765354][bookmark: _Toc11766987][bookmark: _Toc11767522][bookmark: _Toc11769126][bookmark: _Toc11683015][bookmark: _Toc11683928][bookmark: _Toc11765387][bookmark: _Toc11767020][bookmark: _Toc11767555][bookmark: _Toc11769159][bookmark: _Toc11683016][bookmark: _Toc11683929][bookmark: _Toc11765388][bookmark: _Toc11767021][bookmark: _Toc11767556][bookmark: _Toc11769160][bookmark: _Toc157699909]4. African trade barriers
[bookmark: _Toc157699910]4.1 Tariff barriers in Africa
Figure 3 shows that intra-African tariff barriers remain high despite intra-African regional integration efforts. Only within EAC, intra-regional trade liberalisation seems to have been completed. Intra-regional tariff barriers in COMESA, EUROMED and SADC stand at some 4-5%, about half of their respective MFN levels (or less in the case of EUROMED). The difference between intra-regional tariffs and MFN tariffs is smaller for the other regional groupings. 
North [image: ]Africa

[bookmark: _Ref157075613][bookmark: _Toc157691599]Figure 3: Simple average African intra-regional and MFN tariffs in 2016 (%)
Source: Adapted from Abrego et al. (2019). Note: The intra-regional EAC tariff is 0%. North Africa consists here of Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia and Mauritania. 
[bookmark: _Toc157699911]4.2 NTBs to trade in Africa
Despite the number of free trade initiatives, not only tariff barriers but also NTBs remain widespread. In particular, technical barriers to trade (TBT) and sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS) are prevalent in several sectors. According to Cadot et al (2015), in 2014, the most affected sectors were Machinery, Beverages and Tobacco, Vegetables and Live animals each with estimated NTMs reaching about 20% in ad-valorem equivalent (AVE) terms. These figures are nevertheless much lower than the NTBs and non-tariff trade costs that the IMF (2019) displays, which vary between 200% and 400% for the countries displayed.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  IMF (2019), Figure 2 on p. 10.] 

Thus, reducing NTBs would greatly increase the economic impact of the AfCFTA. However, it is rare that even ambitious FTAs between developed countries manage to reduce NTBs to any greater extent.[footnoteRef:22] On the other hand, there should be scope for the AfCFTA to reduce NTBs by promoting trade facilitation through intra-African customs cooperation and mutual administrative assistance (Magwape (2018)). [22:  See e.g., the impact of EU FTAs: http://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/policy-making/analysis/#_bilateral-regional ] 

[bookmark: _Toc157699912]5. Previous research
The following section will present and discuss previous work simulating and analyzing the potential effects of the AfCFTA in order to provide a brief overview of the field, as well as how the previous work, and its results, relates to those of this study. The summary will include studies and reports estimating the potential economic effects of the AfCFTA in general, but an emphasis is put on studies using a similar methodological approach as in this study, i.e., Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) models. 
It was believed and assumed that the AfCFTA would be signed, ratified, and implemented much quicker than what has been, and is, the case. Some earlier studies are nevertheless included since the estimations and results still are relevant and empirically related to this study. However, due to the scope of this paper focusing on continental or regional effects, country-specific studies are not included in this summary of the literature. 
The number of reports and studies estimating potential effects of the AfCFTA has increased rapidly after the agreement entered into force and around the time of implementation as the situation regarding, for instance, tariff liberalisation rates and time frames have been clearer and less speculative. Consequently, the possibilities to simulate and estimate more reliable and realistic scenarios have increased, making the research field gradually more comprehensive. 
Most research to date has utilized CGE modelling to simulate different scenarios of tariff liberalization under the AfCFTA. Early studies generally found larger estimated gains from full elimination of tariffs on intra-African trade. More recently, as tariff dismantling details of the agreement and lists of excluded products by country have been made publicly available,[footnoteRef:23] modelled estimates have shown smaller but still positive effects from tariff cuts alone in the range of 0.10-1.25% for GDP and a 15-22% increase in intra-African trade.[footnoteRef:24] Excluding sensitive products and industries from liberalization also appears to reduce estimated welfare gains (JRC (2021), Vanzetti et al. (2018) and Saygili et al. (2018)).  [23:  Starting in 2020, tariffs on 90 percent of tariff lines will be eliminated over a 5-year period (10 years for least developed countries, or LDCs). Starting in 2025, tariffs on an additional 7 percent of tariff lines will be eliminated over a five-year period (eight years for LDCs). Up to 3 percent of tariff lines that account for no more than 10 percent of intra-Africa imports could be excluded from liberalization by the end of 2030 (2033 for LDCs).]  [24:  Intra-African trade is already concentrated, tariffs are relatively low and the substantial part of them is dismantled within already existing regional agreements.] 

