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1 Introduction 
 

Trade is seen as an engine for growth, development, and food security. It has provided a pathway 

out of poverty for millions of people (ITC, 2017) by promoting the growth of enterprises, lowering 

prices and providing consumers with a large choice of products. At the continental level, enhancing 

intra-African trade in agricultural products is today considered a priority objective by African 

governments and the African Union. Thus, the Malabo declaration of 2014 sets the goal of tripling 

the intra-African trade of agricultural commodities by 2025. In addition, the African Continental 

Free Trade agreement constitute a major leap in the way of boosting intra-african trade.  Also as 

highlighted by Odjo et al, (2013), regional trade has a huge potential in stabilizing domestic food 

markets in Africa as national productions are not as correlated as one might think.  

 

West Africa has both global and intra-regional trade potential. However, this potential is not fully 

exploited. Indeed, ECOWAS exports are characterized by a low product diversity, a high 

dependence on extractive products and a limited number of agricultural products (cocoa, rubber, 

cotton). Agricultural exports represent only 10% of total ECOWAS exports and cocoa alone 

accounts for 60% of this 10%. Imports are more diversified and consist largely of manufactured 

products and food products (rice, wheat). Thus, this low level of exports diversification is not 

conducive to processing, local added value and economic development. 

 

However, intra-regional trade is in place but is largely based on the informal trade system.  The 

strengthening of this trade is considered essential for sustainable economic development and the 

achievement of food security. Indeed, it creates opportunities and allows the circulation of food 

products from the most abundant areas to areas with food deficits.   

 

West Africa has 37% of the population of sub-Saharan Africa and one of the fastest growing 

populations in the world. Thus, food security becomes an important aspect to be considered 

through policies (trade policy, food security...). Thus, many factors challenge the policies and trade 

strategies to be implemented to achieve this. 
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This report will diagnose trade policies, measures, and instruments in the ECOWAS region with a 

focus on agriculture and food products, using both official and other reliable statistics such as the 

ones collected by CILSS before and under the FARMTRAC project. 

There are two ways to measure trade policies. The first approach uses the cost they generate and 

the second one the impact they have on trade flows. Therefore, the report is divided into three 

parts. First, the indicators of trade costs are analyzed, then the indicators of trade integration based 

on trade flows and finally the indicators of quality of trade integration are depicted. 

 

2 Indicators of Trade Costs 
 

Trade costs, whether due to tariffs, non-tariff measures (NTMs) or other barriers, are direct 

obstacles to trade integration. The assessment of these costs permits the analysis of the necessary 

conditions to achieve the trade integration of a region. Although these indicators provide a first 

approximation in assessing the factors leading to trade integration, they do not provide a measure 

of the actual achievement of trade integration.  

  

a. Tariffs 
There is an abundant literature on tariffs as well as many sources of data. In this report we base 

our evaluation of tariffs on the work conducted at the Centre d’Études Prospectives et 

d’Informations Internationales (CEPII) using the Market Access Map (MAcMap-HS6) database 

(CEPII 2011). We use the most recent version of the MAcMap-HS6 database (the 2016 version).  

Table 1 indicates the level of applied duties on imports and duties faced on exports for Africa, and 

ECOWAS, with the EAC region as a benchmark. The first indicator measures the protection 

applied by each country or region on its imports at its own borders, the second measures the 

protection encountered by the exports of each country or region when these exports enter the 

territory of trading partners. The EAC is used as a benchmark since it is one of the most dynamic 

RECs in Africa. The region has the highest score of the Africa regional integration index built by 

UNECA (Odjo et al, 2019). 

The results are presented for all products and for agriculture products. The average duty on import 

for Africa is 8.56 percent for all products. On the other hand, the average duty on imports in 
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agriculture sector is high about 18.40 percent. Thus, the protection level is significantly higher for 

agricultural products compared to non-agricultural ones. The same pattern holds for ECOWAS 

and for EAC. However, the ECOWAS region is more open than EAC for both dimensions. Indeed 

the average duty applied on imports is lower for ECOWAS be it for all products (9.98 versus 11.20 

%) or for agricultural commodities (14.20 versus 26.50%). Another interesting picture is the 

specificity of ECOWAS compared to the rest of Africa: while the level of protection of ECOWAS 

is higher for all merchandises compared to the rest of the continent, the opposite is true for 

agricultural products. For ECOWAS countries, the highest protection is in Cabo Verde with an 

average tariff of 14.09 percent, followed by Senegal with 13.64 percent. In the agriculture sector, 

Gambia and Sierra Leone have the highest applied duties (16.44 percent and 15.91 percent 

respectively).  

In terms of the tariffs faced by exports, the African average is 3.56 percent for all goods. For 

agriculture, the average is 8.59 per cent. These tariffs are much lower compared to duties applied 

on imports. Indeed, many African countries benefit from preferential regimes, particularly with 

the EU through the Everything But Arms initiative and with the United States through the African 

Growth and Opportunity Act. In addition, African countries’ exports mainly consist of energy or 

mineral products (oil and gas), which benefit from low import duties throughout the world.  

We observe for exports the same heterogeneity found for import duties throughout the continent. 

The tariffs faced by ECOWAS exports are relatively low compared to the EAC zone, at 2.30 per 

cent versus 7.36 per cent for all goods and 5.59 per cent versus 11.70 percent for agricultural 

products. At the level of ECOWAS countries, the average tariffs faced by exports are highest for 

Guinea Bissau, with an average of 15.88 per cent for all products and 16.83 per cent for agricultural 

products. On the other hand, Liberia, Burkina Faso and Cabo Verde, face low average for their 

exports, in particular for agricultural products (between 1 and 4 percent). 
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Table 1: Average duties (%) applied on import and faced by exports5 

Group/Ecowas 

country  

Average duty on 

imports 

Average duty 

 faced on exports  
  All Agri All Agri 

Africa 8.56 18.40 3.36 8.59 

Ecowas 9.98 14.20 2.30 5.59 

EAC 11.70 26.50 7.36 11.40 

Benin 7.68 14.24 3.22 5.07 

Burkina Faso 10.61 14.23 1.34 3.72 

Cabo Verde 14.09 9.93 2.75 3.01 

Côte d'Ivoire 8.79 14.94 4.36 4.58 

Gambia 9.38 16.44 3.11 5.07 

Ghana 8.76 15.51 2.89 5.10 

Guinea 9.92 13.79 2.63 9.51 

Guinea-Bissau 10.61 12.56 15.88 16.83 

Liberia 10.61 11.06 1.07 1.86 

Mali 10.93 14.24 1.68 4.22 

Niger 10.61 14.23 3.25 9.86 

Nigeria 8.75 13.98 1.27 7.82 

Senegal 13.64 14.84 5.50 8.30 

Sierra Leone 8.75 15.91 2.12 7.75 

Togo 10.60 14.81 4.25 7.22 

Source: MAcMap-HS6 2016, Authors’ calculation 

 

Table 2 indicates the average duty applied on imports from Africa and the average duty faced by 

exports to other African partners for ECOWAS countries, excluding intra-ECOWAS trade.  

For average duty on imports, Sierra Leone and Gambia apply the highest tariffs both for all 

products and for agricultural ones.  

On the export side, Senegal and Guinea Bissau face the highest tariffs for their exports. We also 

observe a different pattern form the one observed for the previous analysis where all partners were 

considered. Indeed, with the sample restricted to African partners, the difference between duties 

applied on imports and tariffs faced by exports is less distinct. Indeed, in addition to the 

composition effects of products, ECOWAS countries benefit from less trade preferences within 

the continent.  

 

 

 
5 for Africa, for Ecowas, for EAC, by Ecowas country, for all products and agriculture products, 2016 
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Table 2: Average duties (%) applied on import and faced by exports for ECOWAS on intra-

African trade 

Country Average duties on 

imports 

Average duties 

 faced on exports  
All Agri All Agri 

Benin 10.52 15.71 12.86 14.80 

Burkina Faso 10.52 15.71 11.44 11.46 

Cabo Verde 6.00 10.46 7.30 12.65 

Côte d'Ivoire 7.85 13.99 12.69 16.79 

Gambia 11.42 16.39 9.35 15.52 

Ghana 7.94 14.73 11.42 13.70 

Guinea 8.00 13.78 8.82 11.99 

Guinea-Bissau 10.23 14.64 13.87 14.17 

Liberia 10.00 15.23 6.09 3.90 

Mali 10.52 15.71 3.23 7.81 

Niger 10.52 15.71 9.97 14.68 

Nigeria 10.65 15.27 5.24 19.46 

Senegal 7.85 13.99 15.92 21.95 

Sierra Leone 12.66 18.29 5.40 14.11 

Togo 7.85 13.99 12.33 20.77 

Source: MAcMap-HS6 2016, Authors’ calculation 

 

Table 3 illustrates the average duty applied on imports from the rest of the world (outside Africa) 

and the average duty faced by non-African partners for ECOWAS countries. 

The results show that The Gambia and Sierra Leone still have a very high level of protection on 

imports compared to other ECOWAS countries.  On the other hand, other countries such as Cabo 

Verde, Côte d'Ivoire, Senegal, Togo and Ghana have a relatively lower level of protection. 

Contrary to intra-african trade, the level of tariffs face by ECOWAS exports are significantly lower 

than import duties, as most of the primary products exported are less taxed in the destination 

countries and more preferences are granted. The only exception is Guinea Bissau whose import 

duties are lower than the tariffs faced by its exports. 
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Table 3: Average duties (%) applied on import from the rest of the world and faced by exports 

for ECOWAS countries6  

Country Average duties on  

imports 

Average duties  

faced on exports  
All Agri All Agri 

Benin 10.94 14.60 2.55 4.60 

Burkina Faso 10.94 14.60 1.17 3.56 

Cabo Verde 7.73 9.97 2.71 2.96 

Côte d'Ivoire 9.01 15.39 3.86 4.23 

Gambia 14.07 16.39 3.00 4.98 

Ghana 9.01 16.04 2.65 4.91 

Guinea 9.51 14.11 2.50 9.63 

Guinea-Bissau 10.79 12.62 16.75 17.82 

Liberia 9.87 10.12 0.98 1.79 

Mali 10.94 14.60 1.63 4.19 

Niger 10.94 14.60 2.94 9.79 

Nigeria 11.27 14.36 1.18 7.54 

Senegal 9.01 15.39 4.31 7.12 

Sierra Leone 13.69 15.29 2.05 7.69 

Togo 9.01 15.39 3.32 5.97 

Source: MAcMap-HS6 2016, Authors’ calculation 

 

Table 4 provides the average duty applied on imports and average duty faced by export for the 

ECOWAS zone and by agricultural product (HS2). 

