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Introduction

The question of the effects of the Uruguay Round on Africa
 is an important topic for many reasons. First, Africa is the only continent to be a net loser in the Uruguay Round Agreement according to many trade specialists. The question arises, whether those who claim so are merely fundamentalist opponents of globalization, and if this is not the case, what might be the reasons for Africa's overall loss.  

Second, anybody interested in the economic development of the African continent, and of developing countries in general, will have an interest in the influence of the WTO agreement on African economies. And third, in the light of  present, sometimes vigorous attacks on the WTO by northern NGOs, who claim that the Organization's activities hurt developing countries in general and Africa in particular, it seems important to get more insight into the issues concerning African countries in the WTO, the problems they are facing and the ways in which they might benefit from the new trading system.

The following paper cannot provide an in-depth analysis of all implications of the Uruguay Round agreements for Africa. The time- and space-limits imposed make such an ambitious attempt impossible. It tries, however, to provide an overview and to point to the most important results of the Round for Africa. Even so, it was necessary to limit the scope of this paper, and  to exclude certain important topics. The following will therefore not look at the implications of the Agreement on Trade-Related Investment Measures (TRIM), of the Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing measures and of the Agreement on Preshipment Inspection.

Most importantly, the paper will not address questions related to the agreement on Trade Related Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs), which is very different in nature from the other WTO agreements. This highly controversial agreement most certainly has very important implications for the African continent. The most prominent aspect, which has also attracted a lot of media intention lately, is probably its implications on the price of aids drugs for the poor. Other aspects, such as the protection of African biodiversity wealth from powerful chemical and pharmaceutical companies, seem however almost equally important. While this paper cannot deal with the implications of the TRIPs agreement, another paper in the same seminar was dedicated to the subject and might represent a useful complement 
  

Furthermore, this paper cannot look at the redistribution effects inside African countries, which might result from the Uruguay Round agreements, nor at the effect that concern one African country rather than another. The following will attempt to give an overview of the effects of the Uruguay Round on Africa as a whole and try to answer the question whether the Sub-Saharan Africa  lost as a result of the Agreement.

As a publication of the UNCTAD (1997b:14) notes, the standard of comparison or reference point for considering the results of the Uruguay Round is important in any evaluation of the Uruguay Round agreements. The alternative scenario is not necessarily the status quo. Some think that a scenario  similar to that of the 1930s, when retaliatory action led to a breakdown in the international trading system, was a real possibility. Others may think that another trading round with different outcomes might have resulted from a failure of the Uruguay Round. This paper will however compare the Uruguay Round outcomes with the hypothetical situation of an unchanged trading environment since 1995.

After a brief characterization of African trade patterns and of the position of developing countries in general in the WTO, the different Uruguay Round agreements and their effects on Africa will be analyzed. Section eight examines  the role of Africa's domestic reform efforts while section nine concludes with the description of expected overall impact of the Agreement on the continent. 

Executive Summary

1. Characteristics of African Trade Patterns 

African trade is not very diversified, neither with regard to sectors and products nor with regard to destination of exports. Natural-resource based and agricultural products such as petroleum, precious stones, cocoa and coffee dominate exports, which are concentrated to a few markets: over 50% is destined to the EU, a large share also goes to the USA and Japan, while intra-African trade accounts for less than 10%.
2. Developing Countries in the Uruguay Round Agreements 

While the WTO in general endorses an export-promoting approach to development through reciprocal trade liberalization agreements, this approach is somewhat qualified through 'special and differential treatment', longer transition periods and some exemptions of full compliance with the agreements. Depending on the analysts' points of view, these exemptions are seen as an advantage for the 49 Sub-Saharan African (SSA) developing countries and should maybe even be increased, or they are seen as depriving developing countries of the fundamentally beneficial process of trade liberalization.

3. Preference Erosion 

African exports will be adversely affected by preference erosion resulting from the Uruguay Round agreements, although on average not very substantially. The impact varies however considerably among countries and sectors, and some industries may be severely hurt. On the other hand, preference erosion might have merely accelerated inevitable structural reforms, and the Uruguay Round leads to a more certain and stable environment for African trade.

4. General Tariff Cuts in the Uruguay Round 

The fact that the African countries did not lower their tariffs significantly during the Uruguay Round while the rest of the world did seems to have an important negative impact on Africa. Concerning tariff cuts for African exports, the results are mixed. While tariffs have on average been cut considerably and most tariffs facing African exports are now close to zero, there remain tariff peaks in key areas such as, vegetables, fruits, fish, textiles and clothing, footwear, leather and travel goods. A clearly positive factor is the reduction of tariff escalation in most sectors, although much scope remains for improvement in this area.

5. Effects of Specific GATT Agreements

5. 1. Agreement on Agriculture

Northern Subsidies

The reduction of subsidies in developed countries, which result from the Uruguay Round, are beneficial for Africa's food exporters and bad for net food importers. However, the EU has pursued a policy which, although formally complying with the Uruguay Round agreements, resulted in only minor increase of world prices. With higher world prices, agricultural production might however become more profitable in Africa, self-sufficiency rates might increase and net food importers might even become food exporters. Africa as a whole can therefore be expected to win from the subsidy cuts.

Market Access
The Agreement on Agriculture has brought some benefits for African exports, although policies of many Northern countries have limited these benefits considerably. First, the Agreement brings more transparency through tariffication and through binding of tariffs for all agricultural products. While tariffs in developed countries have to be cut by 36 percent on average, important tariff peaks remain in sensitive areas. In addition, the 'special safeguard mechanism' is often used by northern countries to protect their own agricultural producers, which reduces market access for African exporters considerably. Concerning their own import barriers, most African countries have foregone the opportunity of the Uruguay Round to liberalize or to bring more stability and transparency for access to their own agricultural market.

It therefore seems that in this sector, which is the most important for SSA countries, and in which it appeared that a major breakthrough had occurred, the net impact on SSA countries is actually very small. The rise in import costs, due to the reduction in northern subsidies, appears to be almost negligible, while on the other hand, only modest gains in market access, due to reduced tariffs on African exports, seem likely. 

5. 2. Agreement on Textiles and Clothing

Since the MFA did not restrict African exports as much as exports from other regions, its phasing-out will hurt Africa as a whole, even though some countries such as Mauritania might win, if they manage to adapt to the new, competitive environment. 

5. 3. Antidumping and Safeguard Measures

Anti-dumping and safeguard measures have not been restricted, on the contrary, the Uruguay Round legalized discriminatory application of safeguards. Such measures are increasingly being used by major industrial countries, but also by other developing countries. This situation is very detrimental to Africa, since safeguards and anti-dumping measures will be applied exactly to the products where African producers are competitive, where progress is being made and where they could potentially gain important market shares in developed or in other developing countries.
5. 4. Regulatory Protection
Technical Barriers to Trade and Sanitary and Phyto-Sanitary measures are very important obstacles for African exports. In this sensitive area, there has however not been much progress made during the Uruguay Round. 

6. General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) 

Under the GATS, Africa undertook less commitments than any other region in the world. This represents a lost opportunity to bring competition to sectors such as transport and telecommunications, where monopoly power today keeps prices high and quality low. The creation of the GATS might however in itself constitute an advantage for Africa, since it might push the continent in further negotiation rounds to liberalize its market access for services.

Concerning African export of services, it seems that while developed countries undertook much more liberalization than developing countries, most of these liberalizations are not in the areas where Africa has an actual or potential comparative advantage, such as services that are intensive in labor but that require a temporary permit for workers to be able to sell their services in importing countries.

7. Dispute Settlement 

In general, the post-Uruguay Round dispute settlement mechanism is much more efficient and 'stronger' than the old mechanism was. Since the absence of rule of law leads to a situation of anarchy, where the stronger can impose their will on the weaker, these stricter rules and procedures potentially represent a marked advantage for politically and economically weaker countries. Some fear, however, that for political and economic reasons, African countries will not proceed to complaints against strong industrial states. In this case, a stronger dispute settlement mechanism would not be at the service of the weaker, since it would only be invoked by the stronger against the developing countries and not the other way around. This pessimistic view seems however not to be entirely true, as there have been several WTO disputes launched by developing (although not African) countries against major developed states.

8. The Role of Africa's Own Situation and of Possible Internal Reforms

8. 1. Lack of Resources to Follow WTO Developments
Developing countries come to the WTO bargaining table and to the dispute resolution process at a marked disadvantage. The trade missions of developing countries are understaffed and lack technical expertise. While the Uruguay Round did not cause this situation, it did not provide much remedies for it either. The consequences of this situation go beyond the direct outcomes of the Uruguay Round, because it creates a disadvantage for developing countries in future negotiations.
8. 2. The Role of Internal Reforms

The improved market access resulting from the Uruguay Round is not sufficient to stimulate economic growth. Institutions, infrastructures and the macroeconomic environment are only some of the factors, which determine whether a country can benefit from the opportunities offered by trade liberalization. The effects of the Uruguay Round on Africa therefore also heavily depend on the way, in which African countries react to the changed environment, and on the internal policy reforms they undertake.  

9. Overall Impact of the Uruguay Round on Africa 

With regard to the geographic composition of exports, Asia’s share is projected to rise slightly, and Europe’s share is expected to fall. One could therefore conclude that the Uruguay Round reforms brings Africa’s trade patterns closer to global averages with respect to the geographic composition of exports, although the EU’s share of African trade would still be roughly twice the EU’s share of global trade. Concerning the impact of the Uruguay Round on output and trade values, Africa is the only region of the world for which exports and imports are expected to decline. The projected reduction in the volume of trade corresponds to a loss of African income of 0.1% or about 570 million dollars a year. 