The majority of studies find that combining tariff cuts with reductions in NTBs and improvements to trade facilitation could generate substantially larger economic benefits for Africa. Estimated gains under these scenarios have been as high as 7-10% for GDP and 50-130% for intra-African trade flows. These findings suggest complementary reforms may be needed to fully realize the potential of the AfCFTA. However, quantifying current NTBs poses challenges given uncertainties around their magnitude and the extent to which the agreement provides for real such reductions, see e.g., Nilsson (2018) and Fusacchia et al. (2022). 
[bookmark: _Toc157699913]5.1 Studies based on CGE modelling[footnoteRef:25] [25:  For an overview, see Table 3.] 

Mervel and Karingi (2012) estimate that removing all tariffs on intra-African trade starting in 2017 would increase intra-African trade by US$ 35 billion, or more than 50% in 2022 if the agreement covers agriculture, food and industrial goods as well as services. Real income gains reach about 0.2% of GDP. 
Saygili et al (2018) estimate that the full elimination of all tariffs in the AfCFTA would increase intra-African exports by 33% or US$ 17 billion in the long run and that GDP would increase by 0.97%. A second scenario in which sensitive products are excluded from liberalisation leads to somewhat lower effects: intra-African exports are expected to increase by about 24% or US$ 12 billion with an increase in GDP of 0.67%.
Jensen and Sandrey (2015) simulate trade liberalization scenarios in Africa such as reducing tariffs completely, lowering NTBs by 50%, and cutting transit delays by 20%. Eliminating intra-African tariffs generate largely positive welfare gains for Africa of up to US$ 17 billion, though some individual countries, such as Zimbabwe, lost. Reducing NTBs produce bigger gains as they pose a larger barrier than tariffs for many countries. Limiting integration only to selected partners yields far smaller rewards than continent-wide integration initiatives. Cutting transit times by 20% creates welfare increases of up to US$ 30.5 billion, especially where delays were previously high, while the largest welfare gains of around US$ 36 billion were simulated from combining tariff elimination and NTB reductions.
Vanzetti et al (2018) assess the welfare impacts of the AfCFTA under three scenarios: (1) full elimination of tariffs; (2) tariff elimination with exemptions for 5 percent of sensitive products; and (3) a 50% cut in NTBs without any tariff reduction. The authors assume that one quarter of the costs associated with NTBs can be reduced and that quotas are removed. The study finds that under the scenario of full elimination of tariffs between African countries, welfare gains for the whole of Africa are estimated to be US$ 3.6 billion annually. However, when allowing for a modest exemption of just five percent of tariff lines, estimated gains were reduced to around US$ 1.5 billion. Cutting NTBs only led to welfare gains of US$ 20 billion.
African Development Bank (2020) presents the impacts of three scenarios[footnoteRef:26]: 1) elimination of all tariffs, 2) elimination of all tariffs and ad valorem equivalents of NTBs and 3) elimination of tariffs, NTBs and improvements in trade facilitation on an MFN basis. Elimination of tariffs only brings small welfare gain of 0.1%, the most pronounced gains are in South Africa. Elimination of ad valorem equivalents (AVEs) of NTBs raises income by over 1%, while trade facilitation boosts African welfare by 3.5%. Central Africa, where barriers to trade are the highest, benefits the most from deeper integration. Intra-regional trade increases by 14.6% with the elimination of tariffs only and more than doubles in scenarios where NTBs and trade facilitation are tackled simultaneously. [26:  Two more scenarios address extra-African liberalisation. i) Scenario 4 is scenario 3 + 50 percent reduction in tariffs and NTBs in other developing countries on an MFN basis. ii) Scenario 5 adds a 0.2 percentage point increase in tariffs on African imports from non-African countries has a small, net positive gain for the continent as it raises an estimated $850 million in revenues.] 