Based on the results, the average duty applied on imports by agricultural product (HS2) ranges 

from 5.54 to 29.08 percent. Products such as lac; gums, resins and other vegetable saps and extracts 

(HS2 code 13) and vegetable plaiting materials (HS2 code 14) are the most open to imports, unlike 

cocoa and cocoa preparation (HS2 code 18) and meat, fish or crustaceans (HS2 code 16), which 

have relatively high levels of protection. 

 

Regarding the average duties faced by exports, they vary between 1.91 and 37.07 per cent. It is 

worth noting that some products such as cocoa and cocoa preparation, live animals have relatively 

low averages compared to other products such as meat and edible meat offal (HS2 code 02), 

beverage spirits and vinegar (HS2 code 22) and tobacco (HS2 code 24).  In general, the more 

processed the product, the higher the tariff faced by exports (tariff escalation). 

 

 

 
6 for countries outside Africa, by Ecowas country, for all products and agriculture products,2016 
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Table 4: Average duties (%) applied on import and faced by exports for Ecowas by HS2-Code 

Product 

HS2-

Code 

Product name average duty 

applied on 

imports 

average duty 

faced on exports  

01 animals; live 6.44 2.23 

02 meat and edible meat offal 32.13 37.07 

03 fish and crustaceans, molluscs and other aquatic invertebrates 12.53 4.90 

04 dairy produce; birds' eggs; natural honey; edible products of animal 

origin, not elsewhere specified or included 

10.28 17.61 

05 animal originated products; not elsewhere specified or included 5.75 4.36 

06 trees and other plants, live; bulbs, roots and the like; cut flowers and 

ornamental foliage 

8.50 5.69 

07 vegetables and certain roots and tubers; edible 16.89 6.66 

08 fruit and nuts, edible; peel of citrus fruit or melons 15.37 12.47 

09 coffee, tea, mate and spices 13.51 8.95 

10 cereals 7.05 17.05 

11 products of the milling industry; malt, starches, inulin, wheat gluten 13.49 15.19 

12 oil seeds and oleaginous fruits; miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, 

industrial or medicinal plants; straw and fodder 

6.53 4.94 

13 lac; gums, resins and other vegetable saps and extracts 5.54 3.93 

14 vegetable plaiting materials; vegetable products not elsewhere 

specified or included 

5.54 4.26 

15 animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products; 

prepared animal fats; animal or vegetable waxes 

17.56 7.95 

16 meat, fish or crustaceans, molluscs or other aquatic invertebrates; 

preparations thereof 

23.29 2.32 

17 sugars and sugar confectionery 17.45 29.24 

18 cocoa and cocoa preparations 29.08 1.91 

19 preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk; pastrycooks' products 16.47 12.78 

20 preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants 19.23 13.20 

21 miscellaneous edible preparations 14.26 15.19 

22 beverages, spirits and vinegar 22.38 32.52 

23 food industries, residues and wastes thereof; prepared animal fodder 9.09 6.56 

24 tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes 11.62 30.34 

52 cotton 16.32 4.16 

Source: MAcMap-HS6 2016, Authors’ calculation 

 

b. Non-Tariff Measures 
 

 

A substantial part of today’s trade barriers is made up of NTMs. As defined by the Organisation 

for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), NTMs are “measures other than normal 

tariffs which have the effect of restricting trade between nations” (OECD 2017). These include 

measures such as price and quantity control measures, antidumping measures, safeguards, sanitary 
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and phytosanitary standards (SPSs), technical barriers to trade (TBTs), export measures, trade-

related investment measures, distribution restrictions, restrictions on postsale services, subsidies, 

and measures related to intellectual property rights and rules of origin.  

The intensity of NTMs in a sector and/or in a country is commonly illustrated using three 

indexes:  

• The frequency index is the percentage of products that are subject to one or more 

NTMs.  

• The coverage ratio is the percentage of imports that are subject to one or more 

NTMs. 

• The prevalence score captures the average number of NTMs that apply to a 

product.  

In this section, Table 5 presents the results on Prevalence scores, Frequency Indexes and coverage 

ratios for all agricultural commodities for 18 African countries and 5 non-African countries as a 

benchmark. 

Among the African countries, Benin, Mali, Nigeria and Ethiopia has adopted the most NTMs, 

followed closely by Cabo Verde and Burkina Faso (Table 5). In Benin, Mali, Nigeria and Ethiopia, 

all agriculture products and all value of imports are affected by at least one NTM. In Cabo Verde 

and Burkina Faso, these figures are respectively 99.97 percent and 99.30 percent for the frequency 

index and 100.00 percent and 99.97 percent for the coverage ratio. 

In comparison, Senegal, Cameroon, and Liberia have imposed relatively low NTMs, in terms of 

frequency (76.50 percent for Senegal). In terms of coverage of imports, Togo, Senegal and 

Mauritania have imposed relatively low NTMs (74.37 percent for Togo). 

A look at the prevalence scores of NTMs in Africa confirms that while Cote d’Ivoire, Senegal, 

Cameroon, and Niger have adopted few NTMs (1.15, 2.52, 3.04 and 3.07 on average by agriculture 

product), Algeria, Benin, Gambia and Ghana have adopted a significant number (10.80, 10.32, 

11.17 and 10.30 on average by agriculture product). Cabo Verde has the highest prevalence score, 

with 12.35 NTMs on average by agriculture product.   

When we compare frequency indexes and coverage ratios in Africa with those in outside of Africa, 

we observe that the levels are similar to those of Benin, Mali, Nigeria and Ethiopia, except for 

Turkey and Japan.  



 
12 

 

In terms of prevalence scores for countries outside Africa, the average prevalence score by 

commodity is high, apart from Japan and Turkey (average 7.38 and 2.28 per agricultural 

commodity respectively). China has the highest prevalence score, with 23.99 NTMs on average 

by agriculture product among all countries. 

Table 5: Frequency index, coverage ratios, prevalence score for all NTMs in agriculture 

Country Prevalence 

Score 

Frequency 

Index (%) 

Coverage 

 Ratio (%) 

Benin 10.32 100.00 100.00 

Burkina Faso 3.17 99.30 99.97 

Cape Verde 12.35 99.97 100.00 

Côte d'Ivoire 1.15 91.63 88.97 

Gambia 11.17 90.43 91.07 

Ghana 10.30 98.07 99.33 

Liberia 6.72 87.87 87.67 

Mali 5.54 100.00 100.00 

Mauritania 3.94 89.80 74.70 

Niger 3.07 94.87 99.47 

Nigeria 8.84 100.00 100.00 

Senegal 2.52 76.50 81.57 

Togo 4.39 90.93 74.37 

Algeria 10.80 96.27 91.37 

Cameroon 3.04 84.57 88.40 

Ethiopia 7.95 100.00 100.00 

Morocco 10.24 92.80 66.03 

Tunisia 7.34 97.87 95.10 

Brazil 14.79 100.00 100.00 

United States 

of America 

15.00 100.00 100.00 

China 23.99 100.00 100.00 

Japan 7.38 96.67 99.13 

Turkey 2.28 88 93 

Source : Bouet, Bao et Traore (2020) 

 

 

Figure 1 shows the ad valorem equivalent (AVEs) of SPS barriers applied on agricultural products 

by country. The results show that the AVEs of SPS barriers in Africa are particularly high for 

Zimbabwe (79.40 per cent) and Senegal (59.93 per cent) in contrast to Burkina Faso (1.69 per 

cent). However, these AVEs of SPS are still quite high for some countries and have values that 

exceed 40.00 percent.If we consider countries outside Africa, the AVEs range from 31.94 percent 

to 53.26 percent.  
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AVE of SPS for Cote d’Ivoire is negative (-40.99 percent). In some cases, the AVE of an NTM 

can be negative, meaning that the measure actually facilitates trade. For example, a sanitary 

certification can give consumers some information about the product and increase consumers’ 

confidence in its quality. Food products are experience goods, that is, their value depends on 

characteristics such as quality and safety that are difficult or even impossible to observe in advance 

but can be discovered with consumption. A sanitary certificate informs the consumer about these 

characteristics, providing information that the market does not.  

Figure 1: Ad Valorem Equivalent of SPS barriers in agriculture applied by countries-2018. 

 
Source : Bouet, Bao et Traore (2020) 

 

 

Figure 2 highlights the ad valorem equivalents (AVEs) of TBTs applied on agriculture by country. 

Based on the results, Zimbabwe has a very high AVEs of TBTs among all countries, at 99.84 

percent. It is followed by the Gambia with an AVE of TBT of 77.59 percent in contrast to Ethiopia 

(16.29 percent) and Guinea (26.69 percent). The other African countries still have high TBT AVEs 

of over 50.00 percent. For countries outside Africa, their AVEs of TBT also exceed 50.00 percent 

in general, like their African counterparts. 

It is worth noting that SPS and TBT in agriculture significantly hamper African exports (Disdier, 

Fontagné and Mimouni, 2008). This is particularly the case for Least developed countries which 

often fail to comply with these costly measures. 
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Figure 2: Ad Valorem Equivalent of TBT barriers in agriculture applied by countries-2018. 

 
Source : Bouet, Bao et Traore (2020) 

 

c. Overall trade restriction 
     

In this section we summarize the overall degree of trade restriction of the countries using an 

aggregate figure. In doing so, one needs first to aggregate over two dimensions. First different 

measures are used to restrict trade such as ad valorem tariffs, specific tariffs, and tariff-rate quotas. 

Second, an aggregation is required to move from tariff lines to broad categories of products. Both 

procedures raise challenges.  

In our approach we express all tariffs on their ad-valorem equivalents and aggregate these tariffs 

using recent theoretical developments to avoid the biases induced by either simple or trade 

weighted averages.  Indeed, using simple averages gives the same weight to all tariffs while trade 

weighted averages underestimate the true cost of high tariffs: The higher a tariff is on a particular 

good, the lower the imports of that good will be and thus the lower the weight of that good in the 

average. In an extreme case, a tariff so large that no imports occur will not be included in the 

average. Import-weighted tariff averages underestimate the actual level of tariffs.   