Conclusion 

It seems that Sub-Saharan Africa did not profit very much from the Uruguay Round, and that in many areas they even lost considerably as a result of the Agreement. The overall effect seems to be slightly negative, although not very substantially. This outcome seems to reflect the position of Africa countries in the WTO, where they do not have very much weight or influence. The results for Africa seem to be simply a by-product of negotiations between much more powerful and better organized countries. 

Now that the WTO has come into existence and the Uruguay Round agreements are being implemented, even if this situation might be slightly worse for Africa than the hypothetical situation of an unchanged trading environment since 1995, it is without a doubt better for African countries to be in the Organization than outside of it. Being outside, African countries would not only forgo the MFN tariffs they receive as a by-product of liberalization negotiations between other countries, but they would also contribute to increase their marginalization in the trading world and in one of the most important arenas of international relations.

1. Characteristics of African Trade Patterns

This paper will focus on the overall effects of the Uruguay Round on Sub-Saharan Africa as a whole, and will therefore concentrate on the common features of African economies. It is important to note, however, that there is substantial heterogeneity of both the economic structure and the trading interests across African countries. Unfortunately, it is beyond the scope of this paper to take into account these differences, and the following is therefore necessarily a very simplified picture of a complex reality.

After independence in the 1960s, many African governments embarked on protectionist policies and a strive for economic self-sufficiency. As Jeffry Sachs (1996:20) put it, the continent ‘took itself into self-imposed economic exile’. Africa’s share of world trade has subsequently declined over the last three decades. African resource-based exports (such as fuel and minerals) and agriculture, for example, declined from 0.8 percent of total world exports in 1970 to 0.3 percent in 1995 (Blackhurst and Lyakurwa, 1998:3). According to the Trade and Development Center (2001a), total African exports currently make up about 2% of worldwide merchandise exports and 2.2% of services exports.
 

Africa’s trade barriers did not only reduce the volume of trade, but also its diversity. According to Blackhurst and Lyakurwa (1998:5), most Sub-Saharan African (SSA) countries are essentially primary commodity exporters, and the share of primary commodity exports as proportion of total merchandise exports has remained above 70% for most countries. Not only are most SSA countries dependent on primary commodity exports, but export earnings are also highly concentrated in a few primary products. Some countries such as Angola, Uganda, Seychelles, Nigeria, Zambia and Gabon depend on three commodities for over 90% of their total merchandise exports and for most of the countries, the figure is above 50%. For most African countries, natural resource-based commodities dominate their exports. The most important exports of African countries are oil, unroasted coffee, cocoa beans, diamonds, copper cathodes raw sugar cane, tobacco, cotton, tuna, logs (wood) and gold (Blackhurst et al., 1998:44). For Africa as a whole, just four items (crude petroleum, precious stones, cocoa and coffee) have accounted for two-third of exports to OECD countries in recent years (Hertel et al., 1998:210).

Agriculture represents a very important sector in SSA economies. The continent has little non-farm capital, the large majority of Africa’s labor is employed in agriculture and about two third of African exports are in this sector. However, agriculture on the continent is not very productive.
 Since agriculture is such a big part of SSA economies, the Uruguay Round implications for this sector are an important factor in the overall effects of the Round on the continent. These implications will be the discussed in section 5. 1. of this paper.

With respect to the geographical orientation of exports, there is not much diversification either. African exports are concentrated in a few markets, mainly the EU, North America and Japan. According to Harrold (1995: 8), the share of exports going to developed countries is 80 percent, 18 percent higher than for LDCs in general. This large share is explained mainly by the fact that over 50% of African exports go to the European Union, twice de share of other developing countries. For some countries such as the Central African Republic, Equatorial Guinea, Sao Tome and Principe, Niger and Guinea, the dependence on the EU is over 80 percent. On the other hand, intra-African trade accounts for only around 7.5% of trade, reflecting the lack of diversity in African exports and poor trading routes. 

In sum, we can say that African trade is not very diversified, neither with regard to sectors and products nor with regard to destination of exports. Natural-resource based and agricultural products such as petroleum, precious stones, cocoa and coffee dominate exports, which are concentrated to a few markets: over 50% is destined to the EU, a large share also goes to the USA and Japan, while intra-African trade accounts for less than 10%.

2. Developing Countries in the Uruguay Round Agreements 

Most SSA countries are WTO members, and all of them except for South Africa are developing countries, many even LDCs. The following section will therefore briefly describe the situation of developing countries in the Uruguay Round agreements.

The overall approach of the WTO to developing countries is one of full integration of all but the least-developed countries, with some special allowance made for difficulties that developing countries may experience with respect to full integration, e.g. through longer phase-in periods for compliance with WTO obligations. Even with respect to the least-developed countries, ‘special and differential treatment’ falls short of outright exemption form the main general rules of the WTO (Trebilcock and Howse, 1995:329). 

Full integration prevails also with respect to the different agreements resulting of the Uruguay Round negotiations. The so-called 'Single Undertaking' implies that countries can either be part to all four multilateral WTO agreements (GATT, GATS, TRIPS and Dispute Settlement) or to none of them. Developing counties are not exempted from this 'all or nothing' approach (WTO, 1999:15).

Overall, the Uruguay Round outcome represents an approach to development based upon openness and export-led growth, through a mechanism of reciprocal trade liberalization between developed and developing countries. This export led approach to development is favored today by most neo-classical economists over the protectionist import-substitution approach, which had been favored by UNCTAD and widely accepted in the 1960s and 1970s (Trebilcock and Howse, 1995:312-29).

Whether this approach will be successful depends however significantly on the will of developed countries to offer tariff concessions on products of export interest to developing countries and to generally provide a receptive environment for developing countries’ exports.
 Also, in order to achieve export-led growth, countries need to engage in important structural reforms. In Africa, where widespread social and political instability, including civil and international wars, as well as natural disasters such as droughts, continue to plague a large number of nations, the kinds of structures required to initiate export-led growth remain, according to Trebilcock and Howse (1995:329-30) still distant. 

There are however important exceptions to the reciprocal approach to trade liberalization between developed and developing countries is however not pursued consequently in the Uruguay Round agreements. As mentioned above, the WTO provides longer transition periods for developing countries. In addition, developing countries and especially the least developed countries (LDCs) are explicitly subject to fewer obligations in some areas of the agreements. For example, LDCs are not required to undertake reduction commitments in agricultural market access, domestic support and export subsidies (Blackhurst and Lyakurwa, 1998:14).

As Blackhurst and Lyakurwa (1998:15) note, depending on the analysts’ point of view, this combination of fewer obligations and longer implementation periods can be seen as a positive flexibility or as a serious disservice to developing countries. Some believe that the infant industry argument finds meaningful support in the real world experience of developing countries and that governments in SSA have the necessary design and implementation capabilities to intervene effectively in the economy. These analysts tend to view the less constraining rules for developing countries and LDCs as positive. Other analysts, who have a stronger export-oriented approach to development, view this added flexibility as a disadvantage for developing countries. If trade liberalization is a seen as something fundamentally good, limiting developing countries' obligations in this area can only be detrimental. Reasons, why a flexible approach might be detrimental, also include the fact that if African governments would have been obliged to make reciprocal concessions, this could have helped these governments to take a tough stance vis-à-vis special interests groups representing import competing industries. 

In sum we can therefore say that while the WTO in general endorses an export-promoting approach to development through reciprocal trade liberalization agreements, this approach is somewhat qualified through 'special and differential treatment', longer transition periods and some exemptions of full compliance with the agreements. Depending on the analysts' points of view, these exemptions are seen as an advantage for the 49 SSA developing countries and should maybe even be increased, or they are seen as depriving developing countries of the fundamentally beneficial process of trade liberalization. 

3. Preference Erosion

One of the most frequently raised arguments, why Africa might have lost as a result of the Uruguay Round, is the erosion of preferences. African countries have for a long time enjoyed different preferential arrangements for their exports, which often took the form of reduced tariffs or special quotas. Through the reduction of MFN tariffs, which results of the Uruguay Round, the importance of these preferences is being eroded, since the preference margin (i.e. the difference between the tariff faced by African exports and the MFN tariff) is reduced. 

The following will first briefly describe the most important preferential arrangements and in a second step analyze the effects of preference erosion on Africa. 

3. 1. The Generalized System of Preferences (GSP)

Under the GATT (1947), the continuation of preferential tariff rates between ex-colonial powers and their former colonies, which had existed prior to 1947, was permitted as an exception from MFN obligations. The GSP was initiated under the auspices of UNCTAD in 1968, in order to enlarge these preferences. No longer would only the ex-colonial powers grant such preferences and the ex-colonies be their only recipients (hence the expression ‘generalized’). Each developed country would be free to grant such preferences as it chose. And these preferences were not bound – therefore they could be removed or modified at any time. In 1971, the GATT granted a ‘waiver’ to permit these derogations from MFN obligations. (Trebilcock and Howse, 1995:303 and 308). 

The GSP is - with certain conditions - also allowed under GATT (1994). Under the heading of 'special and differential treatment', the agreement enables countries to grant special concessions to developing countries without having to do the same for the entire membership. (WTO, 1999:52).