World Bank (2020) applies the following three scenarios in their simulations: 1) progressive elimination of tariffs in line with AfCFTA modalities starting in 2020[footnoteRef:27], 2) reduction of NTBs by up to 50% including in services and 3) up to 10% improvement in trade facilitation[footnoteRef:28]. The assumption regarding tariff liberalization leads to small welfare gains from tariff liberalization alone, of about 0.2% at the continental level, although some countries would record gains of more than 1 percent.[footnoteRef:29] Under combined tariff liberalization and reduction in NTBs, the welfare improvements would amount to 2.4% at the continental level. The biggest boost would arise from implementation of the Trade Facilitation Agreement (option 3) above), which would raise welfare for AfCFTA members by 7%. Moreover, the simulations reveal that intra-continental trade would increase by 22%, 52% or 92% respectively in the three scenarios mentioned above. [27:  As seen in previous chapters, the liberalisation did not get implemented at the expected and anticipated. ]  [28:  Estimates of the size of these trade barriers were provided by de Melo and Sorgho (2019). These are halved, although capped at 10 percentage points.]  [29:  Morocco, Senegal, Namibia.] 

JRC (2021) presents similar gains from tariff liberalisation only: intra-African trade increases by 15%, but the impact on welfare is less than 0.5%. The liberalisation of tariffs and halving of NTB lead to 20% growth of intra-African trade and 1% higher welfare on the continent.
Echandi et al. (2022) simulate that the AfCFTA is expected to significantly boost intra-African trade and investment through reduced barriers to trade. According to the authors, intra-African exports may increase by more than 100% and foreign investment in Africa could rise by some 110-150% under a deep integration scenario. Total African income could grow by 7-9% by 2035, resulting in over 40 million people being lifted from poverty. Improved trade facilitation alone may generate nearly US$ 300 billion in gains annually. 
IMF (2023) finds that the AfCFTA potentially could increase intra-African trade by 15% and per capita GDP with 1.25% if tariffs are removed to zero (except for goods excluded) and NTBs cut by 50%. Moreover, comprehensive reforms which combines the AfCFTA with improved infrastructure could boost intra-African trade by more than 50% and per capita African GDP by over 10%. 
Another recent study by Bakouan et al. (2023) employs a CGE model to analyze the distributional impacts of AfCFTA trade liberalization across African households. Tariff elimination were modelled based on the agreement's tariff implementation schedule and NTB cuts are also introduced. The results find both welfare winners and losers at the household level. Poorer households benefit more in agricultural and mining exporting countries, while those facing increased import competition in farming and manufacturing experience declines in welfare. Impacts also differ within countries, as rural poor fare better than urban poor in many cases. Intra-African exports are projected to rise by 10% on average.
[bookmark: _Toc157699914][bookmark: _Ref156232979]5.2 Other studies
UNECA (2018) assess the potential effects from the AfCFTA using a tariff line versus double qualification approach for tariff reductions, along with options to classify products. A tariff line approach implies that a minimum proportion of total tariff lines is to be liberalized, whereas a double qualification approach implies that a minimum proportion of total tariff lines, representing not less than the same proportion of total imports, is to be liberalized. Estimates from the tariff line approach indicate that intra-African trade could increase by 15-25% by 2040. The double qualification approach promised larger gains. 
Abrego et al. (2019) assume full import-tariff elimination and a tariff-equivalent reduction in NTBs by 35 percent for 45 AfCFTA countries included in their simulation using a general equilibrium (GE) model. They find a positive welfare impact on Africa of 2.1% out of which only 0.05% remains if solely tariff reductions are considered. According to the authors, intra-regional trade is expected to increase by about 80% (amounted to approximately US$ 60 billion) if both tariffs are fully abolished and NTBs are reduced by 35 percent. 
Furthermore, in a recent working paper Fontagné et al. (2023) analyze the potential impact of the AfCFTA and of improvements in infrastructure in Africa using a GE model based on econometrically estimated trade elasticities. Modeling finds that AfCFTA may raise exports by 3.6% and GDP by 0.6%. Reducing also transportation times could boost exports 11.5% and GDP 2%. 
Finally, several studies focus on the impact of the AfCFTA on the agricultural sectors and on food security, e.g., JRC (2021), Fusacchia et al. (2022), Levin-Koopman et al. (2021) and Simola et al. (2022). These studies tend to find that trade in agricultural products will increase, and that food security and food consumption will improve and increase, respectively.
Overall, while research on the AfCFTA is still a developing field, the literature indicates continental economic and market integration could significantly boost Africa´s trade, GDP, and welfare if implemented comprehensively. Attention to complementary reforms, policy sequencing, and distributional aspects will be important to maximize gains and limit potential negative side effects from regional integration. 
[Concluding paragraph here summarising the above along the following lines: tariff reductions lead to lower effects than cutting NTBs. Effects increase further if trade facilitation measures are considered. Still, large variations in impacts between studies doing tariff reductions only. Exemplify with Abrego et al (2019) with 0.05% in welfare impact, while Saygili et al (2018) find 0.97%. Difference in models and counterfactuals likely to explain these differences] 
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[bookmark: _Ref156577831][bookmark: _Toc157691479]Table 3: Overview over Economic Assessments of the AfCFTA by previous literature
	Author(s) 
(year of publication)
	Assumptions
	Baseline scenario, model and database, if applicable
	Estimated impact
	Geographical aggregation