In the academic literature focusing on this technical issue, two indexes emerge and overcome these 

shortcomings: the Trade restrictiveness index (TRI) and the Overall trade restrictiveness index 

(OTRI). One important aspect in the analysis highlighted by Anderson and Neary (2005) is that to 

define an optimal aggregator, one needs an objective function that will be kept constant through 
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the process: either welfare or trade volumes. In other words, the way in which tariffs are weighted 

makes it possible to take into account their impact either on the real income of households in that 

country (welfare), hence the impact of these tariffs on the cost of living and households’ income 

(TRI), or on the volume of imports (OTRI).  

 

- TRIs 

The TRI summarizes the distortions imposed by each country’s policies on its own welfare. It 

answers the following question: what is the uniform tariff that if applied to imports instead of the 

current structure of protection would leave home welfare at its current level? (Kee, Nicita, 

Olarreaga, 2009). 

Using a partial equilibrium approach, Feenstra (1995) showed that the TRI is given by: 

𝑇𝑅𝐼𝑐 = (
∑ 𝑚𝑛,𝑐𝑛 𝜀𝑛,𝑐𝑇𝑛,𝑐

2

∑ 𝑚𝑛,𝑐𝑛 𝜀𝑛,𝑐
)1/2 

𝑚𝑛,𝑐 is the import value of good n in country c evaluated at exogenous world prices. 

𝜀𝑛,𝑐 is the import demand elasticity. 

𝑇𝑛,𝑐 = 𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑛,𝑐 + 𝑡𝑛,𝑐 is the overall level of protection that country c imposes on imports of good n, 

where 𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑛,𝑐 is the AVE of NTBs that country c imposes on imports of good n and 𝑡𝑛,𝑐 is the tariff 

applied by country c on imports of good n. 

 

- OTRIs 

The OTRI summarizes the impact of each country’s trade policies on its aggregate imports. It 

answers the following question: what is the uniform tariff that if imposed on home imports instead 

of the existing structure of protection would leave aggregate imports at their current level? (Kee, 

Nicita, Olarreaga, 2009). 

The OTRI is given by: 

𝑂𝑇𝑅𝐼𝑐 =
∑ 𝑚𝑛,𝑐𝑛 𝜀𝑛,𝑐𝑇𝑛,𝑐

∑ 𝑚𝑛,𝑐𝑛 𝜀𝑛,𝑐
 

 

Table 6 presents the Trade Restrictiveness Index (TRI and OTRI) for selected ECOWAS 

countries7. There is a high degree of heterogeneity in the TRI across countries, varying from 11.19 

percent to 78.51 percent. Cabo Verde has the highest tariff (78.51 percent), followed by Ghana 

 
7 Missing countries are the ones for which we do not have reliable import demand elasticities 
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(69.13 percent) and Gambia (52.46 percent). By contrast, countries such as Nigeria, Cote d'Ivoire 

and Guinea Bissau have lower levels (13.85 percent and 11.19 percent, respectively). 

 

If we move to the OTRI, the tariff levels range from 10.17 percent to 50.88 percent. Cabo Verde, 

Ghana and Togo have the highest tariffs compared to other countries. As for the TRI, Cote d'Ivoire, 

and Guinea Bissau have the lowest tariffs with 11.37 percent and 10.17 percent, respectively. 

 

Table 6: Trade restrictiveness Indexes for agriculture by ECOWAS country (%) 

Country TRI OTRI 

Benin 18.46 13.77 

Burkina Faso 22.83 15.79 

Cote d'Ivoire 13.85 11.37 

Cabo Verde 78.51 50.88 

Ghana 69.13 48.65 

Guinea 24.39 18.63 

Gambia 52.46 38.85 

Guinea Bissau 11.19 10.17 

Mali 51.58 36.19 

Niger 20.11 17.49 

Nigeria 17.23 15.90 

Senegal 18.10 13.40 

Sierra Leone 14.30 13.31 

Togo 50.41 39.45 

 
Source: MAcMAp 2016, AATM, authors ‘calculation 

 

d. Other Trading Costs 
Border measures, either tariffs or NTMs, are not the only impediments to international trade. There 

are other trading costs that can slow down or even prevent trading across borders; these include 

high domestic transportation costs, and lack of communication infrastructure. Bouët et al. (2008) 

concluded that Africa’s diminishing share in world trade reflects insufficient communication and 

transportation infrastructure. 

Within the World Bank, the Doing Business team measures several important dimensions of the 

regulatory environment and provides quantitative indicators on these dimensions, in particular 

trading across borders, most recently published in Doing Business 2019. 
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-Trading food8 

The trading food indicator measures laws and regulations that help domestic farmers trade their 

products, including exporting agricultural products to foreign markets (Enabling Business of 

agriculture,2019). 

Table 7 highlights the Trading Food Score for the top five performing countries out of 101 and for 

the ECOWAS countries. The results show a score of 100 for the best performing country 

(Netherlands). ECOWAS countries have low scores and are at the bottom of the list (Ghana, 

Nigeria and Liberia). Mali has the highest score (79.070), followed by Niger (77.940) compared 

to other ECOWAS countries. 

Table 7: Trading food score 

Country Trading food - 

Score 

Rank 

Netherlands 100 1 

Belgium 95.24 2 

Czech Republic 95.24 3 

Denmark 95.24 4 

Germany 95.24 5 

Mali 79.07 34 

Niger 77.94 37 

Sierra Leone 73.11 52 

Benin 70.45 54 

Burkina Faso 65.8 64 

Guinea 65.48 66 

Togo 63.56 69 

Senegal 60.91 73 

Côte d'Ivoire 42.3 89 

Ghana 42.22 90 

Nigeria 38.51 92 

Liberia 28.67 97 

Source: Enabling business of the agriculture,2019 

 

Figure 3 describes the trading food index for the top five performing countries and those in the 

ECOWAS region. This indicator ranges from 0 to 7. The figure shows that three of the best 

performing countries (Netherlands, Peru and Chile) have a score of 7. For the ECOWAS countries, 

 
8 There are 101 countries in Enabling Business database and with the exception of three ECOWAS countries (Cabo 

Verde, Guinea-Bissau and Gambia) 
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Mali and Benin have the highest trading food index, with a score of 5, while Liberia has the lowest 

trading food index, with a score of 2. 

Figure 3: Trading food Index (0-7) 

 
Source: Enabling business of the agriculture,2019 

 

 

-Time to obtain agriculture-specific document to export, time to export and time to import 

In Table 8 on Time to obtain specific export documents (hours), we have the ranking of the top 

five performing countries and the ECOWAS countries. In view of the results, some ECOWAS 

countries are at the end of the list among the 101 countries, such as Liberia, Nigeria and Cote 

d'Ivoire with a time to obtain specific export documents (hours) of at least 144 hours. Niger is in 

28th place with a time of 12 hours and is the best performer among ECOWAS countries. 
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Table 8: Time to obtain agriculture-specific export documents (hours) 

Country 

Time to obtain 

agriculture- 

specific export 

documents (hours) 

Rank 

Austria 0 1 

Belgium 0 2 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 0 3 

Canada 0 4 

Croatia 0 5 

Niger 12 28 

Guinea 30 46 

Mali 36 50 

Benin 40 53 

Ghana 44 54 

Burkina Faso 48 60 

Senegal 60 75 

Togo 60 76 

Liberia 144 95 

Nigeria 144 96 

Côte d'Ivoire 168 99 

Source: Enabling business of the agriculture,2019 

 

 

Table 9 highlights the Time to export Border compliance (hours) with the top five performing 

countries and those in the ECOWAS region. Time to export Border compliance for these top five 

countries is almost zero. If we take the ECOWAS countries, they have a time to export border 

compliance from 48 hours to 239 hours. Rankings go from 109 (Mali) to 208 (Cote d'Ivoire) among 

210 countries. Cote d’ivoire therefore ranks as the antepenultimate country in the list. 
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Table 9: Time to export Border compliance (hours)9 

Country Time to export:  

Border compliance 

(hours) 

Rank 

Austria 0 1 

Belgium 0 2 

Croatia 0 3 

Czech Republic 0 4 

Denmark 0 5 

Mali 48 109 

Niger 48 110 

Sierra Leone 55 128 

Senegal 61 141 

Togo 67 148 

Cabo Verde 72 150 

Guinea 72 155 

Burkina Faso 75 158 

Benin 78 159 

Ghana 108 184 

Gambia 109 185 

Guinea-Bissau 118 189 

Nigeria 128 193 

Liberia 193 206 

Côte d'Ivoire 239 208 

Source: Doing Business, world bank,2019 

 

Table 10 illustrates the Time to export, documentary compliance of the five best performing 

countries and the ECOWAS countries. It appears that the top five best performing countries have 

a Time to export, documentary compliance of 1 hour. Among the ECOWAS countries, Guinea and 

Liberia are at the bottom of the ranking with a time to export, documentary compliance of 139 

hours and 144 hours, respectively. Togo has the lowest time to export, documentary compliance 

among the ECOWAS countries. 

 

 

 

 

 
9 There are 210 countries in Doing Business database 
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Table 10: Time to export, documentary compliance (hours) 

Country Time to export:  

Documentary 

compliance (hours) 

Rank 

Austria 1 1 

Belgium 1 2 

Croatia 1 3 

Czech Republic 1 4 

Denmark 1 5 

Togo 11 80 

Cabo Verde 24 101 

Senegal 26 112 

Benin 48 134 

Gambia 48 135 

Mali 48 137 

Niger 51 148 

Guinea-Bissau 60 156 

Sierra Leone 72 170 

Nigeria 74 173 

Burkina Faso 84 178 

Côte d'Ivoire 84 179 

Ghana 89 182 

Guinea 139 194 

Liberia 144 196 

Source: Doing Business, world bank,2019 

 

 

 

In table 11 we present the Time to import Border Compliance for the top five countries and the 

ECOWAS countries. The top five countries have a Time to import Border Compliance of almost 

zero. Among the ECOWAS countries, countries such as Liberia and Nigeria are at the end of the 

ranking with a Time to import Border Compliance of 217 hours and 242 hours, respectively. The 

other ECOWAS countries too, have a significant Time to Import Border Compliance over 50 

hours. 
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Table 11: Time to import border compliance (hours) 

Country Time to import:  

Border compliance (hours) 

Rank 

Austria 0 1 

Belgium 0 2 

Croatia 0 3 

Czech Republic 0 4 

Denmark 0 5 

Senegal 53 107 

Cabo Verde 60 115 

Niger 78 136 

Guinea 79 139 

Ghana 80 144 

Benin 82 146 

Guinea-Bissau 84 151 

Gambia 87 155 

Mali 98 161 

Burkina Faso 102 166 

Sierra Leone 120 177 

Côte d'Ivoire 125 180 

Togo 168 189 

Liberia 217 198 

Nigeria 242 203 

Source: Doing Business, world bank,2019 

 