3. 2. The Lome Convention

In the case of the European Union, the GSP has been embodied in the Lome Convention, which came into force in 1975 and has been renewed and revised several times since. While containing non-reciprocal tariff preferences, these agreements also deal with a wide-ranging agenda for commercial collaboration between the EU and some 78 developing countries.
 (Trebilcock and Howse, 1995:308) 

The preferences of the Lome convention are more substantial and contain less exceptions and conditions than the GSP granted by other developed countries such as the United States. This might be one of the reasons why exports of African countries (who, except for South Africa, are all party to the Lome Convention) are heavily biased towards the EU. These greater preferences gave the ACP countries considerable advantages over other developing countries in the European market. 

3. 3. Decrease of the Preference Margins

Given these preferential arrangements, the reductions of MFN tariffs that result from the Uruguay Round agreements can have a negative impact on African exports. The reduction of the MFN tariffs implies a reduction of tariffs in the EU for those of Africa’s rival suppliers who do not enjoy the preferential treatment under the Lome agreement. While the ACP countries still enjoy lower or even no tariffs on many products, the margin between these preferences and MFN tariffs decreases. This decrease of the preference margins can sometimes be substantial, since the EU committed itself during the Uruguay Round to reduce its tariffs on average by about 30% (50% for tropical products, 16% for natural resource-based products and 47% for manufactured goods). (ACP, 1996:2)

This preference erosion is often seen as one of the most important losses for Africa that result from the Uruguay Round. On the other hand, some argue that the real problem of many African states is not the erosion of preferences, but difficulties of supply. Many African countries could not even take full advantage of the preferences offered under the Lome conventions. For example, only a few African countries, led by Mauritius, have made significant use of the concessions on textiles and clothing, while hardly any of them took significant advantage of the concessions on other manufactured goods. Even the ACP secretariat therefore concludes that preferences are of little value, if the countries enjoying them have supply difficulties, while non-preferred suppliers are more competitive and better organized. (ACP, 1996:2)

Given the fact that African countries often could not take full advantage of the ACP and GSP preferences, many analysts today see preference erosion as not having such a strong impact on Africa as initially feared. According to the Center for Trade and Development's analysis, for example, only 10% of African exports to the EU will be affected by the erosion of preferential treatment, since about half the exports already had ‘bound’ duty-free MFN rate, and about another 25% were subject to MFN rates of less than 3%. (Trade and Development Center, 2001a)
 

A 1997 study by the OECD (1997:27) also concludes that the preference erosion has in general only limited effects on African exports. It estimates that the overall effect of the erosion of Lome preferences would amount to 1.9 percent of SSA countries' annual export earnings. An IMF Occasional Paper estimates the losses for Eastern and Southern Africa at even lower levels, varying between 0.1 percent and 0.5 percent of exports. (IMF, 2000:20). The OECD study, quoting Yeats (1994), estimates the upper limit of export losses for Sub-Saharan Africa at 4 billion US$ if all MFN tariffs would fall to zero. This loss results of a reduction of 1.9 percent of exports to the EU, a reduction of 1.1 percent to Japan, but a 4.3 increase to the USA.

However, even though on average the losses from preference erosion for Africa may not be very severe, it must be noted that for some countries, losses are much higher than for others. Among the countries that appear to suffer considerably more exports contraction are Ethiopia (5.9 percent), Malawi (5.3 percent) and Mozambique (4.6 percent). (OECD, 1997:27). These figures are country averages and the effects of the preferences erosion for specific industries, and in the short and medium term also for certain regions, might have much more important or even devastating effects. 

3. 4. Preferences Versus MFN

Some authors have argued that the preference erosions not only fail to have a very strong negative effect on African exports, but that they also have positive aspects, which in the long run might prevail. The Trade and Development Center (2001a) for example states that African countries might lose in the short run from preference erosion due to lower MFN tariff rates, but the continent might actually win from a more certain and stabile environment that MFN tariffs bring about. While preferences are subject to periodic renewals that depend on the will of the countries granting them, bound MFN tariffs cannot be raised at will. 

Furthermore, some preferences might have locked the African countries into sectors where they did not really possess a comparative advantage, therefore causing a misallocation of resources. If other countries had a clear and growing comparative advantage in these sectors, profound structural reforms would have been inevitable in any case, and preferences might have merely delayed such changes, which is not necessarily in the interest of the country enjoying the preference. 

In sum, we can say that African exports will be adversely affected by preference erosion, although on average not very substantially. The impact varies however considerably among countries and sectors, and some industries may be severely hurt. On the other hand, preference erosion might have merely accelerated inevitable structural reforms, and it leads to a more certain and stable environment for African trade.

4. General Tariff Cuts in the Uruguay Round

Table 1 

4. 1. Cuts in Tariffs on African Imports

According to the calculations of Hertel et al. (1998:216), cuts of tariffs on African imports are very low, ranging from a high of 0.8% on textiles and clothing to virtually no change for many of the extractive sectors. Over half of the 200 million dollar value of these cuts comes from tariff cuts concerning grains. However, the lowering effect on prices of the tariffs cuts on grains will be more than offset by the impact of higher export prices from NAFTA and the EU in the agricultural sector, where subsidies are to be cut according to Uruguay Round obligations. (Hertel et al., 1998:216) (For more on the agricultural sector, see section 5. 1.)

The fact that the African countries did not agree to lower their tariffs significantly during the Uruguay Round negotiations seems to have important negative effects. While Africa’s MFN tariff rates hardly changed with the implementation of the Uruguay Round, the rest of the world lowered their tariffs considerably. This leads to allocative efficiency costs for Africa: These lower tariffs rates increase the cost of Africa’s own trade restrictions. The fact that the rest of the world lower their tariffs reduces their input costs, which in turn makes their exports less expensive and more competitive. Since Africa’s competitors undertook far more liberalization than Africa, African exports become relatively more expensive and the world trade increasingly bypasses the continent. (Hertel et al., 1998:223 and 229)

Also, the Uruguay Round could have been an opportunity for African countries to make credible long-term commitments on their trade policy, by binding their tariffs at a lower level. Most countries bound only a small number of tariffs, and the tariffs that have been bound are bound at very high levels, well above the actually applied rate. Thus, countries have reserved for themselves the right to reverse the trade liberalization, thereby forgoing the benefits from signaling that the reforms are irreversible. (IMF, 2000:12) 

The credibility and predictability of African governments’ trade polices are fundamental to their effects. If private decision makers do not think the new structures are likely to be sustained, they will not respond positively to policy reforms (Blackhurst and Lyakurwa, 1998:12). Refusing to bind their tariffs under the Uruguay Round agreements at reduced levels represents therefore a missed opportunity for African countries to undertake such necessary credible commitments. Unilaterally reducing applied tariffs without lowering the bound tariffs will not have the same beneficial incentive effect on private investors.  

4. 2. Cuts in Tariffs on African Exports

It is difficult to make a meaningful general statements concerning the tariff cuts on African exports, because there are important differences of tariff rates even at a very disaggregated level of goods. For example inside the category of “coffee, not roasted, not decaffeinated”, applied tariffs in Indonesia vary between 0 and 30% according to the exact characteristics of the good. There are also important differences between countries Africa is exporting to. For the above-mentioned category of coffee, bound tariff rates vary between 0 and 119% and applied tariffs between 0 and 40% between the different countries of destination. (Blackhurst and Lyakurwa, 1998:37).

It is however beyond the scope of this paper to analyze the reduction of tariffs facing African exports at such a disaggregate level. The following will therefore try to provide some insight on these tariff reductions on a much more general and aggregate level.  

First, we can say that the tariff cuts on African exports are more important than the cuts on imports they undertook themselves on their imports. With regard to the region of destination, tariffs were cut most heavily in Asia, and with regards to products, tariff cuts are largest for African exports of grains. (Hertel et al., 1998:216) 

According to Blackhurst (1998:17-18), most post-Uruguay Round tariff rates prevailing in Africa's most important export markets, i.e. the EU, the USA and Japan, are zero or close to zero. About 70% of LDC merchandise exports enter industrial country markets duty free, either under tariff lines that have bound MFN zero tariffs (about 30%) or as a result of GSP or special LDC preference schemes. For many products, there is therefore virtually no tariff-based restriction for African exports to these regions.
 According to the Trade and Development Center (2001a), these low tariffs are mainly due to the fact that most exports from African countries are primary products such as fuels, metals, minerals, precious stones and wood products. Such products generally face low MFN tariffs. These low tariffs are mainly the result of political pressure of northern industries on their governments to lower tariffs primary products, which are inputs that these industries need for their production.
 

However, even if tariffs on many export-products are low for Africa, this is not sufficient to stimulate economic growth. For one, African exports face many technical barriers, which can be even higher obstacles to trade than tariffs. On the other hand, the effects of the Uruguay Round on Africa also depend on the way, in which African countries react to the changed environment and on the internal reforms they undertake. For more on this subject, see section 8. 2. 
If most tariff rates are close to zero, there remain nevertheless very high tariffs in a number of areas. By emphazising the low level of average tariffs in OECD countries, there is a tendency to ignore the many products of export interest to Africa, for which border protection remains significant. An UNCTAD study (1997a:4) found that about 10% of tariffs in the USA, the European Union, Japan and Canada
exceed the level of 12%. And peak tariffs are found on products in the sectors of food products, vegetables, fruits, fish, textiles and clothing, footwear, leather and travel goods as well as for high technology goods such as cars, consumer electronics and watches. These high tariffs are a very important obstacle for African exports to Northern countries.