	
	Tariffs
	NTBs
	
	Intra-African trade
	GDP/Welfare/Real Income
	

	Mervel and Karingi (2012)
	1) Removal of all tariffs on intra-AfCFTA trade by 2017 while imposing CETs for the RoW, different levels of sensitive products exclusions allowed.
2) Same plus improved trade facilitation measures
	A multi-country and multi-sector CGE model (MIRAGE) using GTAP data. Baseline scenario which corresponds to the situation without implementation of any trade reforms mentioned. Base year is 2004.
	1) Intra-African trade: +US$34.6 bn (+ 52.3%) from removal of tariffs. 
2) If this is accompanied by increased trade facilitation intra-African trade increases by + US$85 bn (+ 128.4%)
	1) Real income gain: + 0.18-0.20% (up to US$ 296.7 million)

2) Real income gain: + 1.02-1.04%

	27 countries and regions covering all of Africa + main partners US, EU, BRIC, ROW

	[bookmark: _Hlk152940306]Jensen and Sandrey (2015)
	1) Removal of all tariffs on intra-AfCFTA trade
2) 50% reduction in NTBs in Africa
3) (1) + (2)
4) 20% reduction in time costs of transit
	A CGE model using GTAP data. Baseline is a scenario without any agreement and tariffs and NTBs stay the same.
	Effects on intra-African trade flows not reported. Country-level trade effects generally reported as below + 10%.
	GDP: + 0.5 – 1.0%
All scenarios yield welfare gains to African countries (and the world). Scenario 3 & 4 yielded significantly higher gains than the others (welfare gains to Africa of +US$ 38,7 bn and +US$ 30,5 bn, respectively).
	24 African regions + EU, UK, US, BRIC countries, ROW

	Saygili, Peters and Knebel (2018)
	1) All tariffs on intra-African trade will be fully eliminated
2) Exempts certain sensitive products from liberalization
	A CGE model using GTAP data. Baseline is a scenario without any agreement and tariffs and NTBs stay the same.
	1) Intra-African trade: + €17bn (+ 33%)
2) Intra-African trade: + €12bn (+ 24%)
	1) GDP: + 0.97%
2) GDP: + 0.66%
	27 individual countries and 5 sub-regions in Africa

	Vanzetti, Peters, and Knebel (2018)
	1) Full elimination of tariffs
2) Tariff elimination with exemptions for 5 percent of sensitive products
3) NTB reduction of 25% without tariff reduction.
	A CGE model using GTAP data. Baseline is a scenario without any agreement and tariffs and NTBs stay the same.
	-
-
-

	1) Real income: + US$ 3.6 bn
2) Real income: + US$ 1.5 bn
3) Real income: + US$ 21 bn
	49 countries and regions (36 African). EU treated as one region.

	Abrego et al. (2019)
	1) Only removing all import tariffs
2) NTB reduction of 35%
3) Removing all import tariffs + tariff-equivalent reduction in NTBs by 35% for 45 AfCFTA countries
	A general equilibrium model. Several datasets used, including GTAP data, WB data, and data from the EORA database. Baseline is the current state when the data was collected between 2014-2016, in a situation without an AfCFTA.
	1) -
2) -
3) Intra-African trade: + US$60 bn (+ 80%). Overall trade in Africa increasing with around 8%.
	1) Welfare impact: + 0.05%
2) Welfare impact: + 1.7%
3) Welfare impact: + 2.1%
	45 AfCFTA countries, other ACP countries, Europe, Asia, Latin America, North America, Middle East, ROW