Table 12 presents the time to import documentary compliance of the top five best performing 

countries and of those in the ECOWAS region.  The ranking shows that the time to import 

documentary compliance of the top five performing countries is 1 hour. For the ECOWAS 

countries, the time to import documentary compliance ranges from 24 hours (Cabo Verde) to 180 

hours (Togo). 
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Table 12: Time to import documentary compliance 

Country Time to import:  

Documentary 

compliance (hours) 

Rank 

Austria 1 1 

Belgium 1 2 

Croatia 1 3 

Czech Republic 1 4 

Denmark 1 5 

Cabo Verde 24 93 

Gambia 32 103 

Guinea-Bissau 36 112 

Ghana 36 114 

Benin 59 141 

Senegal 72 150 

Mali 77 158 

Sierra Leone 82 160 

Côte d'Ivoire 89 162 

Burkina Faso 96 171 

Nigeria 120 181 

Liberia 144 188 

Niger 156 194 

Guinea 156 195 

Togo 180 202 

Source: Doing Business, world bank,2019 

 

 

-Cost to obtain agriculture specific export documents (US$), to export and to import 

Table 13 presents the results on the Cost to obtain agriculture specific export documents for the 

top five countries and those in the ECOWAS region. The cost to obtain agriculture specific export 

documents (US$) for the top five performing countries is US$ 0. For the ECOWAS countries, 

Niger has the lowest cost to obtain agriculture specific export documents (US$13) and is in the 

37th position, while Ghana (US$167) is in the 94th position out of 108 countries. 
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Table 13: Cost to obtain agriculture specific export documents (US$) 

Country Cost to obtain 

agriculture-  

specific export 

documents 

(US$) 

Rank 

Armenia 0 1 

Austria 0 2 

Belgium 0 3 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 0 4 

Canada 0 5 

Niger 13 37 

Mali 18 43 

Togo 21 48 

Sierra Leone 31 58 

Senegal 36 63 

Guinea 50 69 

Burkina Faso 52 71 

Côte d'Ivoire 59 74 

Benin 63 77 

Liberia 83 81 

Nigeria 109 88 

Ghana 167 94 

Source: Enabling business of the agriculture,2019 

 

 

Table 14 highlights the Cost to export border Compliance for the top five performing countries out 

of 210 and those in the ECOWAS region. The results show on the one hand that the Cost to export 

border Compliance is 0US$ for the five best performing countries (mostly European countries). 

On the other hand, concerning the ECOWAS countries, the Cost to export border Compliance 

varies between 163 US$ (Togo) and 1113 US$ (Liberia). These countries have a relatively high 

Cost to export border Compliance and rank below the 53rd position. 
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Table 14: Cost to export border Compliance (USD) 

Country Cost to 

export:  

Border 

compliance 

(USD) 

Rank 

Austria 0 1 

Belgium 0 2 

Croatia 0 3 

Czech Republic 0 4 

Denmark 0 5 

Togo 163 54 

Mali 242 78 

Burkina Faso 261 83 

Benin 354 119 

Gambia 381 127 

Niger 391 130 

Côte d'Ivoire 423 139 

Ghana 490 152 

Senegal 547 158 

Sierra Leone 552 159 

Guinea-Bissau 585 165 

Cabo Verde 641 175 

Guinea 778 187 

Nigeria 786 188 

Liberia 1113 203 

Source: Enabling business of the agriculture,2019 

                                                      Note: USD= US dollar 

 

 

 

Table 15 underlines the Cost to export documentary Compliance of the top five best performing 

countries (composed mainly of European countries) with a cost of US$0 and those of the 

ECOWAS countries. With regards to ECOWAS countries, Liberia, with a Cost to export 

documentary Compliance of US$300, is at the end of the list (200th out of 210 countries), while 

Togo, with a cost of US$25, is in 28th position. Furthermore, it is important to note that most 

ECOWAS countries are in the 103rd position out of 210 and have costs of at least US$80 except 

for Togo, Mali and Niger. 
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Table 15: Cost to export documentary Compliance (USD) 

Country Cost to export:  

Documentary 

compliance 

(USD) 

Rank 

Austria 0 1 

Belgium 0 2 

Croatia 0 3 

Czech Republic 0 4 

Denmark 0 5 

Togo 25 28 

Mali 33 36 

Niger 39 41 

Benin 80 103 

Burkina Faso 86 109 

Senegal 96 117 

Cabo Verde 125 144 

Guinea 128 146 

Gambia 133 148 

Côte d'Ivoire 136 149 

Ghana 155 156 

Guinea-Bissau 160 158 

Sierra Leone 227 182 

Nigeria 250 189 

Liberia 330 200 

Source: Enabling business of the agriculture,2019 

                                                      Note: USD= US dollar 

 

 

The next table 16  highlights the Cost to import border compliance of the top five performing 

countries (mostly European countries) and the ECOWAS countries. The results show that the top 

five performing countries have a cost of US$0.  ECOWAS countries have relatively high costs. In 

fact the Cost to import border compliance is at least US$265 (with Burkina and is in the 73rd 

position). Liberia and Nigeria have the highest cost to import border compliance (US$1,013 and 

US$1,077 respectively) and are at the end of the list.  
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Table 16: Cost to import border compliance (USD) 

Country Cost to 

import:  

Border 

compliance 

(USD) 

Rank 

Austria 0 1 

Belgium 0 2 

Croatia 0 3 

Czech Republic 0 4 

Denmark 0 5 

Burkina Faso 265 73 

Gambia 326 95 

Côte d'Ivoire 456 128 

Niger 462 130 

Mali 545 141 

Guinea-Bissau 550 144 

Ghana 553 146 

Cabo Verde 588 153 

Benin 599 156 

Togo 612 158 

Senegal 702 171 

Guinea 809 179 

Sierra Leone 821 180 

Liberia 1013 195 

Nigeria 1077 198 

Source: Enabling business of the agriculture,2019 

                                                      Note: USD= US dollar 

 

 

Table 17 shows the cost to import documentary compliance for the top five most efficient 

countries, which are mostly composed of European countries and ECOWAS countries. The cost 

to import documentary compliance for the top five most efficient countries is US$0. ECOWAS 

countries have cost to import documentary compliance of a minimum of US$90 (Mali which is 

ranked 91st out of 210 countries) and a maximum of US$564 (Nigeria which is ranked 201st out 

of 210 countries). 
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Table 17: Cost to import documentary compliance (USD) 

Country Cost to import:  

Documentary 

compliance 

(USD) 

Rank 

Austria 0 1 

Belgium 0 2 

Croatia 0 3 

Czech Republic 0 4 

Denmark 0 5 

Mali 90 91 

Benin 110 120 

Cabo Verde 125 130 

Gambia 152 144 

Guinea 180 157 

Burkina Faso 197 162 

Guinea-Bissau 205 165 

Togo 252 171 

Côte d'Ivoire 267 174 

Niger 282 175 

Sierra Leone 387 189 

Liberia 405 192 

Ghana 474 195 

Senegal 545 199 

Nigeria 564 201 

Source: Enabling business of the agriculture,2019 

                                                      Note: USD= US dollar 

 

 

-Number of phone user by thousand people, Number of internet user by thousand people 

and density of roads 
 

The data used to calculate these indicators comes essentially from the CIA factbook (Central 

Intelligence Agency) and the World Bank website. It provides an overview of the level of 

infrastructure in the region.  

 

Figure 4 below shows the number of mobile phone users by thousands of people for the OECD, 

South East Asia and ECOWAS region and for ECOWAS countries. According to the results, the 

average number of mobile phone users for South East Asia amounts to 1,277 per 1,000 people 

followed by the OECD region with 1,216 mobile phone users per 1,000 people. The ECOWAS 
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region has a lower average number of mobile phone users than the other regions, with 960 mobile 

phone users per 1,000 people.   

In the ECOWAS zone, Cote d'Ivoire holds the record with a number of mobile phone users of 

1,518 per 1,000 people, while Niger has less than 400 per 1,000 people. However, Gambia, Ghana, 

Cabo Verde, Mali and Senegal have a number of mobile phone users exceeding 1,000. 

 

Figure 4:Number of mobile phone users per 1,000 people 

 
Source: CIA factbook,2021 

 

 

 

Figure 5 shows the number of internet users per thousand people for the OECD, South East Asia, 

ECOWAS and ECOWAS countries. The results show that the OECD region holds the record with 

an average number of internet user per 1,000 of 839. It is followed by the South East Asia region 

with a number of internet users of 548 per 1,000 people.  On the other hand, the ECOWAS region 

has the lowest average number of internet users per 1000 at 231. This relatively low level shows 

that there is room for improvement in providing internet access to a larger majority of people in 

the ECOWAS region. This aspect is important given the potential of digital trade which is now a 

priority in Africa. Indeed, the third stage of the AfCFTA negotiations has been designed especially 

for digital trade.   
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For ECOWAS countries, Cabo Verde has the highest internet access with a number of internet 

user per 1,000 of 601. It is followed by countries such as Côte d'Ivoire and Nigeria with a number 

of internet user per 1,000 of 478 and 425 respectively. In contrast, internet access is relatively low 

for Guinea Bissau, Niger, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Mali, Togo Burkina Faso, Guinea, Gambia and 

Benin with number of internet user less than 205 per 1,000 people. 

 

Figure 5: Number of internet users per 1,000 people 

 
Source: CIA factbook,2021 

 

Figure 6 underlines the density of roads (km/sq.km) for the OECD, South East Asia and ECOWAS 

regions as well as for the ECOWAS countries.  These results show that the OECD region has on 

average a high density of roads per sq.km (123.18 km/sq.km) and a large difference with the South 

East Asia region (80.10 km/sq.km). The average density of roads in ECOWAS is relatively low 

(18 km/sq.km) compared to the other zones. There is therefore still work to be done on road 

infrastructure in the region. 

 However, among the ECOWAS countries, Ghana holds the record for the highest density of roads 

per sq.km (45.91 km/sq.km) followed by Cabo Verde (33.47 km/sq.km). On the other hand, Niger 

has the lowest density of roads at 1.50 km/sq.km. For the majority of the remaining countries such 

as Guinea, Sierra Leone, Benin, Guinea Bissau, Mali, Liberia, Burkina Faso and Senegal the  

density of roads below 20 km/sq.km. 
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Figure 6: Density of roads (km/sq.km)  

 
Source: CIA factbook,2021 

 

3 Indicators of trade integration based on trade flows10. 
 

While the impact of trade policies can be analyzed using trade cost measures, one can also directly 

measure their impact on trade flows, which is the final objective of policy makers when taking a 

decision. One advantage of measuring trade integration with trade flows is the availability of data. 