Concerning exports to other developing countries, tariffs remain very high. Even though trade with other developing countries is not very important for Africa today, it could potentially be much more important if these high barriers were removed. The fact that developing countries did not have to lower their tariff rates considerably during the Uruguay Round therefore constitutes a disadvantage for African exports. This point is often neglected when analyzing Africa's trading opportunities, since trade with other developing countries is currently very low and inter-African trade constitutes not even 10% of total African trade. The high tariffs in other developing countries make this situation difficult to change.

4. 3. Tariff Escalation

Tariff escalation is a practice often used by countries to protect their own industry by setting low tariffs on imported materials used by the industry, thus cutting the industry's costs, and setting higher tariffs on finished products to protect the goods produced by the industry. Tariff escalation exists in both developed and developing countries. When importing countries set tariffs in this way, they make it more difficult for African exporting countries to process and manufacture value added products for export. It is therefore important to assess whether the Uruguay Round reduces tariff escalation for African exports.

Harrold (1995:30) examines this question. He concludes that there has been a quite important reduction in tariff escalation, which is potentially beneficial for African countries. This is especially so for wood and paper products, leather products and tobacco products. However, this must be contrasted with one of West Africa's most important products, cocoa, where escalation increased due to the elimination of tariffs on cocoa beans. Harrold concludes that this is one of the elements of the Uruguay Round with important long-term beneficial implications for Africa.

However, UNCTAD (1997a) finds that tariff escalation remains widespread for developing countries even after the Uruguay Round, and that it is particularly pronounced in precisely those branches that offer realistic chance for a successful start in developing countries: the food industry, textiles, clothing and shoe industries, as well as wood industry products. 

An 'escalating' effect is also produced by technical barriers to trade. See section 5. 4. 
While the Uruguay Round brought some benefits concerning tariff escalation, there still remains much scope for improvement in this area.

4. 4. General Remark on Tariff Cuts

It has been argued that the lowering of tariff and other barriers provides new trading opportunities in the world market, which are expected to increase world trade substantially, with most of the gains going to countries, which have succeeded in putting in place the necessary economic infrastructure (ACP:1996). If this statement is correct, gains from trade liberalization can not be expected to go in large parts to Africa, since these conditions are generally not very well developed in this region. In general, it seems that in a globalized world, bad policies are punished more severely while good policies are more richly rewarded.
 
To summarize the findings concerning general tariff cuts, we can say that the fact that the African countries did not lower their tariffs significantly during the Uruguay Round while the rest of the world did seems to have an important negative impact on Africa. Concerning tariff cuts for African exports, the results are mixed. While tariffs have on average been cut considerably and most tariffs facing African exports are now close to zero, there remain tariff peaks in key areas such as, vegetables, fruits, fish, textiles and clothing, footwear, leather and travel goods. A clearly positive factor is the reduction of tariff escalation in most sectors, although much scope remains for improvement in this area.

5. Effects of Specific GATT Agreements 

5. 1. Agreement on Agriculture

Agriculture is an extremely important sector in Sub-Saharan Africa. It accounts for about 30% of GDP, 66% of exports and 70% of employment. Moreover, diversification within agriculture is low (Trade and Development Center, 2001a). Developments in the agricultural sector are therefore of crucial importance for the economic perspectives of Africa.

Reduction of Subsidies in the North 

One of the most important reforms in this sector resulting from the Uruguay Round concerns the existing system of support and subsidies for agriculture in developed countries. This system is widely viewed as having depressed world prices for temperate zone agricultural commodities. Under Uruguay Round obligations, the agricultural support will need to be partly removed. This removal is expected to raise world prices of temperate agricultural products. (Trebilcock and Howse, 1995:324) 

The effects on African countries of the liberalization process set out in the Agreement on Agriculture are therefore mixed: Exporters of the temperate products have interests in the dismantling of protection, since they would profit from the higher world prices. On the other hand, the net food importers would suffer from such a development. Net food importers in Africa are usually the poorest, most underdeveloped countries of the region. 
Due to the negative effect of subsidy cuts in the North on net food importers in the South, according to 'consumers international' (1996), it had initially been feared that these cuts might have a devastating effect on the continent's capacity to feed itself, particularly since Africa as a whole has been a net food importer already long before the Uruguay Round took place. However, the impact of the Uruguay Round on African agriculture and on the ability of the continent to feed itself is likely to be less severe than initially feared. This is not due to an effort on the part of the developed countries to help the net food-importers. Rather, it is a by-product of developed countries endeavor to limit the harm to their own farming sector. Many developed countries have apparently managed to formally comply with Uruguay Round obligations in such a way that prices are likely to fall less drastically than anticipated. This situation is positive for the net food importing countries but detrimental for food exporters and also for food producers that produce for the local market. 

Even after subsidy reduction following the Uruguay agreements, northern support to their own agricultural industries remains extremely high. In the year 2000 alone, OECD countries spent more than 360 billion dollars on agricultural subsidies. This sum is equivalent to the GNP for all of Sub-Saharan Africa. Of these 360 billion dollars, the EU – the most important market for African - spent close to 300 billion in export subsidies that reward its farmers for creating surpluses. These subsidized surpluses then compete in African markets at prices below cost with local products. (Washington Post, 2001)

Despite this situation, the Uruguay Round agreement of agriculture nevertheless improved matters for Africa as a whole. Hertel et al. (1998:219-221) find that under the Uruguay Round, the self-sufficiency rate of Africa in non-grain crops such as cotton, beverage, groundnuts, flowers, vegetables and fruits rises sharply. This means that Africa will export a larger share of its non-grain crops production. Such a trend would have taken place even without the Round, but the Agreements reinforce this tendency. Exports of African grains will increase very sharply as well (according to Hertel, et al. by 44.5%), but Africa as a whole will still remain a net importer of grains. 
The fact that developed country liberalization of trade in agriculture may harm the net food importers has been taken into account in the “Marrakech Ministerial Decision of Measures Concerning the Possible Negative Effects of the Reform Program on Least-Developed and Net Food-Importing Developing Countries”. The Decision commits GATT Members to review levels of food aid provided to developing countries to ensure that they are sufficient to meet ‘legitimate needs’ of developing countries during the reform program and to give ‘full consideration’ to developing countries' requests for technical assistance to develop their domestic agricultural sectors. (Trebilcock and Howse, 1995:324-325)

The question arises however, how such terms as ‘legitimate needs’ and ‘full consideration’ will be interpreted. This ambiguous and vague language leaves a large degree of appreciation to the concerned parties. And where there are no rules or unclear rules, it is usually the more powerful – in this case the developed countries - who can impose their point of view and their interpretation of the situation. 

It has been difficult so far to make any practical use of the document. The following example illustrates this situation. According to an UNCTAD publication (1997b:46-47), a high price rise occurred in 1995-1996, most probably due to EU agricultural policies. However, the Marrakech Decision could not be invoked, since there was no agreement among WTO countries, that the rise in the price of cereals was indeed related to the Uruguay Round. This example shows, how the most powerful of the WTO member states often manage to impose their interpretation and therefore their interests for the application of the agreements.

In sum, we can say that northern subsidy cuts are good for Africa's food exporters and bad for food importers. Conversely, the fact that the EU has pursued a policy which, although formally complying with the Uruguay Round agreements, resulted in only minor increase of world prices benefits the food importers and hurts exporters. With higher world prices, agricultural production might however become more profitable in Africa, self-sufficiency rates might increase and net food importers might even become food exporters. According to Hertel et al (1998), Africa as a whole is expected to win from the subsidy cuts.

Preference Erosion

Preference erosion for Africa, as noted above, is most important in the agricultural and textiles sector. For some products such as sugar and beef, the preference erosion is expected to have quite substantial effects. For items such as beef and sugar, African countries enjoy preferential access in the form of guaranteed quotas, particularly in the EU market. Due to the Uruguay Round agreements, there will be reduced rents going to African exporters, as access for their competitors to the same market is eased. (IMF, 2000:20) 

Tariffs on African Agricultural Exports

As noted above, even after Uruguay Round tariff reductions, peak tariffs for imports into developed countries remain important in a number of areas. In the agricultural sector, there are quite a number of such peak tariffs. Sometimes not only the MFN tariff remains at peak levels, but even the preferential ACP rates, in particular for imports beyond limited preferential tariff quotas. (UNCTAD, 1997a:8)

These peak level tariffs result from the following situation. In the Agreement on Agriculture, developed countries committed themselves to tariffication of non-tariff barriers and a 36 percent average tariff reduction in the agricultural sector. Tariffication means that quantitative restrictions such as quotas need to be transformed into tariffs that provide more or less equivalent levels of protection. After tariffication, average tariffs therefore increased (while quantitative restrictions decreased), creating significant tariff peaks for agriculture in the OECD countries. Moreover, the spread of tariff rates widened, since OECD countries tended to reduce their low tariffs by high rates and high tariffs by low rates in order to achieve the required average cut of 36 percent. In addition, since OECD countries are in general applying their tariffs at the bound (tariffied) level, and since tariff bindings in some cases were higher than rates of protection actually provided before the beginning of the implementation period, in some instances, there has even been and effective increase in protection. (UNCTAD, 1997b:45-46) 

The United States, Japan and the EU therefore continue to maintain some of their highest tariffs on agricultural products such as sugar, milk, meat, fruits and vegetables – precisely the kind of products in which developing countries enjoy a comparative advantage. For example, the US raises a 244 percent tariff on sugar imports and 174 on peanuts, two products grown cheaply in African countries such as Swaziland and Sudan. At the same time, the EU discourages beef imports with a tariff of 213 percent, while Japan limits wheat with a 353 percent charge and Canada restricts butter with a 360 percent tax. (Drozdiak, 2001)

Apart from these high tariffs, the EU also protects its own farming industries through seasonal quotas and import bans on fruits and vegetables. Tomato imports, for example, are limited to the winter season from October to March, so that they do not compete with European tomatoes during the prime growing season in Spain, Italy and France. (Drozdiak, 2001) Similarly, Switzerland bans strawberry imports, as soon Swiss strawberries are ripe for sale.
 

