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Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION

The Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA) which was once celebrated as a new form
of partnership between the European Union (EU) and African, Caribbean and Pacific
(ACP) countries has been fraught with disagreement since the lunch of negotiations over
ten years ago. At the heart of the disagreement is the fear among ACP countries
including Ghana that the EPA portends a net welfare loss as it is unsupportive of their
overall developmental aspirations and options and therefore unresponsive to key
developmental challenges. Notwithstanding these concerns, Ghana initialled an interim
EPA with the EU in December 2007 to continuously enjoy preferential trade deals or
duty free access to the European market. The EU has set a deadline of January 2014
within which Ghana is required to sign a final EPA to safeguard preferential access for a
section of its non-traditional exports.

This report explores the implication of the (I) EPA on Ghana’s socio-economic
development, especially on such broad indicators as smallholder agriculture
development, government revenue, unemployment, poverty, food security etc. The
comparative analysis of Ghana without and with the IEPA also provide key lessons to
inform evidence-based public advocacy on the on-going negotiation as well as the
formulation of policy alternatives for Ghana’s socioeconomic development. In addition,
information, education and communication materials will be developed based on the key
findings and recommendations of the study to provide practical guidance and information
for policy makers and other stakeholders.

METHODOLOGY

To achieve the objectives of the study, secondary data was relied on to a large extent.
Various research papers and databases focusing on the subject were also explored.
These include Government of Ghana Trade and Agricultural Policies; Industrial Policy
and Social Protection Policy; annual budget statements and economic policies. The
study also drew on International Trade data on Ghana from the United Nations
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) Handbook of statistics and
European Commission’s trade database namely, Eurostats and Comext. Furthermore,
basic regression analysis was employed in assessing the implication of the (I) EPA on
Ghana’s tariff revenues.

KEY FINDINGS

The results show that government policies on smallholder agriculture development,
nurturing of local industries and employment promotion, poverty reduction and food
security have remained unchanged during the period before and under the IEPA.
However, the policy space/option under the regime of the EPA has been restrictive. In
particular, under an IEPA regime, Ghana is unable to adjust its tariffs to protect
vulnerable local industries such as the poultry, rice and tomatoes sub-sectors. While
many agriculture products considered ‘sensitive’ have been excluded from liberalisation
under the IEPA, the existence of a standstill clause is depriving Ghana the policy space



to use tariffs as a trade management tool. Further, the exception of few non-traditional
exports (horticultural, processed cocoa, tuna etc.) will force out local industries
producing import-competing products for the domestic market due to competition from
subsidised foreign products. Also the EPA would crowd out regional markets and result
in further collapse of the few surviving industries since Ghana exports most of its
processed goods to the West African sub-regional markets. These effects would likely to
result in massive unemployment and roll back the gains made in poverty reduction.

On smallholder agriculture, the study found that the growth of smallholder agriculture
sector has been sluggish under the regime of IEPA. While supply side constraints
contributes significantly to this trend, trade liberalisation policies embarked upon by
Ghana during the structural adjustment era of the 1980s and which have continued
unabated under IEPA have contributed to the decline of the cereal and poultry sectors.
For instance, it was observed that EU poultry exports to Ghana have been increasing
steadily within the period of IEPA; warding off competition from bigger players namely,
USA and Brazil. This implies that the present 20 per cent tariff levels on poultry imposed
by Ghana are not adequate to address the issue of unfair competition emanating from
EU imports. This makes trade policy choices of government of critical importance to
poultry sector development.

On government revenue, the findings reveal that Ghana’s tariff revenue from EU
imports would generally fall in line with the trend of decline of the EU share of Ghana’s
import trade between 2000 and 2011. However, beginning from 2013, (i.e. the start
period of liberalization of first tranche items), Ghana tariff revenue from EU imports will
experience a decline (under the regime of IEPA) from US$310.9 million in 2013 to
US$273.8 million in 2016, a decline of about 12 percent. This pattern of revenue loses
(under the regime of IEPA) will continue through to 2022 and beyond. On the average,
Ghana would lose about US$ 88,575 million per annum between 2008 and 2022 in
import revenue. However, the decline would be felt most from 2017 after the country
liberalizes two-thirds of its trade with the EU. Cumulatively, Ghana would lose US$
1,126,807 between 2008 and 2022. This relates to only the direct revenue forgone in
liberalizing 75 percent of Ghana’s trade with the EU per the current schedule under the
IEPA.