Most of the data used in the analysis are easily available and do not require complex estimations 

although the indicators used may be subject to a high level of bias. In this section we present 

various ways to studying the level of integration in West Africa while illustrating the pitfall in 

using traditional indicators such as the trade to GDP ratio or the share of intra-regional trade in 

total trade. We use trade data coming from both the AATM database and from ECO-ICBT. To 

avoid double counting, we keep the maximum of the two values for each product. For the vast 

majority of cases, this amounts to using ECO-ICBT data.  

 

 

 
10 For the period 2017-2019 the data has been updated by taking the maximum of trade flows between COMTRADE 

and CILSS ECO-ICBT of ECOWAS countries 

0.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00 100.00 120.00 140.00

Niger
Burkina Faso

Senegal
Liberia

Mali
Guinea-Bissau

Benin
Sierra Leone

Guinea
Togo

Nigeria
Cote d'Ivoire

Gambia
Cabo Verde

Ghana
ECOWAS

South East Asia
OCDE



 
32 

 

a. Degree of openness and corrected measures11 
 

One of the first and most intuitive indicators of openness and integration of a country in world 

trade is the trade to GDP ratio (Harrison 1996; Brahmbhatt 1998; OECD 2005; Arribas, Pérez, and 

Tortosa-Ausina 2006; Samimi, Lim, and Buang 2011; De Lombaerde and Iapadre 2012). 

However, this indicator can be misleading and should be analyzed with caution.  

 

Let 𝑋𝑟,𝑠
𝑘  be the trade flow of agriculture product k from country r to country s. With a dot 

meaning a summation, 𝑋𝑟,.
.  is total exports of country r and 𝑋.,𝑟

.  total imports of country r. Let Yr 

be the agriculture GDP of country r. The ratio of trade to GDP is defined as follows: 

 𝑇𝑂𝑟 =
𝑋𝑟,.

. +𝑋.,𝑟
.

𝑌𝑟
 

 

Although these indicators are much recognized and used for their simplicity, they incorporate some 

inherent biases that can make their interpretation misleading. Though they give a good idea of a 

country’s dependence on trade, they should not be seen as a measure of trade integration by 

themselves. 

These indicators also include some biases related to country size. It is well known that countries 

with a small population trade a relatively greater part of their GDP (Brahmbhatt 1998; OECD 

2005; Samimi, Lim, and Buang 2011; Riezman, Whalley, and Zhang 2013)12. Therefore, trade-to-

GDP ratios are inversely related to country size. 

Anderson and Norheim13 (1993) provided three potential explanations for why countries with a 

small population trade relatively more. First, larger countries have potentially more productive 

resources available and, consequently, local production is more capable of meeting local demand. 

Second, in small countries, transport costs and other trading costs are smaller on average, such that 

foreign products are more competitive in small countries than in large countries, everything else 

being equal. Third, geographic space may be more or less fragmented.  

 
11 The data used is for the agricultural sector. 
12 Cited by Bouet, Cosnard and Laborde 2017 
13 Cited by Bouet, Cosnard and Laborde 2017 
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Consequently, the trade-to-GDP ratio needs to be used carefully and should not be the basis of 

cross-country comparison (Iapadre and Luchetti 2009).  

In order to tackle some of the issues related of trade-to-GDP ratios, Arribas, Pérez, and Tortosa-

Ausina (2006) proposed a measure of the degree of openness called the corrected degree of 

openness. This measure looks only at exports but aims to correct for the domestic bias related to 

the size of the economy. The theoretical foundations for this correction are debatable, but it can 

provide a perspective other than the trade-to-GDP ratio, taking into account the influence of 

country size. It is computed in the following way: 

 𝐷𝑂(𝑟) =
𝑋𝑟,.

.

𝑌(𝑟)̂
 (3) 

where �̂�(r) is the agriculture production destined for export estimated by �̂�(r) = Yr − ar Yr, where 

𝑎𝑟 =
𝑌𝑟

𝑌.
 is the weight of agriculture GDP r in the world agriculture GDP. 

The denominator is supposed to measure the agriculture GDP destined for export, representing a 

benchmark in which countries would allocate their consumption between domestic and foreign 

sources according to their weight in the world economy. 

The trade openness for agriculture and corrected degree of openness will consist of taking only the 

exports and imports of the agricultural sector but also the agricultural GDP. 

 

Table 18 presents the average degree of openness and the corrected degree of openness for the 

ECOWAS region and countries. From the results it is important to note that the first observation 

is that the traditional indicator overestimate the degree of openness of the countries. According to 

the traditional index, the degree of openness is highest for Cabo Verde, followed by Cote d'Ivoire, 

Gambia and Benin. On the other hand, the corrected degree of openness corrects for this bias. It 

reveals that Cote d’Ivoire has the highest corrected degree of openness A country like Cabo Verde 

is now much less open compared to the traditional indicator. These results reveal that this indicator 

should not be used as a basis for comparison between countries.  
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Table 18: Indicators of trade openness of agriculture (%), average 2008-201914 

Country TOI AGRI Corrected TOI AGRI 

ECOWAS 38.85 13.38 

Benin 45.64 13.69 

Burkina Faso 31.63 18.91 

Côte d’Ivoire  84.52 66.65 

Cabo Verde 178.13 17.02 

Ghana 32.08 19.59 

Guinea 15.03 2.53 

Gambia 45.97 10.51 

Guinea Bissau 1.87 0.94 

Liberia 3.20 1.60 

Mali 11.55 5.19 

Niger 15.68 5.22 

Nigeria 8.58 2.74 

Senegal 71.30 19.68 

Sierra Leone 7.35 2.22 

Togo 30.26 14.21 

Source: AATM, Authors’ calculation 

 

 

b. Regional trade integration 

Regional trade integration can be evaluated from data on trade flows for the agriculture sector. In 

this section, some indicators such as intraregional trade shares (SIT) and regional trade 

introversion (RTI) will be used to measure regional integration. The pros and cons of each indicator 

will be presented. 

-Simple Trade-Based Regional Indicators 

The simplest and most widely used indicator of regional integration is the share of intraregional 

trade (SIT) in a region’s total trade. If we consider a group of countries R (region), this indicator 

would simply be calculated as 

 𝑆𝐼𝑇𝑅 =
2∙∑ ∑ 𝑋𝑟,𝑠

.
𝑠∈𝑅𝑟∈𝑅

∑ (𝑋𝑟,.
. +𝑋.,𝑟

. )𝑟∈𝑅
  

The idea behind this indicator is simple: we divide the intraregional trade of the member countries 

of a trade agreement by the total trade of these countries.  

 
14 Data are available for Guinea Bissau and Liberia in ECOWAS REC only for 2019. 
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However, the use of trade shares as an indicator of regional trade integration is clearly misleading 

for either cross-region or time-series comparisons because trade shares depend not only on the 

degree of integration but also on other factors, such as geography, competitiveness, and economic 

activity (OECD 2005; Iapadre and Luchetti 2009)15.  

This indicator is biased when used to compare two regions of the world at the same period of time. 

Indeed, the richer neighboring countries are, the greater international trade between them will be 

(in this case, they consume and import more, and produce and export more), but also the more 

fragmented the territories of these countries are, the greater international trade between them will 

be: if in a given region, the space is divided into 10 countries, there will be more international trade 

than if this same space is divided into 5 countries.  

This indicator is also biased when used for a given region at two given periods of time: if, for 

example, the region becomes more competitive on world markets, its exports to the rest of the 

world will increase and therefore this ratio will decrease, without any change in intraregional trade. 

Indeed, the indicator indeed fails to comply with the three conditions regional trade integration 

indexes should have to unambiguously measure progress towards more integration: these are a 

thorough theoretical foundation, a benchmark to compare with and measuring trade integration 

without ambiguity. For instance, there is no benchmark to compare the SIT with. In addition, 

higher intra-regional trade shares do not necessarily mean more regional integration: indeed, this 

could be a sign of loss of competitiveness in external markets (Walkenhorst, 2013). One final 

shortcoming of intra-regional trade shares is the sensitivity of this measure to the number and size 

of countries under consideration, particularly when comparing different RECs (Anderson and 

Norheim, 1993; Frankel, 1997; Lapadre and Luchetti, 2009). Indeed, the measure would lead one 

to find more integration in a REC with many small countries compared to another with the same 

GDP size but with fewer countries. The SITR is therefore better suited for monitoring one single 

REC through time. 

 

Iapadre and Luchetti (2009) proposed a regional trade introversion (RTI) index to overcome the 

above-mentioned biases. This index is based on modified intra- and extraregional intensity indexes 

(MIRTI(R) and MERTI(R)), for which intraregional trade shares are compared with region R’s 

share in trade with the rest of the world.  

 
15 Cited by Bouet, Cosnard and Laborde 2017 
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The MIRTI indeed compares the intraregional trade share of region R to its share in world trade, 

providing a benchmark for comparison. Thus, a ratio greater (smaller) than 1 indicates that trade 

is more (less) oriented towards the region. The MERTI is correspondingly calculated for extra-

regional trade and the RTI is computed using these two indicators. 

We have the following: 

 𝑀𝐼𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑅 =
𝑆𝐼𝑇𝑅

𝛼𝑅
=

𝑆𝐼𝑇𝑅
∑ ∑ 𝑋𝑟,𝑠

. +𝑋𝑠,𝑟
.

𝑠∉𝑅𝑟∈𝑅
∑ 𝑋𝑠,.

. +𝑋.,𝑠
.

𝑠∈𝑅

=

2∙∑ ∑ 𝑋𝑟,𝑠
.

𝑠∈𝑅𝑟∈𝑅
∑ (𝑋𝑟,.

. +𝑋.,𝑟
. )𝑟∈𝑅

∑ ∑ 𝑋𝑟,𝑠
. +𝑋𝑠,𝑟

.
𝑠∉𝑅𝑟∈𝑅

∑ 𝑋𝑠,.
. +𝑋.,𝑠

.
𝑠∉𝑅

  

 𝑀𝐸𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑅 =
1−𝑆𝐼𝑇𝑅

1−𝛼𝑅
=

1−𝑆𝐼𝑇𝑅

1−
∑ ∑ 𝑋𝑟,𝑠

. +𝑋𝑠,𝑟
.