Another problem for agriculture exporting countries is the ‘Special Safeguard Mechanism’ (SSG). A WTO member may restrict imports of a product temporarily (take 'safeguard' actions) if its domestic industry is injured or threatened with injury caused by a surge in imports. (WTO, 1999:31) The SSG exists in both a price-triggered and a quantity triggered version. The price-triggered version has been very problematic, not least because a number of countries have set their trigger prices at very high levels. The quantity-triggered version has also been a problem, because it is often switched on and off for very short periods and therefore creates considerable uncertainty for trade. The use of the safeguard according to an UNCTAD publication (1997:46) has the effect that the old barriers to trade in some products such as fruits and vegetables have remained unchanged. 

In sum, we can say that the Agreement on Agriculture has brought some benefits for African exports, although policies of many Northern countries have limited these benefits considerably. First, the Agreement brings more transparency through tariffication and through binding of tariffs for all agricultural products. While tariffs in developed countries have to be cut by 36 percent on average, important tariff peaks remain in sensitive areas. In addition, the 'special safeguard mechanism' is often used by northern countries to protect their own agricultural producers, which reduces market access for African exporters considerably. 

Tariffs on Agricultural Imports
Under the Agreement on Agriculture, all countries, including the LDCs, were required to bind all tariffs and other charges on imports. While African countries have complied with this requirement, they have nevertheless chosen to bind their tariffs and charges at extremely high levels, often in excess of 100 percent, diluting the value of commitments made to their trading partners. (IMF, 2000:13) 

As a consequence, applied tariffs in Africa are usually much lower than the bound tariff rates. Since states are free to apply any tariff below the bound rate, one can say that African countries have not used the opportunity of the Uruguay Round neither to bring more stability and transparency to their agricultural import barriers, nor have they proceeded to any substantial liberalization in the sector. 

Concluding on the Agreement on Agriculture, as Harrold (1995:21) notes, it seems ironic that in this sector, which is the most important for SSA countries, and in which it appeared that a major breakthrough had occurred, the net impact on SSA countries actually very small. The rise in import costs, due to the reduction in northern subsidies, appears to be almost negligible, while on the other hand, only modest gains in market access, due to reduced tariffs on African exports, seem likely. 

5. 2. Agreement on Textiles and Clothing

Before the Uruguay Round, international trade in textiles and clothing was characterized by numerous restrictions and bilateral and multilateral systems of quotas. The most important multilateral system was the Multi-Fiber Agreement (MFA). The Agreement on Textiles and Clothing is supposed to replace the MFA. The following will therefore first describe the nature of the MFA in order to analyze subsequently the effects of a phasing out of this agreement on Sub-Saharan Africa. 

The Multi-Fiber Arrangement (MFA)

The MFA is an agreement between nine importing developed countries (including the EU) and 31 exporting developing countries. It provides a framework for Voluntary Export Restraints (VERs), primarily quotas, limiting developing country exports of textiles and clothing to the nine developed country signatories. This interstate agreement was pushed for by the developed countries in the 1970s as a reaction to the increasing competitive pressure in the sectors of textiles and clothing. Most of the measures in the MFA are in violation of the GATT provisions. (Trebilcock and Howse, 1995:310-311) 

The MFA quotas impose far less restrictions on African than on Asian exporters. Africa’s exports to Europe are totally unrestricted, and Africa’s quotas were scheduled to grow rapidly enough for their restrictiveness to remain low, while the corresponding quotas on competitive Asian suppliers were becoming increasingly restrictive. The MFA quotas actually restrict only two African countries: Kenya and Mauritius. For most African countries, no restriction is imposed at all, although there remains a threat of new restrictions for exporters who become ‘too competitive’. (Hertel et al., 1998:216-217)

MFA Phase-Out

Under the Agreement on Textiles and Clothing, all restrictions provided for under the MFA or in bilateral agreements are to be notified to the Textiles Monitoring Body (TMB), and removed according to a graduated schedule: Upon entry into force of the Agreement (i.e. 1995), members had to remove all MFA-based or bilaterally agreed restrictions on products accounting for at least 16% of the total volume of their imports of textiles and clothing in 1990. Within three years after entry into force of the Agreement, members must remove restrictions on another 17%, within 7 years another 18% and all further restrictions are to be eliminated within 10 years, that is in 2005 (Trebilcock and Howse, 1995:325). The bulk of the phase out (49%) is therefore scheduled to take place between the years 2002 and 2005.

However, when reviewing the implementation of the agreement at the conclusion of the first stage of the MFA phase out (i.e. in 1997), the developing countries noted that although the required percentages of products to be integrated had generally been met, the integration programmes had been constructed in such a way that the products being integrated were not products that would be "commercially meaningful" for them. The products being integrated in the first and second stages were not of substantial export interest to the developing countries, they were concentrated in low-value yarns and fabrics and included very few made-up textile or clothing products. This process would leave the large majority of the products of greatest export interest to developing countries and those subject to quotas to third stage in 2002 and therefore to the very end of transition process. This "back-loading" of the process could lead to difficulties being encountered by the developed countries at the end of the transition. (WTO, 1998) Some even doubted whether the developed countries were really willing to implement their commitments under the Agreement on Textiles and Clothing.
Effects on Africa of MFA Phase-Out 

Since the MFA did not restrict most African countries, while restricting exports of their more competitive Asian competitors, the elimination of MFA quotas results in a loss for Africa. As the textiles and clothing market is gradually liberalized, more efficient competitors, mainly in Asia, will be able to increase their exports to the detriment of African industries (Hertel et al., 1998:229). Correspondingly, the textiles and clothing industry in Africa is expected to suffer heavily as a result of the Uruguay Round agreements. Hertel et al. expect output in this sector to decrease by 10% by 2005 (p.220). This decline can be expected to become even more important in the following years, since the bulk of MFA liberalization is scheduled by the Uruguay Round agreements to take place in the period 2002 to 2005. 

Even though the phasing out of the MFA is projected as representing important losses for Africa as a whole, a few African countries might nevertheless profit from this liberalization process. There are for the one Kenya and Mauritius, the two African states who are currently restricted in their textiles and clothing exports by the MFA. The ACP secretariat lists however a number of other countries, for which is sees strong evidence, that they could become major exporters in this sector as MFA restrictions are phased out. Among these countries we find Botswana, Côte d’Ivoire, Lesotho, Nigeria and Swaziland. (ACP, 1996:8)

The above-mentioned IMF paper (2000:20) notes however, that the outcome for African textiles exporters such as Mauritius depends on their capacity to adapt to the competitive conditions that will arise from the elimination of quotas on textiles and clothing products. The authors stress that these countries could well face severe competition from lower cost suppliers in Asia, threatening its current market niche. 

Concerning the MFA phase out, one could argue similarly as with the preference erosions, that such liberalization could also have positive aspects for Africa, which might prevail in the long term. First, the continent might win from a more certain and stabile environment that results from MFA phase out, since under MFA, there was always the threat of developed countries to force African countries to restrict exports in textiles and clothing, if they would become ‘too competitive’. (Hertel et al., 1998:216-17) Such a threat is not a very good incentive for investment in this sector.

Furthermore, it could be argued that the MFA quotas protected textiles and clothing industries in those African countries that do not really possess a comparative advantage in this sector, therefore causing a misallocation of resources. On the other hand, if the textiles industry in SSA countries is heavily reduced due to MFA phase out, this would be a serious set back for African efforts to develop industrial production. As Blackhurst and Lyakurwa (1998:10) suggests, heavy reliance on exports of primary commodities significantly reduces for most counties the contribution trade can make to economic development. A reduction in textiles exports is therefore bad for Africa in two ways: first, because it reduces African exports and second, because it makes the exports even more specialized in primary products.

MFN Tariffs in the Textiles and Clothing Sector

The above liberalization commitments apply only to restrictions imposed by the MFA or bilateral agreements outside the GATT legal frameworks. In the case of many of the products in question, the bound MFN tariff rates remain quite high and are in themselves unaffected by these liberalization commitments. (Trebilcock and Howse, 1995:10) 

To summarize the effects of the Agreement on Textiles and Clothing, we can say that since the MFA did not restrict African exports as much as exports from other regions, its the phasing-out will hurt Africa as a whole, even though some countries such as Mauritania might win, if they manage to adapt to the new, competitive environment. 

5. 3. Antidumping and Safeguard Measures

Three fundamental principles of the GATT are non-discrimination (MFN), national treatment and the prohibition of all border measure other than duties, taxes, or other charges on external trade. Yet, the GATT also authorizes a variety of measures, which are at odds with these principles. Article VI allows a contracting party to levy an antidumping duty on a product that is sold under its production price or an countervailing duty on a product that is subsidized by another party, when such dumping or subsidizing causes or threatens material injury to an established domestic industry. Article XIX allows safeguards to enable temporary exceptions when a surge in imports causes or threatens serious injury to contracting parties. (Srinivasan, 1998:54)

The Uruguay Round did not improve the situation regarding these protective measures, it even made it less restrictive. Before the round, GATT safeguards could be applied only on a most favored nation basis and were subject to such conditions as a requirement to notify the GATT Secretariat and to consult with principal suppliers. One major change of the Uruguay Round is to allow discriminatory application of safeguards. (Trade and Development Center, 2001b)

Srinivasan (1998:54) states that anti-dumping measures have become the trade remedy of choice for import-competing firms and their governments in the North. Developing nations have been frequent targets of such measures. These practices constitute a significant threat to liberalization. 