	AfDB (2020)
	1) Removal of all tariffs on intra-African trade
2) Removal of tariffs + NTBs
3) Removal of tariffs, NTBs and increased trade facilitation
4) 3) + 50% red. in tariffs and NTBs in other developing countries on an MFN basis
	A CGE model using GTAP data from 2013. Baseline for the simulations is a situation without any of the scenarios.
	1) Intra-African trade: + 14.6%
2) Intra-African trade: + 107.2%
3) Intra-African trade: + 132.7%
4) Intra-African trade: + 110.0%

	1) Real income: + 0.1% (+ $2.8 bn)
2) Real income: + 1.25% (+ $37 bn)
3) Real income: + 3.5% (+ $100 bn)
4) Real income: + 4.5% (+ $134 bn)
	32 African regions, China, the United States, Western Europe, rest of East Asia, ROW

	World Bank (2020)
	1) Progressive elimination of tariffs in line with AfCFTA modalities starting in 2020
2) The above plus reduction of NTBs by up to 50%, also in services
3) (1) + (2) + up to 10% increase in trade facilitation
	A CGE model called ENVISAGE using GTAP data and the global microsimulation framework Global Income Distribution Dynamics (GIDD). Baseline scenario to compare the simulations with is a situation in which the AfCFTA does not happen.
	1) Intra-African trade: + 22%
2) Intra-African trade: + 52%
3) Intra-African trade: + 92%
	1) Real income: + 0.2%
GDP: + 0.1%
2) Real income: + 2.4%
GDP: + 2.2%
3) Real income: + 7.1%
GDP: + 4.2%
	29 African regions, China, rest of East Asia, US, EU+EFTA, ROW

	JRC (2021)
	1) Progressive elimination of tariffs in line with AfCFTA modalities
2) The above plus 50% reduction of NTBs within Africa and 20% reduction of NTBs when exporting elsewhere
	A CGE model called MAGNET, based on the GTAP model and database from 2014, simulating AfCFTA implementations from 2020 onwards.
	1) Intra-African trade: + 15%
2) Intra-African trade: + 20%

	1) Welfare impact: around 0.4%
 GDP impact: 0.02%
2) Welfare impact: around 1% 
GDP impact: 0.6%-0.8%
	29 African regions, EU27, UK, Rest of Europe, The Americas, Asia, ROW

	[bookmark: _Hlk153209792]Echandi et al. (2022)
	1) Same as in World Bank (2020) scenario 3
2) (1) + AfCFTA FDI broad scenario which adds changes in FDI net inflows to account for a boost in FDI 
3) (2) + additional trade cost reductions from extending the depth of AfCFTA to include investment, competition, IPRs
	A CGE model called ENVISAGE using GTAP data and the global microsimulation framework Global Income Distribution Dynamics (GIDD). Baseline scenario to compare the simulations with is a situation in which the AfCFTA does not happen. Builds on the study from World Bank (2020).
	1) –
2) –
3) Intra-African trade: + 109%



	1) Real income: + 7.1%

2) Real income: + 7.9%

3) Real income: + 9.0%
	29 African regions, China, rest of East Asia, US, EU+EFTA, ROW

	IMF (2023)
	1) Aver. weighted tariffs will be cut with 90% of, and NTMs will be cut by 50%
2) “AfCFTA+ scenario” where the the above is complemented with improvements in infrastructure, security, and financial development to the level of the median of ASEAN and MERCOSUR
	Gravity model using 2019 data from several data sources such as UNCTAD, CEPII, and the Harvard University Atlas of Economic Complexity.
	1) Intra-African trade: + 15%

2) Intra-African trade: + 53% 
	1) Real income gain: + 1.25%

2) Real income gain: + 10.6%
	182 countries world-wide. African nations divided into 11 regional arrangements


Source: Own compilation.