𝑠∉𝑅𝑟∈𝑅
∑ 𝑋𝑠,.

. +𝑋.,𝑠
.

𝑠∉𝑅

  

The RTI index (RTI(R)) is then 

 𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑅 =
𝑀𝐼𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑅−𝑀𝐸𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑅

𝑀𝐼𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑅+𝑀𝐸𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑅
  

The RTI indicator measures the intensity of regional trade introversion. It is symmetric and 

independent from the size of the region, and it increases only if intraregional trade grows more 

quickly than extraregional trade (Iapadre and Luchetti 2009; Hamanaka 2015). With this indicator 

and contrary to regional trade share, cross-region comparisons are possible. Positive (respectively, 

negative) signs means that a region is more (respectively, less) introverted than extraverted. 

Figure 7 illustrates the SIT (Share of intraregional trade) in agriculture sector of ECOWAS, 

ECCAS, EAC, COMESA and AMU. We observe that the EAC economic region has on average 

the highest SIT (0.22) followed by COMESA (0.16). The average SIT of the ECOWAS region 

remains relatively low compared to that of the EAC, as well as ECCAS and AMU. As previously 

mentioned the low level of this indicator for these regional agreements (ECOWAS, ECCAS, 

AMU) may be due to low trade integration, geography (number of states and size of member 

states), or relatively high trade with the rest of the world, causing a bias. 
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Figure 7: Share of intraregional trade in agriculture, ECOWAS and selected RECs, average 

2008-2019 

 
Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT, Authors’ calculation 

 

Figure 8 presents the RTI (Regional trade introversion) in agriculture of Regional Trade 

Agreements such as ECOWAS, ECCAS, EAC, COMESA and AMU over the period 2008-2019. 

The results reveal that the EAC and ECCAS regions are relatively the most introverted, followed 

by ECOWAS. However, ECOWAS appear now as more introverted compared to COMESA, 

contrary to what one would conclude using the SIT. 
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Figure 8: Regional Trade Introversion Index for Ecowas and Selected RECs16, average 2008-

2019 

 
Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT, Authors’ calculation 

 

-Indicators of Introversion toward a Specific Region 

All the indicators presented to evaluate the introversion of a region’s trade toward itself can be 

adapted in the following way to evaluate the introversion of a country toward the region it is part 

of: 

 𝑆𝐼𝑇𝑟/𝑅 =
∑ (𝑋𝑟,𝑠

. +𝑋𝑠,𝑟
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. +𝑋.,𝑟
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 𝐼𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑟/𝑅 =
𝑆𝐼𝑇𝑟

𝛼𝑅/𝑟
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. +𝑋.,𝑟′

. )𝑟′∈𝑅/𝑟

2×𝑋.,.
.

  

 𝐸𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑟/𝑅 =
1−𝑆𝐼𝑇𝑟/𝑅

1−𝛼𝑟
=
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 𝑀𝐼𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑟/𝑅 =
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16 Data are available for South Sudan in EAC REC only for 2019. 
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 𝑀𝐸𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑟/𝑅 =
1−𝑆𝐼𝑇𝑟/𝑅

1−
∑ ∑ (𝑋𝑟′,𝑠

. +𝑋𝑠,𝑟′
. )𝑠≠𝑟𝑟′∈𝑅/𝑟

∑ (𝑋𝑠,.
. +𝑋.,𝑠

. )𝑠≠𝑟

  

 𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑟/𝑅 =
𝑀𝐼𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑟/𝑅−𝑀𝐸𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑟/𝑅

𝑀𝐼𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑟/𝑅+𝑀𝐸𝑅𝑇𝐼𝑟/𝑅
  

Figure 9 presents the SIT for agriculture for ECOWAS countries over the period 2008-2019. The 

results reveal that the SIT is relatively high for Mali, followed by Niger and Togo. On the other 

hand, the index is relatively low for Cabo Verde and Liberia, as well as Sierra Leone compared to 

other countries.  

Figure 9: Share of intra-ECOWAS trade in agriculture by country17, average 2008-2019 

 
Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT, Authors’ calculation 

 

 

Figure 10 presents the results of the introversion (RTI) of ECOWAS agricultural trade and the 

introversion of its member countries towards the region. The results show that the ECOWAS 

region is relatively introverted but there is heterogeneity in terms of introversion between 

countries. The degree of introversion of some of the countries changes as one move from the SIT 

towards the RTI. Indeed, while the SIT for Benin is higher than the one for Cote d’Ivoire, the RTI 

shows an opposite pattern: Cote d’Ivoire is more introverted than Benin. 

 
17 Data are available for Guinea Bissau and Liberia only for 2019. 
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Nevertheless, Liberia appears to be the less introverted countries towards the region, followed by 

Sierra Leone and Cabo Verde. 

Figure 10: Introversion of members of ECOWAS toward region in agriculture, average 2008-

2019 

 
 

Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT, Authors’ calculation 

 

 

 

4 Indicators of the quality of trade integration18 
 

The quality of a country’s trade integration also depends on its diversification. More diversification 

in the number of trading partners and in the number of products traded can be associated with 

better integration and better resilience in case of the breakdown of one of those markets. A number 

of diversification indicators enable us to evaluate these dimensions. 

a. Geographic Diversification Indexes 

One of the issues with indicators based on trade-to-GDP ratios is that they completely disregard 

the geographic dimension of trade and the number of a country’s trade partners. Therefore, a 

 
18 Data are available for Guinea Bissau and Liberia for ECOWAS REC and South Sudan for EAC REC only for 2019. 
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number of diversification indicators of trade links are often used to complete the analysis of trade 

openness. 

For this purpose, De Lombaerde and Iapadre (2012) used the number of equivalent markets, which 

corresponds to the inverse of the Herfindahl index. This indicator computes the number of 

equivalent markets of the same size that would give the same degree of diversification in trade 

partners as the one really observed. It is defined as 

 𝐸𝑀(𝑟) =
1

𝐻(𝑟)
  

with H(r) being the Herfindahl concentration index (OECD 2005): 

 𝐻(𝑟) = ∑ (
𝑋𝑟,𝑠

. +𝑋𝑠,𝑟
.

𝑋𝑟,.
. +𝑋.,𝑟

. )
2

𝑠   

Some other transformations of the Herfindahl index are also used, the geographic diversification 

index (Iapadre and Tironi 2008). 

Figure 11 shows the average number of equivalent markets for agriculture by ECOWAS country, 

for the ECOWAS and OECD regions over the period 2008-2019 around the world. The results 

reveal that the ECOWAS region is almost as diversified than the OECD region. At the level of 

ECOWAS countries, most of these countries appear to be well diversified in terms of trade 

partners, particularly Togo (EM=19.07) and Senegal (EM=17.15). However, some countries are 

dependent on a limited number of partners, this is the case of Cabo Verde (EM=5.40) and Liberia 

(EM=4.84). 
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Figure 11: Average number of equivalent markets around the world 2008-2019, ECOWAS 

countries, ECOWAS and OCDE RECs 

 
Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT, author’s calculation 

                                                                Note: EM=Equivalent of market 

 

Figure 12 shows the average number of equivalent markets in Africa for agriculture by ECOWAS 

country, for the ECOWAS and EAC regions over the period 2008-2019. The results reveal that 

the ECOWAS region is on average noticeably more diversified than the EAC region. Most 

ECOWAS countries seem to be well diversified in terms of partners in Africa, in particular Senegal 

(EM=8.21), Cote d'Ivoire (EM=7.67) and Togo (EM=6.51). However, some countries are very 

dependent on a limited number of partners, such as Guinea Bissau (EM=1.30) and Cabo Verde 

(EM=2.49).  
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Figure 12: Average number of equivalent markets in Africa, 2008-2019, ECOWAS countries, 

ECOWAS and EAC RECs 

 
Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT,author’s calculation 

                                                                Note: EM=Equivalent of market 

 

One of the problems with these indicators is that they compare the actual distribution of trade flows 

to an equidistribution benchmark that does not consider the actual size of each potential partner. 

Therefore, there is no difference between a situation in which a country trades a lot with a large 

trading country and a situation in which a country is highly dependent on a relatively small trading 

country. 

In order to overcome this problem, De Lombaerde and Iapadre (2012)19 suggested the use of a 

benchmark based on the weight of each commercial partner in world trade. For this purpose, they 

used the Finger-Kreinin index of similarity, which they call in that context the global geographic 

diversification index (GGDI). This index evaluates the distance between the distribution of one 

country’s trade and the distribution of trade in the rest of the world: 
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19 Cited by Bouet, Cosnard and Laborde 
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If country r has the same geographical distribution of trade as the world distribution of trade, each 

absolute value term is equal to 0 and the index is equal to 1. The more a country's geographical 

distribution of trade differs from the world distribution of trade, the smaller this index. 

If we consider figure 13 representing the average of the GGDI (global geographic diversification 

index) over the period 2008-2019 of ECOWAS and its countries but also of the OECD, it appears 

that the ECOWAS region is less diversified than the OECD. At the level of ECOWAS countries, 

the GGDI presents heterogeneities. Ghana and Cote d’Ivoire are the most diversified (0.56 and 

0.55 respectively), unlike Guinea (0.32) and Mali (0.34) which are the less diversified.  

 

Figure 13: Average global geographic diversification index (GGDI) around the world 2008-

2019, ECOWAS countries and OCDE countries 

 
Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT, author’s calculation 

 
 

Concerning the global geographic diversification index (GGDI) at the intra-African region, the 

ECOWAS region is more diversified than the EAC region. If we take the ECOWAS countries, the 

GGDI is quite high for the majority of the countries in the region. However, the GGDI is more 

important for Sierra Leone at the intra-African region. 

 

 

 

0.00

0.10

0.20

0.30

0.40

0.50

0.60



 
45 

 

Figure 14: Average global geographic diversification index (GGDI) Intra-African 2008-2019, 

ECOWAS and EAC RECs 

 
Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT, author’s calculation 

  

b. Sectoral diversification indexes 

It can also be interesting to look at the sectoral diversification of a country’s trade, which enables 

us to know whether a country is highly dependent on a limited number of products. The product 

space literature developed from Hidalgo and others (2007)20 also highlights the importance of 

diversification in the capability of a country to upgrade its export basket and reach faster growth.  

Some indexes similar to the one used for geographic diversification can also be computed. As an 

example, the number of equivalent sectoral markets (ESM(r)) measures the number of equivalent 

products of the same size that would give the same degree of diversification in products as the one 

observed: 

𝐸𝑆𝑀(𝑟) =
1

∑ (
𝑋𝑟,.