At an UNCTAD workshop in 1997 (UNCTAD, 1997b:47), concern was expressed that anti-dumping actions were proliferating and risked becoming a problem not only for exports to the major industrial countries, but also from exports to other developing countries.

This situation is very detrimental to Africa, since safeguards and anti-dumping measures will be applied exactly to the products where African producers are competitive, where progress is being made and where they could potentially gain important market shares in developed or in other developing countries.

An important difficulty for African and other developing countries is that anti-dumping actions are based on national anti-dumping laws. Exporting countries therefore have to defend themselves inside the importing country's legal framework, before they can bring the matter to the WTO (Srinivasan, 1998:55). Given the very limited resources of many African countries, such an undertaking would be extremely difficult if not impossible for most of them

Not surprisingly, South Africa, as the only developed Sub-Saharan African country, has been most often subject to antidumping measures. At the same time, it has been one of the world's most active users of such measures. In 1998, South Africa was the country with the largest number of anti-dumping investigations (41), followed by the United States and India. (Mexican Embassy, 1999)

5. 4. Regulatory Protection

A number of agreements deal with various technical, bureaucratic and legal issues that could involve hindrance to trade: technical regulations and standards, import licensing, rules for the valuation of goods at customs, preshipment inspection, rules of origin and investment measures. (WTO, 1999:33)

The Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT) tries to ensure that regulations, standards, testing and certification procedures do not create unnecessary obstacles. However, while the agreement encourages countries to use international standards, it does not require them to reduce their level of protection. The agreement restates the five main TBT principles that were already in the GATT  before the Uruguay Round: MFN for import restrictions, national treatment once a good has entered, the 'sham' principle, the least-restrictive-means principle and the transparency principle
 (Baldwin, 2000b:268) To help ensure that exporters know what the standards are in their prospective markets, countries are required to establish national enquiry points. (WTO, 1999:33) Apart from this gain of transparency, the Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade does not contain many new substantial commitments.

Disciplines on food standards (which tend to be very public and emotive) were split off into the Sanitary and Phyto-Sanitary (SPS) agreement, which is in some sense weaker than those applied to industrial goods. However, the SPS agreement did require norms to be based on "sufficient scientific evidence". (Baldwin, 2000b:267)

According to Markus and Wilson (2000:19), it is very difficult, and perhaps even impossible, to identify standards that are protectionist measures. Because standards are aimed at correcting market failures, there is no general presumption that relaxing them would always improve efficiency. There are however measures, which are clearly protectionist, such as the inclusion of rules of origin in technical regulations (Baldwin, 2000b:277). A good, regardless of where it was made, either meets the required norms, or it does not, independent of its country of origin. The Agreement on TBTs does however not prohibit such practices. 

Markus and Wilson (2000:1) express their concern that there has been a rising use of technical regulations as instruments of commercial policy. These measures are of particular concern to developing countries, which encounter difficulties in meeting such mandatory standards. The ACP secretariat (1996:7) also stresses the fact that African countries are facing great difficulties to meet the stringent standards, which the SPS agreement imposes. They also fear that phyto-sanitary standards may be increasingly used by developed countries as disguised non-tariff barriers to African imports. (ACP, 1996:7)

Baldwin (2000b:275) points out an additional problem of TBTs for developing countries: they tend to have an escalation effect: While product regulation applies to all goods, ranging from apples to jet engines, these norms generally become more restrictive, complex and costly as one moves up the product-sophistication scale. This situation, similar to tariff escalation, has the effect of distorting developing nations' post-tariff comparative advantages away from industry.

Another difficulty for developing countries is the fact, that most liberalization of regulatory protection in the past has been bi- or plurilateral and based on the mutual recognition of standards. Yet, this approach requires a high level of trust in a nation's governance capacity. Since few African nations are able to generate such trust, the ongoing liberalization process is likely to exclude them. (Baldwin, 2000b:275)

In sum, we can say that TBTs and SPS measures are very important obstacles for African exports. In this sensitive area, there has however not much progress been made during the Uruguay Round. 

6. General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS)

The objective of the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) is to establish a multilateral framework for trade in services analogous to what the GATT is for trade in goods. There are however fundamental differences between the nature of the trade barriers for goods and for services. First, there is no equivalent of a tariff as a barrier to market access in services. The significant barriers arise from the bewildering variety of applicable domestic laws and regulations. (Srinivasan, 1998:48)

Although the core principles of the GATT, namely MFN and national treatment, apply generally in the GATS, they are heavily qualified. Within the first six month after entry into force of the GATS, each WTO member can exempt any service from the application of the MFN. And national treatment applies only to those sectors listed in a member’s schedule. Also, in difference to the GATT, the GATS uses positive lists for specific commitments, and not negative lists of the services excluded from liberalization. (Srinivasan, 1998:50)

6. 1. Liberalization of African Exports

As under the GATT, under the GATS the developed countries undertook far more liberalization than developing countries. According to Srinivasan (p.50), while developed countries in 1996 had no restrictions on market access on 48.5 percent of services, the corresponding figure for developing countries was only 11.4 percent.

However, at the above-mentioned UNCTAD workshop in 1997 (UNCTAD, 1997b:51), experts stated that the services sectors dealt with in the Uruguay Round were those of principal interest of the OECD. Srinivasan (p. 51) also notes that market-access commitments by OECD countries tend to be more restrictive with respect to services in which developing countries have an actual or potential comparative advantage, such as services that are intensive in labor but that require a temporary permit for workers to be able to sell their services in importing countries.

6. 2. Liberalization of African Imports

An IMF Occasional Paper (2000:15) states that little information is available on the extent to which the services sector has been liberalized and on how much it is still protected in African countries. One crude measure is the number of sectors in which they made commitments in the WTO. Most commitments were made in the sectors of tourism, business services, financial services and communications.

According to the IMF paper (p. 15), while services comprise a wide range of activities, the two sectors that are considered critical in creating a favorable climate for investment and facilitating growth are banking and telecommunications. However, only very few African countries undertook liberalization commitments in the banking sector, and Africa as a whole undertook less commitments than any other region in the world. 

The situation in the telecommunication is similar. Of the few African countries that have undertaken any commitments, many have essentially codified the existing policy framework with little new liberalization. Most countries have a monopoly supplier of telecommunications services, usually publicly owned. 

6. 3. Future Prospects for African Trade in Services 

According to the ACP secretariat (1996:8), African countries will need to take urgent steps to improve the efficiency of their service industries, to cope with increased foreign competition in the provision of services for the domestic market, and to increase participation in the export of certain services, such as tourism and computer services. Of particular interest to African countries are the commitments by developed countries to import computer services on a cross-border basis without limitations. The supply of computer services such as compiling records of transactions or airline reservations systems has the potential to generate domestic employment and foreign exchange revenues. An export capability in this sector, however, depends on excellent and reliable communication links. To present, however, communication links in African are not very well developed.
 

As for the trade of goods, it will therefore depend on internal African reforms how much the continent will benefit from international liberalization of trade in services. In the case of services, it is mainly the improvements of the telecommunication sector as well as the above-mentioned banking sector, which will determine how well the continent can respond to the new trading environment in services. (For more on the importance of internal reforms see section 8.2.)

According to Srinivasan (1998:51), most of the potential gains of GATS for developing countries would arise in future liberalization of access to their own services markets. An important gain for Africa would therefore be the mere existence of a trade liberalization framework such as the GATS, which will probably push African states in further negotiation rounds to liberalize their market access for services.

Summarizing the results of the GATS for Africa, we can say that under the GATS, Africa undertook less commitments than any other region in the world. This represents a lost opportunity to bring competition to such sectors like transport and telecommunications, where monopoly power today keeps prices high and quality low. The creation of GATS might however in itself constitute an advantage for Africa, since it might push the continent in further negotiation rounds to liberalize their market access for services.

Concerning African export of services, it seems that while developing countries undertook much more liberalization than developing countries, most of these liberalizations are not in the areas where Africa. countries have an actual or potential comparative advantage, such as services that are intensive in labor but that require a temporary permit for workers to be able to sell their services in importing countries.

7. Dispute Settlement 

The “Dispute Settlement Understanding” (DSU) contains several provisions that arguably seek to address long-standing complaints that developing countries have been marginalized or disadvantaged in the GATT dispute settlement process prior to 1995. Article 8 (2) of the DSU includes ‘a sufficiently diverse background’ as one of the criteria for composition of dispute panels, and Article 8 (10) stipulates that ‘when a dispute is between a developing country member and a developed country member the panel shall, if the developing country member so requests, include at least one panelist from a developing country member’. (Trebilcock, and Howse, 1995:328). Panels normally consist of three persons from countries not party to the dispute. (WTO, 2001a)

Other provisions of the DSU concerning developing countries are less specific and written in a much vaguer language: Within the general time limits established by the DSU, a panel examining a complaint against a developing country is to accord ‘sufficient time’ to the developing country to prepare and present its argumentation. And in the case of least-developed countries, ‘particular consideration’ is to be given to the ‘special situation’ of these members throughout the dispute settlement process. Finally, members are required to ‘exercise due restraint’ in making complaints against least-developed country members under the WTO dispute settlement procedures. (Trebilcock, and Howse, 1995:328) It seems, however, that such provisions, which contain no clear obligations, are mere courtesy and will not have any substantial impact for the developing countries.