On the other hand, should Ghana decide to opt out of the EPA, its import tariff revenue
from EU imports will decline anyway (according to the pattern of Ghana import trade with
the EU) but the rate of decline would not be as steep as it would be witnessed under an
EPA regime. This decline (in tariff revenue from the EU) would however be
compensated for by import tariff revenues from other countries. Thus as the EU loses its
share of Ghana import trade, it goes to other trading blocs such as Asia and Africa. In
this regard, the country would not experience any net revenue loses should it decide not
to sign the final EPA. Ghana'’s tariff revenue without an EPA regime is estimated to be
US$242.1 million by 2022 compared to US$70.31 million under the regime of EPA.

It is also evident from this study that EPA has not in any way contributed to Foreign
Direct Investment (FDI) inflows to Ghana than would have pertained had Ghana not
initialed it. The increase in FDI inflows witnessed during the period of the IEPA is largely
due to oil related investments. Further, the FDI inflows have not been channeled to the
growth inducing manufacturing and agricultural sectors that have the capacity to
generate mass employment and subsequently reduce poverty. Also, the EPA in its
current form would stifle regional integration. However the IEPA has sustained Ghana’s
non-traditional export sector which would have suffered disruption had Ghana not
initialed it.



The report identifies a number of policy options open to Ghana for sustained
socioeconomic development. One strategy is to go into value added product export
underpinned by industrialisation policies. This entails growing the productive capacity of
the economy to be domestically and internationally competitive in the production and
export of value added commaodities. This can be achieved by the development of long
term productive strategy targeting particular value chains; identifying and addressing
the numerous supply side constraints facing local industries; coordinated government
investment and; prioritisation of ECOWAS and African regional markets.

Another policy option for the government is to stimulate growth in the agriculture sector
by focusing on interventions that are necessary to create the basic conditions for
improving the productivity in food crop production complimented by increased
investment in agriculture research, roads, and more appropriately irrigation
infrastructure. Once the basic conditions are in place, there should be increased
investment in institutions that provide agricultural services (especially extension and
rural finance), development of input supply systems and reliable local output markets.
Once agricultural production takes off, policy focus should then shift to the development
of high value products and non-agricultural linkages to spur agro-based industrial growth
and export.

The findings of the study also show that while broadening the taxation base within the
smallholder agriculture sector is a laudable proposal, the category of non-taxed
smallholders segment (i.e. food crop sector) which constitutes nearly 70 percent of
Ghana’s poverty bracket is too poor to meaningfully contribute to government tax
revenue. Thus taxing this segment of the population would be counter-productive to the
poverty alleviation goals of Ghana and MDG goals of halving poverty by 2015. However,
supporting the food crop sector by building their productive capacity and increasing their
productivity to spur agro-based industrial development is most progressive.

Without the needed support to grow the productive capacity of the economy, as more
and more EU products and services flood into the Ghanaian market under a full EPA
scheme, the situation of Ghana’s exports to the EU may remain unchanged or even
deteriorate due to weak productive capacity.

The policy mix should include the development of high value products and non-
agricultural linkages to spur agro-based industrial growth and export and broaden the tax
base to increase revenues.

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

To the Government of Ghana:
1. Renegotiate the terms of the full EPA with ECOWAS as a block, to maximize the
benefit of market access while minimizing the cost of EPA. This would boost
inter-regional trade and African countries’ plans for regional custom unions.

During such negotiations Ghana must:
a. Support ECOWAS to secure maximum flexibility over ECOWAS opening
up its market. Also negotiate for 20 years or more for market opening and
link the liberalisation scheme to development benchmarks instead of a
fixed timeframe as with Ghana’s IEPA. This would force the EU to commit
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2.

to the proposed aid for trade arrangements under the European
Development Fund facility.

b. Ensure that the exclusion list offers enough space to include the value
chain of sensitive products such as poultry feeds. Also negotiate for
flexibility to adopt the exclusion list to ensure the continued protection of
emerging and future products considered as important to the economy.

c. Support the renegotiation of the standstill clause to give government the
flexibility to adjust tariffs on excluded products. This would give
government the policy space to use import tariffs as a trade management
tool. In so doing vulnerable sectors such as the poultry and rice sub-
sectors may be safeguarded from subsidized imports from the EU and
other economies.

d. Do not include liberalisation of services, investment, competition and
government procurement as part of an ECOWAS negotiated EPA.

e. Reinforce ECOWAS position of liberalizing not more than 60 percent of its
market with the EU.

f.  Support the introduction of a review mechanism in the EPA with the full
participation and ownership of ECOWAS to ensure that the agreement
consistently delivers the intended developmental benefits.

g. Introduce adequate provision/safeguards for infant industries to ensure the
continuous growth of local industries to create the needed employment
and economic growth.