𝑘 + 𝑋.,𝑟
𝑘
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. )

2

𝑘

 

 
20 Cited by Bouet, Cosnard and Laborde 
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Figure 15 provides the average number of equivalent sectoral markets for agriculture over the 

period 2008-2019 for ECOWAS and its countries and the OECD region around the world. The 

results show that the OECD region is more diversified in terms of the number of products and 

largely exceeds the ECOWAS region. In the ECOWAS countries, the majority are trading in a 

limited number of products excepted for Cabo Verde followed by Togo. 

 

Figure 15 : Average number of equivalent sectoral markets for agriculture around the world 

2008-2019, ECOWAS countries, ECOWAS and OCDE RECs 

 
Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT, author’s calculation 

 

Figure 16 presents the number of equivalent sectoral markets for agriculture at the intra-African 

region level. The results show that the EAC region (ESM=18.23) trades a larger number of 

products than ECOWAS (ESM=11.58).  Of the ECOWAS countries, the majority trade a relatively 

high number of products at the intra-African level, as opposed to Cabo Verde and Guinea Bissau. 

Ghana has the largest number of equivalent sectoral markets in the region. 
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Figure 16: Average number of equivalent sectoral market for agriculture Intra-African trade 

2008-2019, ECOWAS countries, ECOWAS and EAC RECs 

 
Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT, author’s calculation 

 

 

Figures 17 and 18 below indicate the average global sectoral diversification indexes (GSDI). This 

is the sectoral equivalent of the GGDI, measuring the distance between the sectoral distribution of 

a country’s total trade and the sectoral distribution of trade in the rest of the world: 

 

𝐺𝑆𝐷𝐼(𝑟) = 1 −

∑ |
𝑋𝑟,.

𝑘 + 𝑋.,𝑟
𝑘

𝑋𝑟,.
. + 𝑋.,𝑟

. −
2𝑋.,.

𝑘 − (𝑋𝑟,.
𝑘 + 𝑋.,𝑟

𝑘 )
2𝑋.,.

. − (𝑋𝑟,.
. + 𝑋.,𝑟

. )
|𝑘

2
⁄

 

 

The results of the global sectoral diversification index (GSDI) worldwide still show a 

preponderance of the OECD on the ECOWAS region in terms of diversification (Figure 17). For 

ECOWAS countries, Cabo Verde (GSDI=0.49) remains the most diversified in terms of products 

It is important to note that Togo (GSDI=0.38) and Senegal (GSDI=0.37) are well diversified. 
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Figure 17 :Average of global sectoral diversification indexe for agriculture around the world 

2008-2019, ECOWAS countrie, ECOWAS and OCDE RECs 

 
Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT, author’s calculation 

 

 

Figure 18 on Global Sector Diversification Index (GSDI) at the intra-African region level shows 

a slightly higher diversification of the EAC region compared to ECOWAS. At the level of 

ECOWAS countries, there is a fairly homogeneous diversification for the large majority of 

countries. However, it is noted that Cabo Verde have is well diversified in terms of product at 

Intra-African over this period.  

It should be noted that the geographical and sectoral diversification indices are important indicators 

for assessing the quality of trade integration. In the case of the ECOWAS region, for example, 

these indices clearly reveal an important deficiency compared to other regions (OECD, EAC): the 

relatively small number of sectors in which it is specialized. This situation is a source of 

vulnerability as it exposes countries to external shocks from the markets of a few commodities.  
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Figure 18: Average global sectoral diversification indexe for agriculture Intra-Africain 2008-

2019, ECOWAS countries, ECOWAS and EAC RECs 

 
Source: AATM and ECO-ICBT, author’s calculation 

 

 

 

 

5 Conclusion  
 

 

This report presented a diagnostic of trade policies, instruments and level of integration in West 

Africa.  One interesting feature that appears is that west African countries apply import duties that 

are much higher than the tariffs they face for their exports. This is due to the fact that West African 

countries are specialized in raw materials and energy products (inputs) that are lightly taxed. In 

addition, many of these countries benefit from preferential access granted to them by developed 

countries.   

The second observation is the high level of non-tariff measures and other impediments present in 

West Africa. Indeed, these trade costs are very high and west African countries often rank in the 

last position when it comes to trade facilitation elements. Trade costs are high on both sides 

(imports and exports). These non-tariff measures, deficient infrastructure and lengthy border-

related measures are costly and constitute the main impediment to regional trade. 
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Contrary to the common preconception and the analysis of several international organizations, the 

level of trade integration is not so low when one correct official data to include informal cross 

border trade data and use the right indicators. Indeed, traditional indexes such as the trade-to-GDP 

ratios or the share of regional trade in total trade could be misleading. When accurate trade data 

and refined indicators are used, the level of trade integration in West Africa is comparable to those 

in other regions in Africa and sometimes higher.  

As for trade diversification, west African countries have relatively good geographic diversification 

inside and outside the continent. However, they display very weak product diversification with 

their trade based on a limited number of key commodities. The low level of product diversification 

is one of the main challenges facing west African countries. 

There are many challenges ahead for west African countries. In addition to the move for a better 

integration into world markets and reduce the degree of exposure to external shocks through more 

diversified exports, they need to prepare for recent continental initiatives. The Malabo initiative 

aims at tripling intra-african trade of agricultural products and the AfCFTA provide a framework 

to accelerate this progress. As highlighted in the report, reducing trade costs (trade facilitation) 

will be paramount in achieving these targets.  
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Appendix  
Table 19 : Average duties (%) applied on import and faced by exports by ECOWAS country and by HS2-Code 

Country   Benin Burkina Faso Cabo Verde Côte d'Ivoire 

Product 
HS2-Code Product name AVDOI AVDFE AVDOI AVDFE AVDOI AVDFE AVDOI AVDFE 

1 animals; live 5.29% 1.13% 5.40% 3.82% 2.92% 0.49% 7.28% 3.03% 

2 meat and edible meat offal 34.79% 13.55% 34.79% 7.22% 21.93% 18.93% 34.70% 13.55% 

3 fish and crustaceans, molluscs and other aquatic invertebrates 11.36% 6.22% 11.37% 12.27% 22.87% 3.49% 15.47% 5.96% 

4 
dairy produce; birds' eggs; natural honey; edible products of animal origin, not elsewhere 
specified or included 11.39% 11.90% 11.39% 16.21% 6.74% 40.68% 11.43% 19.79% 

5 animal originated products; not elsewhere specified or included 4.97% 7.77% 4.91% 1.78% 10.74% 0.64% 4.99% 6.64% 

6 trees and other plants, live; bulbs, roots and the like; cut flowers and ornamental foliage 8.00% 8.31% 8.01% 0.97% 5.46% 10.65% 8.44% 4.10% 

7 vegetables and certain roots and tubers; edible 18.40% 5.11% 18.46% 7.61% 12.20% 7.19% 16.52% 7.48% 

8 fruit and nuts, edible; peel of citrus fruit or melons 17.33% 4.81% 17.38% 4.21% 0.49% 2.39% 16.19% 13.50% 

9 coffee, tea, mate and spices 12.34% 12.87% 12.34% 25.03% 19.78% 0.70% 15.57% 6.54% 

10 cereals 6.73% 13.74% 6.73% 14.78% 2.94% 62.89% 6.50% 30.07% 

11 products of the milling industry; malt, starches, inulin, wheat gluten 14.19% 11.12% 14.19% 12.42% 5.74% 17.63% 14.50% 15.47% 

12 
oil seeds and oleaginous fruits; miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal 
plants; straw and fodder 6.12% 4.00% 6.25% 6.06% 0.10% 0.49% 6.97% 6.63% 

13 lac; gums, resins and other vegetable saps and extracts 4.97% 3.35% 4.98% 2.18% 0.00% 4.93% 4.86% 16.67% 

14 vegetable plaiting materials; vegetable products not elsewhere specified or included 4.97% 2.24% 4.98% 3.88% 0.00% 5.28% 4.98% 6.56% 

15 
animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products; prepared animal fats; animal 
or vegetable waxes 20.15% 9.07% 20.01% 4.38% 4.77% 0.74% 16.42% 8.36% 

16 meat, fish or crustaceans, molluscs or other aquatic invertebrates; preparations thereof 24.01% 10.50% 24.00% 11.91% 32.00% 1.93% 25.50% 2.29% 

17 sugars and sugar confectionery 18.34% 21.22% 18.30% 36.49% 7.98% 35.11% 18.32% 22.79% 

18 cocoa and cocoa preparations 33.47% 3.50% 33.47% 10.16% 31.20% 2.66% 27.52% 1.86% 

19 preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk; pastrycooks' products 17.48% 13.18% 17.47% 9.51% 18.14% 4.22% 17.64% 14.77% 

20 preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants 20.03% 12.00% 20.04% 9.34% 22.21% 5.15% 19.99% 16.90% 

21 miscellaneous edible preparations 13.44% 13.36% 13.44% 5.03% 21.05% 1.57% 15.93% 16.25% 

22 beverages, spirits and vinegar 18.10% 17.71% 18.10% 45.55% 38.69% 4.10% 19.43% 20.24% 

23 food industries, residues and wastes thereof; prepared animal fodder 9.37% 5.28% 9.40% 3.40% 0.00% 2.73% 9.58% 7.19% 

24 tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes 9.82% 8.90% 9.82% 19.49% 13.30% 7.88% 15.48% 18.80% 
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52 cotton 21.84% 4.30% 21.79% 2.76% 9.32% 11.01% 13.84% 5.24% 

Table 19: continued 

Country   Gambia Ghana Guinea Guinea-Bissau 

Product HS2-
Code Product name AVDOI AVDFE AVDOI AVDFE AVDOI AVDFE AVDOI AVDFE 

1 animals; live 0.00% 7.26% 7.28% 2.21% 13.74% 3.20% 8.55% 7.97% 

2 meat and edible meat offal 20.00% 13.91% 34.70% 50.79% 20.00% 13.75% 19.96% 15.33% 

3 fish and crustaceans, molluscs and other aquatic invertebrates 19.92% 1.78% 15.50% 8.00% 15.78% 3.38% 11.38% 18.68% 

4 
dairy produce; birds' eggs; natural honey; edible products of animal origin, not elsewhere specified 
or included 9.04% 17.80% 11.38% 20.74% 7.97% 19.43% 10.09% 16.15% 

5 animal originated products; not elsewhere specified or included 20.00% 5.75% 4.99% 7.33% 5.00% 14.79% 4.92% 5.93% 