In general, the post-Uruguay Round dispute settlement mechanism is much more efficient and 'stronger' than the old mechanism was. It requires the prompt establishment of panels and sets strict deadlines for their resolution of disputes. It facilitates approval of panel rulings by requiring a consensus to block reports, as opposed to a consensus to approve them, as was the case before the Uruguay Round.
 Furthermore, a new Appellate Body was established, empowered to review panel decisions. Finally, it strengthened retaliation rights, including authority to retaliate (with cross-retaliation among sectors) if countries do not comply with panel rulings. (Srinivasan, 1998:56) 

These stricter rules and procedures potentially represent a marked advantage for politically and economically weaker countries. Since the absence of rule of law leads to a situation of anarchy, where the stronger can impose their will on the weaker, better means to enforce the rules are potentially advantageous for the weaker. 

However, so far, there has only been one dispute settlement case involving an African country: in 1999, India complained against South African anti-dumping duties on the import of certain pharmaceutical products from India. The case is still pending. There has, however, never been a complaint issued by an African country yet, nor a complaint issued by a developed country against an African country.
 
At the above-mentioned UNCTAD workshop, it was noted that most developing countries were largely unaware of potential gains from the dispute settlement mechanism, and did not yet recognize it as an option, which could replace bilateral negotiations, where small countries often lack enough bargaining power (UNCTAD, 1997b). On the other hand, it has been argued that given the big inequality of power, a developing country would rarely dare attack a developed country in the dispute settlement mechanism. 

Srinivasan notes that even with assistance from the Secretariat, initiating and prosecuting a case in the post-Uruguay Round dispute settlement mechanism will be burdensome for many developing countries, while the existence of disparate economic power may deter some from bringing complaints against major trading nations. Disparate power also continues to make the ultimate sanction of retaliation next to meaningless for many developing countries. (Srinivasan, 1998:54) Some also think that the reason why African governments have so far never issued a complaint in the WTO dispute settlement mechanism lies in the dependence of these governments from the elites in the major northern states.
 

In this case, a stronger dispute settlement mechanism would not be at the service of the weaker, as postulated above, since the stronger countries could dissuade the weaker from using the mechanism, and it would therefore only be invoked by the stronger against the developing countries and not the other way around. It must however be noted that such a pessimistic view cannot be entirely true, as there have been several WTO disputes launched by developing (although not African) countries against major developed member states, including the USA and the EU. (WTO, 2001b: 79)

8. The role of Africa's own situation and of possible internal reforms

8. 1. Lack of Resources to Follow WTO Developments

Developing countries come to the WTO bargaining table and to the dispute resolution process at a marked disadvantage. The trade missions of developing countries are understaffed and lack technical expertise. Often, the same officials that represent their countries at the WTO are also the representatives to the World Health Organization, the International Labor Organization, and other UN agencies in Geneva. Many of the least developed countries do not even have a representative at the WTO headquarters in Geneva. In contrast, the developed countries, led by the U.S., not only have formidable teams of senior staff but also count on a vast infrastructure of technical support (including facilities supplied by multinational corporations) that can formulate the exact language for agreements and plan negotiating strategies. (Barry, 2001) 
 

According to the ACP Secretariat (1996:14), many African countries had not even fully understood the Agreements in the Final Act at the time of conclusion of the Uruguay Round negotiations and consequently did not understand the full implications of the Uruguay Round results on their economies. In addition, the commitments entered into under the Uruguay Round require countries to put in place the necessary mechanisms for the implementation of these agreements. Many African countries have not yet put in place the necessary regulatory framework for the implementation of the Agreements.

While the Uruguay Round did not cause this situation, it did not provide much remedies for it either. Technical assistance provided under the Uruguay Round should in principle improve this situation a bit, but the assistance granted is not very substantial. It does for example not pay for the presence of at least one representative per country to the WTO in Geneva. From the perspective of the African countries, this is a major weakness of the Uruguay Round. The consequences of this situation go above and beyond the direct outcomes of the Uruguay Round, because it creates a disadvantage for developing countries in future negotiations and therefore will have a negative effect on results of future trade liberalization rounds from the perspective of developing countries. 

Also, the weak institutional capacities and the lack of personnel knowledgeable about international trade make monitoring of trade policies of developed countries for African states extremely difficult if not impossible. Therefore, even where Uruguay Round commitments are favorable to African needs, it is very difficult for African states to enforce them.

8. 2. The Role of Internal Reforms 

According to the Trade and Development Center (2001a), improved market access that results from the Uruguay Round is not sufficient to stimulate economic growth. Institutions, infrastructures and the macroeconomic environment are only some of the factors, which determine whether a country can benefit from the opportunities offered by trade liberalization. The effect of the Uruguay Round on Africa therefore also heavily depends on the way, in which African countries react to the changed environment and on the internal policy reforms they undertake. 
Yeats (1997:19) shows for example that unnecessarily high transport costs put African exports at an important cost disadvantage vis-à-vis exports from competitors. The structure of African transport costs also seems to have an important adverse impact on the types of goods exported, often working against local processing of domestically produced commodities. Yeats adds that evidence suggests that the anti-competitive cargo reservation policies adopted by most African governments have had a major adverse influence on freight costs.

As discussed above (p. 33),  similar problems exist in the telecommunication sector. As long as costs in these sectors remain high due to improper policies, African producer will be able to benefit much less from Uruguay Round tariff reductions, since despite lower tariffs, their products will remain incompetitively expensive due to these costs. And these costs can be very substantial. Yeats found that net fright and insurance payments by African countries as a group were around 15% of the value of merchandise exports, and for some countries such as Uganda, this figure could be as high as 70%.

The WTO (1999:57) therefore states, that developing countries can only benefit from the Uruguay Round reforms, if their economies are capable of responding. According to the ACP Secretariat (1996), the crucial question to be addressed is how to meet these challenges so as to reap the benefits inherent in the new international trade order. It suggests that meeting these challenges implies having economies which are more competitive by increasing supply capacity of high quality exports, enhancing human, institutional and physical infrastructure, developing an entrepreneurial culture, creating an environment conducive for investments, diversifying export mix and identifying niches in new and emerging markets.
Some authors think that the conclusion of the Uruguay Round will encourage such policy reforms, since in a more liberalized world, bad policies are more costly and policies reforms, which promote market mechanisms, are well rewarded, because they help countries respond better to new opportunities. According to these authors, the Uruguay Round agreements will give market forces more weight and let economic incentives work better, which in term will have a positive effect on the developing countries’ economy as a whole. (Trade and Development Center, 2001a) 

Others might fear that Africa's infrastructure and economic environment will not improve considerably in the coming years, and that the continent might therefore not benefit as much as it potentially could from new opportunities created by the Uruguay Round reforms. 

9. Overall Impact of the Uruguay Round on Africa

Hertel, Masters and Elbehri (1998) undertook a global, general equilibrium analysis where they tried to measure the overall impact of the Uruguay Round on Africa. For their analysis, they took into account the quantifiable effects of changes in import restrictions and export subsidies, including reduction in MFN tariff rates, phasing out of the MFA, preference erosion, etc. On the other hand, they did not take into account other aspects of the Uruguay Round, such as the agreement on services, investment and intellectual property, as well as the Rounds effects on productivity growth, savings and investment. Hertel, Masters and Elbehri made model-based projections of growth rates and trade patterns for the year 2005. They compared the projections including the effects of the Uruguay Round with the projections for 2005 if the Round had not taken place.  

The study finds the following implications of the Uruguay Round for Africa: 

Figure 1 

With regard to the geographic composition of exports, Asia’s share is projected to rise by 5% in the absence of trade policy change and by 8% after Uruguay Round implementation. In contrast, Europe’s share is expected to fall by 4% in the absence of policy changes and by 7% as the Uruguay Round is implemented. According to Hertel, et al.’s projections, one could therefore conclude that the Uruguay Round reforms brings Africa’s trade patterns closer to global averages with respect to the geographic composition of exports, although the EU’s share of African trade would still be roughly twice the EU’s share of global trade. Reasons for this strong orientation towards the EU might be its geographic proximity as well as the lasting effects of colonial ties (p. 218-19).

Figure 2 

With regard to African self-sufficiency in key sectors, the same study finds that export specialization in non-grain crops
 rises sharply even without the Round, and with the Round, it grows so much that by 2005, this sector is projected to be almost as export-oriented as energy. The Uruguay Round is also expected to increase the export-intensity of Africa’s forestry and fishery sector, but this does not fully offset a decline over time due to other factors. Finally textiles and clothing are expected to become increasingly import-intensive over time, a trend which is reinforce by the Uruguay Round agreement. (p. 219-220)

Table 2

The authors’ estimates of the impact of the Uruguay Round on output and trade values see Africa as the only region of the world for which exports and imports are to decline. Gross exports are projected to decline by 0.2% and gross imports by 0.3%. To this reduction in the volume of trade corresponds a loss of African income of 0.1% or about 570 million dollars a year. 

About one third of this loss (200 million dollars per year) is due to the preference erosion and MFA phase-out, which result in relatively higher prices of African exports on the world market compared to their competitors. African exports are therefore partially replaced by Asian competitors. (p. 229)

Most of the decline in income is however due to a worsening of allocative efficiency: As mentioned above on p.17, African governments did not take advantage of the Round to significantly reduce their own trade barriers, and barrier reductions elsewhere cause trade patterns to shift away from Africa. (p. 223). 