[bookmark: _Toc157699915]6. Assessing the potential impact of the AfCFTA
[bookmark: _Toc157699916]6.1 Modelling methodology
CGE models have been the workhorse models used for assessing the economy-wide impact of trade policy changes for more than three decades. The main advantage of CGE models is that they analyse the effects of trade policy taking into account the main links between sectors as well as between the domestic and international production of goods and services. They also include consumption and investment decisions of firms across sectors as well as of consumers and the government and account for the fact that different sectors compete for capital, labour and land. 
CGE models help to answer 'what if…' questions by simulating the price, income and substitution effects of different policy changes and comparing them to a so-called baseline (i.e., what would happen without a policy change). The baseline is key, as it is the counterfactual against which the economic outcome of the initiative is assessed. 
While these models are useful tools for the quantification of the expected impact of trade agreements, their results should be seen only as indications of the direction and magnitude of such effects. The accuracy of their results is to some extent constrained by the fact that it only picks up the impact of a trade agreement on the existing trade flows. It cannot capture the potential expansion of trade in new products and services and any welfare gains from access to a greater variety of final products, greater variety and quality of inputs and greater incentives to innovate, which are long-term drivers of intra-industry productivity gains (Nilsson, 2018).  
[bookmark: _Toc157699917]6.2 Data
The Global Trade Analysis Project (GTAP) CGE model is used for the purpose of these simulations. It is built upon the Social Accounting Matrices (SAMs) of individual countries and regions and includes data on some 160 regions and countries and 65 industries using 2017 as base year (GTAP database version 11b). The underlying trade data in the GTAP database is based on COMTRADE data, supplied by the United Nations Statistical Office. Protection data comes from the MacMap database.[footnoteRef:30] [30:  www.macmap.org] 

As shown above, many African free trade initiatives overlap. We therefore decided to base our modelling of the impact of the AfCFTA on the regional African groupings that are involved in EPAs with the EU. Note that some countries are grouped together with other countries in the GTAP database to make up an aggregate of countries that are not listed individually, see Table 4.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  As such, some (small) countries such as Saint Helena, which does not belong to ECOWAS, is included.] 

[bookmark: _Ref11767421][bookmark: _Ref11769952][bookmark: _Ref11767571][bookmark: _Toc157691480]Table 4: African country aggregation used for the simulation
	Region
	Countries

	ECOWAS
	Benin, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Ghana, Guinea, Ivory Coast, Nigeria, Senegal, Togo and Rest of Western Africa (Cape Verde, Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Saint Helena and Sierra Leone)

	North Africa
	Egypt, Morocco, Tunisia and Rest of North Africa (Algeria, Libya and Western Sahara)

	Eastern and Southern Africa (ESA)
	Ethiopia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius and Rest of Eastern Africa (Burundi, Comoros, Djibouti, Eritrea, Mayotte, Seychelles, Somalia and Sudan)

	SADC
	Botswana, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, South Central Africa (Angola and Democratic Republic of Congo in GTAP) and Rest of South African Customs Union (Lesotho and Eswatini)

	Central Africa
	Cameroon and Rest of Central Africa (Central African Republic, Chad, Congo, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon and Sao Tome and Principe)

	East African Community (EAC)
	Kenya, Rwanda, Tanzania and Uganda


Source: GTAP
[bookmark: _Toc157699918]6.3 Scenario and results
The GTAP database reflects trade and economic relations as of 2017. To assess the economic impact of the AfCFTA, we have reduced intra-African tariffs on all goods to zero. That is, not only are inter-regional tariffs reduced to zero but also the intra-regional tariffs that the countries apply to each other within regions, see Figure 3. This might lead to a slight overestimation of the impact of the AfCFTA since the agreement only foresees a liberalization of 90% of all tariff lines. Out of the remaining tariff lines, 7% is to be liberalised over a longer period, while 3% will be excluded from liberalisation.[footnoteRef:32] These tariff lines usually cover goods where the applied tariffs are (sometimes prohibitively) high such that the value of these products traded is currently low. As the model calculates the impact of tariff liberalization based on current values of exports, the overall outcome is not expected to be much different should the 3% of tariff lines be included.[footnoteRef:33] Apart from tariff liberalization, no other trade cost reductions were introduced and NTBs in goods and services remain unaltered. [32:  Financial Afrik (2019).]  [33:  To take this into account, one could examine the extent to which the sensitive 3% of products (should they be known) are exported to other partner countries, where barriers are lower, while taking into account, income levels, distance, etc. ] 

[bookmark: _Ref8825767]Figure 4 shows that the gains in terms of GDP range from 0.03% for ESA to 0.25% for SADC. The gains are largest in SADC, which included the largest African exporter South Africa. The period should be interpreted as in the long run. 
[bookmark: _Ref11679404][bookmark: _Ref11765402][bookmark: _Ref11767583] 
[bookmark: _Toc157691600]Figure 4: Impact of the AfCFTA on the GDP of African regions (%) 
Source: Own calculations based on GTAP simulation.
As far as intra-African exports are concerned, overall, intra-African exports are estimated to increase by about 20 billion USD or 20% (not displayed). North Africa and the ECOWAS are expected to see their exports grow by about 25%, while the figure for the SADC is lower at around 15%, see Figure 5.