Vigorously implement the national industrial, agricultural and trade policies to
make the local private sector competitive both in the sub-region and beyond. The
‘honeymoon’ for non-reciprocal, preferential trade is over and Ghana must come
to this realization now or remain a perpetual supplier of primary commodities to
the world. Ghana has long recognized the development pathways needed for its
socioeconomic development but implementation of these policies have not been
expeditiously carried out to attain the desired outcome.

Broaden the taxation base within the larger informal sector but not within
smallholder food crop farmers in their current form as they are too poor to
contribute meaningfully to government tax revenue. Further burdening them with
tax would not make the sector compete favorably with imports under the regime
of trade liberalisation where advanced economies are subsidizing their
agricultural sector. Conversely, productive capacity and productivity of
smallholder food crop farmers must be built to support the agro-based industrial
sector if it should be made to contribute to government tax revenue.

To the European Commission:

1.

2.

Allow for greater flexibility in EPA negotiations to ensure that any final deal is
development friendly and promotes regional integration

Respond favorably to ACP requests for re-negotiation of contentious issues, and
refrain from pushing countries that have initialed EPAs to sign and ratify these
agreements in haste and without amendments;

Refrain from further overloading and complicating the negotiations by demanding
that ACP countries include issues and rules in the agreements that are not
required for WTO compatibility, such as the Most Favoured Nation (MFN) Clause
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and rules on export restrictions, as well as clauses on services and intellectual
property rights;

4. Respond positively to proposals for flexible market access arrangements;

5. Respond positively to requests for reliable and additional aid for regional
economic development

Civil Society:

1. Continuously sustain the EPA debate in the media and policymaking circles. This
can be achieved by launching a broad based advocacy campaign to sensitize
policymakers about the implications and options available to Ghana and
ECOWAS socio-economic development. Broaden its voice on the issue by
including more trade associations and non-state actors.

2. Engage the Parliamentary Select Committee on Trade and Industry and
Agriculture and sensitize them with information and communication materials to
appreciate the implications of the IEPA on Ghana’s socio-economic development
and options going forward. Also indentify and engage Parliamentarians with a
strong interest in the EPA (across the major political divides) and support them to
lead the crusade among colleague legislatures.

xiii



SECTION 1

Introduction

1.1 Background to the Study

“It became then obvious to me that

between two advanced nations, a free competition must necessarily be advantageous to both if they
were upon the same level of industrial progress [our italics]; and that a nation unhappily far behind as
to industry, commerce and navigation must above everything put forth all its strength to sustain a
struggle with nations already in advance [our italics]”. (pg. v—vi)

Friedrich List, 1856"

The Economic Partnership Agreement between the European Union (EU) and African,
Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries became contentious even before key details of
the agreement emerged.”® The negotiations which commenced in 2002 with an
expected completion in 2007 have dragged on and been characterized by protests,
arguments and counter arguments. So strong and sometimes speculative were the
arguments in support of and against the EPA that the Overseas Development Institute
(ODI) in 2006, declared: “at present, neither supporters nor opponents of EPAs can
demonstrate convincingly that the other is wrong”.* This conclusion together with the
quote from Friedrich List>, points to one common theme that: in spite of its
advantages, free trade can create net gainers and losers especially if it is between
partners with unequal level of advancement.

Notwithstanding this fundamental aphorism, the EU has continued as if the EPA which
emphasises reciprocity, contrary to its predecessor trade agreements (the Lomé
Accords and Cotonou Agreements); will create absolute developmental gains for all
parties. However, from the perspective of most African countries, the EPA portends a
net welfare loss as it is unsupportive of their overall developmental aspirations and
options and therefore unresponsive to key developmental challenges.® The stiff
opposition to the original EPA by African countries resulted in some amendments
including the exclusion of the non-trade contentious issues from the interim EPA (a
watered-down version of the original EPA).