Conclusion

We have seen that the effects of the Uruguay Round on Africa are multiple and diverse. It is therefore not an easy task to assess whether the Agreement overall has a beneficial or a detrimental effect on Africa. 

The most important beneficial effects of the Agreement seem to be: 

· the general tariff cuts of tariffs on African exports

· the reduction of tariff escalation

· a more certain and stable environment for African exports due to more bound tariffs and less dependence on the renewal of preferential trade arrangements

· the cuts in northern agricultural subsidies (although for net food-importing countries, these cuts might constitute a disadvantage)

· the creation of the GATS, which might bring future trade liberalization and competition to African services markets

· A strengthened and more efficient dispute settlement mechanism

The main losses for Africa from the Uruguay Round seem to be:

· the erosion of preferences (even if in the long term, this erosion might in some cases also have beneficial effects)

· the phasing out of the MFA

· the loss for net food importing countries of the northern subsidy reductions in agriculture

In addition, there are many areas of interest to Africa, where no or not much progress has been made:

· There remain important tariff peaks in Africa's export markets in sectors such as agriculture, where many African countries currently have their comparative advantage.

· Anti-dumping and safeguard measures have not been restricted considerably.

· Not much progress has been made to limit the use of technical standards as protectionist measures.

· Most liberalizations under the GATS were not in the areas where Africa has an actual or potential comparative advantage. 

· Although some technical assistance to LDCs has been introduced into the WTO, this assistance is far too modest to reduce the disadvantage of these countries in following the developments in the WTO in a substantial way.

Finally, the African countries themselves did not use the opportunity of the Uruguay Round as much as they could have:

· They did not lower or bind their own tariffs significantly.

· They did not undertake many commitments under the GATS.

Although it is difficult to weigh all these different aspects, it seems that overall, the losses for Africa prevail, since some measures have been taken which are detrimental for the continent, at least in the short run, and in many areas of interest to Africa, not much progress has been made.

Hertel et al. find in their general equilibrium analysis that the continent loses if one takes into account only the quantifiable effects of changes in import restrictions and export subsidies, including reduction in MFN tariff rates, phasing out of the MFA, preference erosion, etc. If we add to these findings the more certain and stable environment that results from the Uruguay Round and the strengthened dispute settlement mechanism, the situation looks slightly better.

In sum, it seems that Sub-Saharan Africa did not profit very much from the Uruguay Round, and that in many areas they even lost considerably as a result of the Agreement. The overall effect seems to be slightly negative, although not very substantially. 

This outcome seems to reflect the position of African countries in the WTO, where they do not have very much weight or influence. The results for Africa seem to be simply a by-product of negotiations between much more powerful and better organized countries. 

Now that the WTO has come into existence and the Uruguay Round agreements are being implemented, even if this situation might be slightly worse for Africa than the hypothetical situation of an unchanged trading environment since 1995, it is without a doubt better for African countries to be in the Organization than outside of it. Being outside, African countries would  not only forgo the MFN tariff cuts they receive as a by-product of liberalization negotiations between other countries, but they would also contribute to increase their marginalization in the trading world and in one of the most important arenas of international relations.
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Annex 1: List of abbreviations

ACP: 
African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States

LDCs: 
Least Developed Countries

EU: 
European Union

DSU: 
Dispute Settlement Understanding

GATS:
General Agreement on Trade in Services

GATT:
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade

GSP: 
Generalized System of Preferences

IMF: 
International Monetary Fund

MFA: 
Multi-Fiber Agreement

MFN:  
Most favorite nation 


NAFTA: 
American Free Trade Agreement

NTM:  
Non-Tariff Measures

OECD:
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

SPS:
Sanitary and Phyto-Sanitary

SSG: 
Special Safeguard Mechanism

SSA:   
Sub-Saharan Africa

TBT: 
Technical Barriers to Trade


TMB: 
Textiles Monitoring Body

TRIPs:
Trade Related Intellectual Property Rights

UNCTAD: 
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development

WTO: 
       World Trade Organization


Annex 2: SSA countries in the WTO





Members				Observers			Other SSA states


Angola	*				Cape Verde* 			Comores*


Benin*					Ethiopia* 			Equatorial Guinea*


Botswana				Sao Tome and Principe*	Eritrea*


Burkina Faso*				Seychelles			Liberia*


Burundi*     				Sudan*			Somalia*


Cameroon				Total: 5 states			Total: 5 states 


Central African Republic*						


Chad*									


Congo									


Côte d'Ivoire


Democratic Republic of Congo*


Djibouti*			


Gabon					 


The Gambia*				 


Ghana					


Guinea Bissau*


Guinea*


Kenya					 


Lesotho*				


Madagascar*


Malawi*


Mali*


Mauritania*


Mauritius


Mozambique*


Namibia


Niger*


Nigeria


Rwanda*				Observers must start accession negotiations within


Senegal* 				five years of becoming observers. Cape Verde,


Sierra Leone*				Seychelles and Sudan have already entered the


South Africa				WTO accession process


Swaziland				


Tanzania*	 		


Togo*			 		* indicates LDCs. All other SSA countries except


Uganda*				for South Africa are considered developing countries


Zambia*				


Zimbabwe


Total: 38 states			Source: WTO and UNCTAD websites














� For brevity, the term ‘Africa’ in employed in this paper to mean ‘Sub-Saharan Africa’. 


� Woerlen, Pascal. "TRIPS Article 27.3(b): The Case Against Patenting of Life Forms and Living Processes". http://heiwww.unige.ch/sections/ec/Archive/Blackhurst/Pascal_Woerlen.pdf


� The Trade and Development Center is a joint venture of the World Bank and the World Trade Organization.  


The above figures put forward by the Center and by Blackhurst and Lyakurwa seem however contradictory, unless resource-based products and agriculture would only account for 15 percent of current African exports. Both publications agree however, that Africa's share in world exports has declined over the past decades.


� The worldwide ‘green revolution’ seems to have bypassed the continent. While for other developing countries, grain yields doubled from 820 to 1500 kg/ha between 1960 and 1988, this ratio remained around 700 kg/ha on average in Africa (Hertel et al., 1998: 210-11).


� For a list of SSA WTO members, observers and other countries and their classification in developing and least developed countries, see annex 2.


� Trebilcock and Howse (1995: 329) and Djajic (2001) «International Trade and Development » class, May 2001.


� For a list of all ACP countries, see http://www.acpsec.org/gb/jointass/acplist.htm.


� The article unfortunately does not state how these percentages are calculated, whether it is for example 25% of all product lines or 25% of the exported value, etc.


� The positive result in the US market arises from the fact that MFN liberalization would be worth more than preference erosion in that market.


� While tariff rates are very low, African exports nevertheless face numerous technical and sanitary barriers. See section 5. 4. 


� Baldwin, International Economics class, Graduate Institute, 2000.


� These four countries are known in the WTO as the "Quad". The Quad convenes separately several times a year between General Council meetings, repeatedly making key decisions on what the WTO will do on major agenda priorities. These meetings take place behind closed doors without the participation of other member countries. United the Quad countries have very large (unofficial) powers in the WTO decision-making process. 


� Interview with Prof. Blackhurst.


� This policy has the paradoxical effect that strawberries in Switzerland are more expensive during strawberry season than during the rest of the year. 


� The 'sham' principle states that standards and regulations should not be "a disguised restriction" on international trade. The least-restrictive-means principle states that regulations should accomplish their regulatory goal by means that are the least restrictive to trade. (Baldwin, 2000b:268)


� Most of the telecommunication network is analogue and many sections are highly unreliable, especially during the rainy season. Access to the internet is also very expensive in Africa. Reflecting the high telecommunications costs and the small markets, often supplied by a single operator, charges for dial-up internet access are generally higher in Africa than elsewhere. Probably even more significant is the telephone call charge to dial the service provider, which is usually the major cost. As a result, even if a computer is available, the service is beyond the reach of all but the top elite. On a regional basis, Africa has the least developed infrastructure, with only 2 percent of the world's telephones and 12 percent of the population. For more information on this subject see Mike Jensen (1997) "Connectivity for Africa: The Status of the Internet and Related Developments", http://www.isoc.org/oti/articles/0997/jensen.html.


� Under the old rules, all member countries, including the defendant, had therefore to approve the report. Therefore, a ruling, which strongly opposed a government's interest, could never be approved. 


� For more information on past and pending WTO disputes, consult the WTO web page:


 http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/dispu_e.htm, where you can download an “Overview of the state-of-play of WTO disputes”.


� Interview with Prof. Djajic.


� Illustrative of the problem of lack of resources for developing countries may be the fact that the average number of meetings in the WTO had risen already by 1996 to 46 a week. While this is a strain even on larger coalitions, for small delegations of only two or three persons who have to cover WTO, UNCTAD, ILO, WHO and other Geneva-based organizations, it is almost an impossible burden. Of the 28 LDC members of the WTO, in 1997 only 10 had a permanent mission in Geneva. The others were trying to follow WTO developments from Brussels or from their capitals. (UNCTAD, 1997b: 49)


� Non-grain crops include traditional African export products such as cotton, beverage and groundnuts as well as new export products such as flowers, vegetables and fruits. (p. 220)


� At the same time, for the whole world, the authors project an estimated increase in income of 0.6% or 192 billions per year as a result of the Uruguay Round. (p. 222) 
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