[bookmark: _Ref8826137][bookmark: _Toc157691601]Figure 5: Impact of the AfCFTA on intra-African exports (%)
Source: Own calculations based on GTAP simulation.

[bookmark: _Toc157699919]7. Discussion and Conclusions

[bookmark: _Toc12030148]The literature points out certain factors, which are sometimes beyond those factored in by the models and which may nevertheless impact the real-life results of the AfCFTA. Among those that may underestimate the impact of the agreement, WB (2020) lists emerging trade flows in products or services that recorded zero trade to date, love-of-variety effects, higher share of more productive firms, increasing scale economies and increased FDIs into Africa. On the other hand, the simulations typically also ignore other factors, which may hamper positive impacts of the agreement, as costs of lowering trade barriers and/or trade facilitation or structural shifts following employment moving across sectors (WB, 2020).
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[bookmark: _Ref150863112]Table A1: Overview of African regional free trade initiatives 
	COUNTRY
	CEMAC
	COMESA
	EAC
	ECCAS
(EOA)
	ECOWAS
(EPA)
	North Africa (FTA)
	SACU
	SADC
(EPA)
	TFTA
	ESA
(EPA)

	Algeria
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Angola
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	X
	

	Benin
	
	
	
	
	X*
	
	
	
	
	

	Botswana
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Burkina Faso
	
	
	
	
	X*
	
	
	
	
	

	Burundi
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Cameroon
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cape Verde
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Central A. Rep. 
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chad
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Comoros
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Congo
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Congo D.R.
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	X
	

	Djibouti
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Egypt
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Equatorial Guinea
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Eritrea
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Ethiopia
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Gabon
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gambia
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Ghana
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Guinea
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Guinea Bissau
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Ivory Coast
	
	
	
	
	X*
	
	
	
	
	

	Kenya
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Lesotho
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Liberia
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Libya
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Madagascar
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	Malawi
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	Mali
	
	
	
	
	X*
	
	
	
	
	

	Mauritania
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mauritius
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	Morocco
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Mozambique
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	

	Namibia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Niger
	
	
	
	
	X*
	
	
	
	
	

	Nigeria
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Rwanda
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Sao Tome and P. 
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Senegal
	
	
	
	
	X*
	
	
	
	
	

	Seychelles
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	Sierra Leone
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Somalia
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	South Africa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	South Sudan
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Sudan
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Eswatini
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Tanzania
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	

	Togo
	
	
	
	
	X*
	
	
	
	
	

	Tunisia
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Uganda
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Zambia
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	

	Zimbabwe
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X


Source: European Commission, Directorate-General for Trade. Note: * Indicates membership of the West African Economic and Monetary Union (UEMOA). 


2008	
ECCAS	North Africa	COMESA	ECOWAS	EAC	SADC	1.6338254795774398	3.5202674066930353	5.6436168360243881	9.5942760037209815	10.633328455567177	8.2619523333731628	2022	
ECCAS	North Africa	COMESA	ECOWAS	EAC	SADC	1.714765603631395	2.579947205719773	6.3319414039114648	9.506523429055985	11.166782339546238	14.890950668108212	










Electricity	Gas	Public services	Business services	Air transport	Land transport	Other services	36.873797232090098	26.503416021394955	11.408336224132695	6.0074369826894012	5.5590109090778768	5.426808170735514	8.1999999999999993	
Intra-regional 	
COMESA	EAC	ECCAS	ECOWAS	EUROMED	SADC	5	0	9	11	5	4	MFN	
COMESA	EAC	ECCAS	ECOWAS	EUROMED	SADC	11	12.8	14.6	12.2	14	9.1999999999999993	




ESA	North Africa	Central Africa	ECOWAS	EAC	SADC	3.1E-2	0.124	0.14799999999999999	0.158	0.20699999999999999	0.254	



ESA	Central Africa	EAC	SADC	ECOWAS	North Africa	7.0332688797730247E-2	7.7881116053376553E-2	0.12325650410525268	0.15739107426353849	0.24419435512683108	0.24469602834921078	
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