Nonetheless, as of 2012, only four out of the 47 eligible African countries had ratified an
interim EPA due to several unresolved issues.” Ghana and La Cote d’Ivoire are the only
countries from the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) to had
respectively initialled and signed the interim EPA as of 2008 with (in case of Ghana,
signing and) ratification pending.®

For some African countries including Ghana, the incentive to opt for the interim EPA
(IEPA) was largely driven by the fear of losing EU market access for selected
commodities rather than the prospects it provides for overall socioeconomic
development.’. Where the expiration of the Cotonou agreement posed no threat to a
country’s major commodity exports to the EU, like in the case of Nigeria (for whom oil is
the main export commodity) and the other Least Developed Countries (LDCs) which are
covered under the ‘everything but arms’ (EBA) programme, the IEPA was not
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considered a priority.'® The heterogeneity of interests and exit options within ECOWAS
created a panic situation for countries like Ghana and Cote d’lvoire as compared to the
other LDCs and Nigeria who had virtually nothing to lose without Cotonou and the IEPA.
This push rather than pull factor motivated Ghana to yield to pressure from its non-
traditional export producers as well as the EU to initial the IEPA. This action, though
convenient in the short term for Ghana, undermined the ECOWAS position with respect
to EPA negotiations and threatened the regional integration process as well as the
achievement of the country’s long term development goals.™

However, in recognition of the differences in level of potential losses and the importance
of keeping together as a single negotiating unit, the West African Ministerial Monitoring
Committee has proposed a solidarity fund to compensate Ghana, Cote d’lvoire and
Cape Verde on export losses, if regional consensus on EPA is not achieved by the
deadline of 1 January, 2014.*

For some stakeholders, accepting the current terms of the EPA or even the IEPA would
signify a sacrifice of Africa’s long term development aspirations. This is because they
believe that Africa’s currently weak productive capacity will make it difficult to benefit
from increased EU market access while rendering local industries domestically
uncompetitive. “We cannot continue to export a narrow range of [largely primary]
products and import a broad range of finished goods on our way to development. The
hard work of industrialization and food production must be done”'®* The challenges
confronting most African economies (including Ghana), include high unemployment
levels, weak and uncompetitive productive capacity, vulnerability to external shocks due
to very limited export diversification and food insecurity arising from the lack of
investment in agricultural production and infrastructure. Overcoming these challenges
will require deliberate efforts by governments to develop the local productive capacity of
their economies and to support value added export, to develop industrialisation policies
targeting the African regional market. However, most of the economic tools available to
African governments to promote industrialisation will be deemed as violations of EPA
regulations if the EPA is adopted. “Our advantage is regional integration. Can EPA help
us to inlt;egrate our markets? If anything, it will stall us. | don’t think EPA is a priority for
Africa,”

With these concerns clearly articulated the EU could have attempted to address them,
instead the EU is focussed on compelling Africa to adhere to its trade policy. The
overriding objective of the EU is summarised in the communication from the European
Commission to the European Parliament and Council, thus: “The EU should work
towards the elimination of trade distorting measures taken by third countries in all areas
relevant to access to raw materials. The EU will take vigorous action to challenge
measures which violate WTO or bilateral rules, using all mechanisms and instruments
available, including enforcement through the use of dispute settlement. More generally,
the EU will act against the protectionist use of export restrictions by third countries™*To
this end, through the use of unilaterally determined deadlines and sanctions, the EU is
committed to enforcing the acceptance of EPA by African countries without dealing with
their concerns.’®'” The European Centre for Development Policy Management
(ECDPM) states concerning the EPA negotiations: The honey moon [for Africa] is over.*®
To this end, the European parliament has adopted proposals by the European
Commission (EC) to reform the Generalised System of Preferences (GSP) and to phase
out the Market Access Regulation (MAR) - with a view of making non acceptance of the
EPAs very costly for Africa.



What is incontrovertible is that with the deadline of January 2014 imminent, the
government of Ghana will come under intense pressure to either sign the EPA to
safeguard preferential access for the section of its non-traditional exports or go with the
ECOWAS position.

Recent public pronouncements by Ghana government on the EPA indicate an
ambivalence and superficial commitment to the ECOWAS position. A former Minister of
Trade stated: “that Ghana can no longer linger on the question of signature and
ratification: the country now has to ratify the IEPA quickly, otherwise it risks losing
important trade preferences which could derail some economic sectors and lead to high
unemplo 0ment” 9 while the current Minister maintains: that Ghana will not rush to sign
the EPA

From the perspective of some Ghana government officials (and of course the EU), the
IEPA is good for Ghana, for the Ghana-EU partnership and for the private sectors of
both countries.