6 trees and other plants, live; bulbs, roots and the like; cut flowers and ornamental foliage 20.00% 0.72% 8.40% 1.76% 8.43% 0.51% 8.04% 10.39% 

7 vegetables and certain roots and tubers; edible 19.71% 4.98% 16.52% 9.18% 18.45% 5.00% 18.24% 4.85% 

8 fruit and nuts, edible; peel of citrus fruit or melons 20.00% 4.63% 15.53% 15.03% 13.40% 15.23% 17.52% 17.22% 

9 coffee, tea, mate and spices 14.58% 17.98% 15.57% 30.33% 20.00% 15.53% 12.57% 15.16% 

10 cereals 13.55% 31.78% 12.65% 14.99% 7.45% 11.76% 6.73% 7.66% 

11 products of the milling industry; malt, starches, inulin, wheat gluten 11.42% 0.46% 14.56% 16.27% 14.56% 5.81% 14.46% 0.73% 

12 
oil seeds and oleaginous fruits; miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal plants; 
straw and fodder 15.82% 12.46% 7.01% 8.81% 6.88% 1.75% 6.03% 2.96% 

13 lac; gums, resins and other vegetable saps and extracts 10.00% 0.34% 4.87% 10.22% 5.00% 4.58% 4.98% 5.17% 

14 vegetable plaiting materials; vegetable products not elsewhere specified or included 20.00% 0.65% 4.97% 2.52% 5.00% 0.65% 4.96% 4.79% 

15 
animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products; prepared animal fats; animal or 
vegetable waxes 18.92% 7.43% 16.43% 9.26% 13.58% 3.90% 14.09% 10.66% 

16 meat, fish or crustaceans, molluscs or other aquatic invertebrates; preparations thereof 18.53% 4.10% 25.50% 2.03% 20.00% 1.56% 19.83% 13.01% 

17 sugars and sugar confectionery 12.73% 14.66% 18.31% 41.75% 20.05% 7.88% 19.00% 69.89% 

18 cocoa and cocoa preparations 20.00% 9.99% 25.68% 2.21% 15.96% 1.23% 19.55% 10.52% 

19 preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk; pastrycooks' products 20.00% 5.19% 17.66% 18.03% 14.28% 9.59% 14.01% 12.84% 

20 preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants 16.98% 14.82% 20.06% 14.09% 19.48% 14.82% 18.91% 13.75% 

21 miscellaneous edible preparations 20.00% 8.00% 15.77% 17.41% 15.35% 2.90% 13.21% 11.69% 

22 beverages, spirits and vinegar 20.00% 60.25% 19.47% 44.32% 19.52% 81.02% 19.25% 14.82% 

23 food industries, residues and wastes thereof; prepared animal fodder 9.99% 4.87% 9.57% 5.51% 9.00% 4.59% 9.19% 8.07% 

24 tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes 20.00% 40.17% 15.45% 16.95% 16.07% 12.03% 10.79% 39.80% 
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52 Cotton 13.35% 9.54% 13.74% 12.66% 12.81% 4.94% 16.76% 10.10% 

Country   Liberia Mali Niger Nigeria 

Product HS2-
Code Product name AVDOI AVDFE AVDOI AVDFE AVDOI AVDFE AVDOI AVDFE 

1 animals; live 2.39% 7.21% 7.67% 2.04% 5.58% 6.40% 5.29% 6.02% 

2 meat and edible meat offal 9.44% 21.02% 34.79% 10.26% 34.79% 4.77% 34.79% 19.86% 

3 fish and crustaceans, molluscs and other aquatic invertebrates 3.48% 2.00% 11.36% 4.58% 11.36% 5.08% 11.36% 4.25% 

4 
dairy produce; birds' eggs; natural honey; edible products of animal origin, not elsewhere specified 
or included 4.68% 9.40% 11.39% 10.83% 11.39% 17.98% 10.26% 32.06% 

5 animal originated products; not elsewhere specified or included 18.71% 5.71% 4.91% 2.75% 4.91% 5.92% 4.91% 3.98% 

6 trees and other plants, live; bulbs, roots and the like; cut flowers and ornamental foliage 11.14% 10.00% 8.00% 8.65% 8.09% 2.53% 8.01% 11.26% 

7 vegetables and certain roots and tubers; edible 7.50% 4.99% 18.40% 6.71% 18.53% 8.00% 18.42% 16.70% 

8 fruit and nuts, edible; peel of citrus fruit or melons 7.50% 8.18% 17.33% 7.97% 17.35% 15.41% 17.35% 16.60% 

9 coffee, tea, mate and spices 14.63% 0.25% 12.34% 29.13% 12.35% 18.02% 10.19% 15.42% 

10 cereals 6.18% 2.18% 6.72% 7.27% 6.72% 19.65% 6.72% 7.81% 

11 products of the milling industry; malt, starches, inulin, wheat gluten 5.07% 8.42% 14.19% 11.67% 14.19% 12.11% 14.19% 18.17% 

12 
oil seeds and oleaginous fruits; miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal plants; 
straw and fodder 6.06% 0.00% 6.08% 1.98% 6.12% 1.75% 6.08% 6.12% 

13 lac; gums, resins and other vegetable saps and extracts 15.00% 4.39% 4.97% 1.64% 4.98% 2.54% 4.97% 8.10% 

14 vegetable plaiting materials; vegetable products not elsewhere specified or included 15.00% 0.65% 4.96% 9.42% 4.97% 3.86% 4.96% 5.91% 

15 
animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products; prepared animal fats; animal or 
vegetable waxes 9.76% 0.49% 20.00% 7.82% 20.00% 6.65% 19.95% 3.87% 

16 meat, fish or crustaceans, molluscs or other aquatic invertebrates; preparations thereof 12.82% 8.00% 24.00% 10.53% 24.00% 12.22% 24.02% 16.27% 

17 sugars and sugar confectionery 12.50% 54.79% 18.30% 12.28% 18.30% 44.59% 17.51% 35.72% 

18 cocoa and cocoa preparations 18.17% 0.64% 33.47% 0.20% 33.64% 13.07% 33.47% 1.29% 

19 preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk; pastrycooks' products 7.52% 5.49% 17.47% 12.50% 17.48% 9.29% 17.21% 22.52% 

20 preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants 15.00% 10.78% 20.00% 2.58% 20.01% 13.42% 19.23% 20.37% 

21 miscellaneous edible preparations 19.18% 4.72% 13.44% 6.13% 13.44% 11.66% 12.55% 19.63% 

22 beverages, spirits and vinegar 72.80% 54.23% 18.13% 39.12% 18.09% 49.38% 17.58% 47.28% 

23 food industries, residues and wastes thereof; prepared animal fodder 3.87% 1.57% 9.34% 1.54% 9.34% 2.64% 9.36% 9.76% 

24 tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes 5.00% 39.85% 9.82% 23.71% 9.82% 35.76% 10.35% 41.24% 
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Tableau 19: Continued 

 

Tableau 19: Continued 

Country   Senegal Sierra Leone Togo 

Product 
HS2-Code Product name AVDOI AVDFE AVDOI AVDFE AVDOI AVDFE 

1 animals; live 7.28% 2.58% 12.41% 9.07% 7.28% 2.41% 

2 meat and edible meat offal 34.70% 11.66% 20.00% 13.02% 34.77% 45.22% 

3 fish and crustaceans, molluscs and other aquatic invertebrates 15.76% 3.91% 15.43% 8.64% 15.47% 1.95% 

4 
dairy produce; birds' eggs; natural honey; edible products of animal origin, not 
elsewhere specified or included 11.46% 12.26% 18.47% 24.81% 11.44% 15.10% 

5 animal originated products; not elsewhere specified or included 4.99% 1.44% 17.37% 5.90% 4.99% 1.11% 

6 
trees and other plants, live; bulbs, roots and the like; cut flowers and ornamental 
foliage 8.40% 2.20% 10.58% 0.78% 8.40% 0.54% 

7 vegetables and certain roots and tubers; edible 16.53% 4.23% 18.72% 5.31% 16.52% 4.86% 

8 fruit and nuts, edible; peel of citrus fruit or melons 14.77% 3.73% 17.96% 8.00% 14.75% 4.32% 

9 coffee, tea, mate and spices 15.57% 27.03% 19.70% 3.98% 15.57% 8.33% 

10 cereals 6.50% 13.40% 8.42% 2.38% 6.49% 8.35% 

11 products of the milling industry; malt, starches, inulin, wheat gluten 14.50% 12.32% 14.84% 25.09% 14.49% 13.26% 

12 
oil seeds and oleaginous fruits; miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or 
medicinal plants; straw and fodder 6.98% 7.43% 8.15% 14.49% 6.97% 2.95% 

13 lac; gums, resins and other vegetable saps and extracts 4.88% 1.19% 3.05% 2.85% 4.86% 5.26% 

14 vegetable plaiting materials; vegetable products not elsewhere specified or included 4.98% 2.03% 14.14% 2.32% 4.97% 1.82% 

15 
animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products; prepared animal fats; 
animal or vegetable waxes 16.39% 8.33% 17.51% 2.35% 16.39% 5.92% 

16 
meat, fish or crustaceans, molluscs or other aquatic invertebrates; preparations 
thereof 25.51% 3.92% 19.99% 20.32% 25.49% 13.69% 

17 sugars and sugar confectionery 18.31% 19.68% 20.69% 27.73% 18.31% 19.55% 

18 cocoa and cocoa preparations 25.19% 11.55% 25.34% 0.29% 25.01% 1.23% 

19 preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk; pastrycooks' products 17.76% 9.34% 17.39% 21.11% 17.60% 11.06% 

20 preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants 20.04% 11.47% 23.37% 22.23% 19.95% 12.60% 

21 miscellaneous edible preparations 15.92% 13.36% 19.67% 25.61% 15.74% 13.10% 

22 beverages, spirits and vinegar 19.43% 23.49% 25.25% 6.11% 19.49% 24.72% 

23 food industries, residues and wastes thereof; prepared animal fodder 9.58% 3.40% 5.00% 1.46% 9.57% 2.48% 

24 tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes 15.74% 27.82% 22.77% 15.77% 15.45% 12.12% 

52 cotton 9.68% 2.58% 21.80% 4.87% 21.85% 6.86% 21.80% 4.46% 
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52 cotton 13.74% 3.00% 23.95% 5.67% 13.77% 3.76% 

Note : AVDOI = average duties on import on exports, AVDFE= average duties faced by exports 

 

 