To help ascertain the implications of the IEPA on Ghana’s economy especially on broad
indicators as poverty, government revenue, unemployment, smallholder agricultural
development, food security among others, ActionAid Ghana (AAG) commissioned this
study. The comparative analysis of Ghana without and with the IEPA is expected to
provide lessons to inform evidence-based public advocacy on the on-going negotiation
as well as the formulation of policy alternatives for Ghana’s socioeconomic development.
In addition, information, education and communication materials will be developed based
on the key findings and recommendations of the study to provide practical guidance and
information for policy makers and other stakeholders.

1.2 Objectives of the study

The main objectives of the study are (i) to carry out a trend analysis of Ghana's
economic development with and without an interim economic partnership agreement
between Ghana and the EU, and (ii) the development of a policy brief.

To achieve the main objectives, the study is expected to cover the following:

e Conduct a comparative analysis of the policy frameworks of the socio-economic
status of the agriculture sector and the economy in general with and without IEPA
within policy formulation and targeting for the development of smallholder agriculture,
smallholder farmers, poverty reduction and food security.

e Propose policy alternatives/options for socio-economic development for a country
that has a matrix of land surplus, smallholder farmers (especially women farmers);
unskilled agriculture labour force and a vulnerable domestic agro industry. The policy
options shall aim at boosting domestic production for food security, domestic
industry, and domestic and regional trade for a sustainable development of the
agriculture sector and rural livelihoods; with some focus on poultry, maize, rice and
tomato subsectors.

e Propose innovative mechanisms that will broaden the taxation base within the
smallholder agriculture subsector whilst structuring employment within the subsector
for improved government policy formulation, programming and resource allocation.

e Develop a policy brief that will provide a summary of the past and present policies
that hamper local production and trade and aggravate poverty within the smallholder
agriculture subsector and within the milieu of IEPA.



e Present policy options for sustainable local production, industry, and trade and
poverty reduction without EPAs in the smallholder agriculture subsector. The policy
brief has been developed in a manner that it will double up as a handbook for policy
makers on the management of the economy vis-a-vis EPA issues.

1.3 Structure of the study

This document is in seven sections: the introduction section; background to the study
provided in section 2 and section 3 outlines the research methodology. Section 4
elaborates the effects of the IEPA on Ghana’s economy. The policy options for Ghana’s
socioeconomic development are explored in section 5. Section 6 proposes mechanisms
for broadening the tax base within the smallholder agriculture sector. The conclusions
and key recommendations of the study are summarised in section 7.



SECTION 2:

Background to the Interim Economic
Partnership Agreement

2.0 Introduction

This section provides background information on the economic partnership agreement
initialed by Ghana in December 2007. It discusses Ghana'’s trade relationship with the
EU with particular reference to the Lomé Conventions and Cotonou Agreement. It then
addresses the question of why Ghana initialed the IEPA. The section then presents the
detailed terms and scope of the interim EPA. The structure of the Ghanaian economy
and trade before and during the regime of the EPA is then presented to provide
background information on the economic context within which the EPA resides. The
section ends with a discussion of the various arguments put forward by critics and
supporters of the EPA.

2.1 Ghana and EU trade relationship...why the interim EPA?

The Republic of Ghana and Europe are bound together by common history, interlocking
cultures and trade relationships. Ghana obtained independence in 1957; the first country
in sub-Saharan Africa to gain independence, the European Economic Community, a
precursor to the European Union was formed in that same year?!. Beyond this historical
coincidence, Ghana has a long history of trade relationship with the European Union,
which dates back to 1975 with the signing of the first Trade Accord: Lomé |
Convention®.

Prior to this Convention, Francophone African countries had formalized trade and
economic co-operation with the EU through the 1963 Yaoundé Convention?® which had
as its main objective accelerated economic development of the newly independent
African countries®. At the expiration of this period, African, Caribbean and Pacific states
(ACP) took a decision to re-negotiate the Yaoundé agreements with the EU as a bloc
rather than in regional groupings in order to present a stronger negotiation position. This
gave birth to Lome Convention. Lomé | (1975) introduced the STABEX system to
compensate ACP countries for shortfalls in export earnings due to price fluctuations or
fluctuations in the supply of commodities, while Lomé Il (1979) introduced a system to
assist ACP countries which were heavily dependent on mining for export earnings. Lomé
Il (1984), shifted attention from industrial development to self-sufficiency and food
security, while Lomé IV focused on respect for human rights, democratic principles, the
rule of law and participatory partnership.

! The convention expired in 1973



It is instructive that the Lome Conventions differed in fundamental ways from the
Yaoundé Accords. While the Yaoundé Conventions emphasized reciprocity and non-
discrimination, Lome | and its successors were based on non-reciprocal and
discriminatory arrangements in favour of the ACP States. Under these arrangements
ACP countries, including Ghana, had favorable access to the EU market. Moreover, they
were only obliged to treat imports from Europe better than those from other extra-
regional suppliers. Furthermore, while the Yaoundé Conventions sought the creation of
regional partnerships between Europe and Africa to ensure easy and smooth transition
to a free trade area, Lome | quashed this goal as ACP countries negotiated as a bloc to
enhance its bargaining power with the EU.

The subsequent renewal of the Lome Convention witnessed the erosion of the
bargaining power of ACP countries to the extent that by 1995, Lome IV convention could
only come into force after a permission (waiver) had been obtained from the World
Trade Organization®®. A number of factors explained the weakening of the bargaining
power of ACP countries; firstly, the incompatibility of the Lome Convention with the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)® and later with the World Trade
Organization (WTO). In particular, Article XXVI of GATT (regarding trade in goods)
stipulates that trade agreements between two parties must be essentially reciprocal,
have extended coverage and not create new obstacles for trade with third parties. The
EU contended that the Lome Accords were based on discriminatory treatments against
non-ACP developing countries, in particular least developed countries (LDCs), on the
basis of historical colonial ties with Europe, and are therefore in conflict with GATT Part
V.

Furthermore, the EU notes that trade preferences could not be conceived as free trade
agreements due to lack of reciprocity. Therefore, they do not meet the conditions of
GATT article XXIV for regional trade agreements. In 1994, the GATT granted a waiver to
the EU, which was valid until 2000.

To address the so-called incompatibility of Lome with GATT and WTO rules, the
Contonou Agreement was initialed to commence the process of replacing the non-
reciprocal trade preferences of the Lome Accord with Regional Trade Agreements
(RTAS).

In June 2000, the Cotonou Partnership Agreement (CPA) was signed to provide a
special aid budget, trade preferences and a set of joint institutions available equally to all
ACP states. The Agreement combined politics, trade and development to provide a
comprehensive framework for ACP-EU partnership. There are five main guiding
principles of the agreement namely; political dimensions, participation, poverty reduction,
trade liberalisation, and financial cooperation. As a stated objective, the Cotonou
agreement sought to:

“.promote and expedite the economic, cultural, and social development of the
ACP states, with a view to contributing to peace and security and to promoting a stable
and democratic political environment. The partnership shall be centered on the objective
of reducing and eventually eradicating poverty consistent with the objectives of
sustainable development and the gradual integration of the ACP countries into the world
economy™®.



Perhaps, the most radical change introduced by the Cotonou Agreement was in the area
of trade cooperation. Whereas the Lomé Conventions, granted 'non-reciprocal trade
preferences’ to ACP countries, the Cotonou Agreement emphasized economic
cooperation over non-reciprocal trade preferences as stated in Article 36 of the
Agreement:

“...the Parties agree to conclude new World Trade Organization (WTO)
compatible trading arrangements, removing progressively barriers to trade between
them and enhancing cooperation in all areas relevant to trade”

However, since the EU and the ACP group could not establish a new WTO compatible

trade agreement during the Cotonou negotiations, another waiver was requested and
granted by the WTO until the end of 2007?’. The EU further envisaged that the EPA
would be ‘tools for development’ which would foster the economic growth and integration
of ACP countries, particularly at regional level and their integration into the world
economy in general.

With the expiry of the waiver granted by the WTO under GATT PART IV on 31
December 2007, Ghana and 3 other ACP countries that did not want to experience
disruption in their trade with the EU were forced to sign an Interim Economic Partnership
Agreements pending further negotiations on a full comprehensive EPA. The Ghana
Ministry of Trade explained that initialing the IEPA was a pragmatic attempt to preserve
the country’s market access to the EU and to avoid ‘costly’ trade disruptions which, in
thezg/iew of the ministry, could cause significant damage to the country export to the
EU.

It is important to mention that the very reason cited by the EU for negotiating the EPA
remains in contention among ACP countries, trade analysts and civil society. In
particular, in order for the new EPAs to be compatible with WTO rules, the key
requirement was a need to comply with Article XXIV of the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT), which stipulates that regional trade agreements must eliminate
duties on ‘substantially 