




18
Milk production serves as an alternative source of income to corn growing. The living standards of the participating farmers have already 
improved, and women have been better integrated. Photo: Ulrich Döring
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The EU Exerts Further Pressure In Order to Force 
ACP Countries to Open Their  Markets

If one however has a closer look at the negotiation proc-
esses and interim Economic Partnership Agreements 
against this disquieting background, it appears that de-
cisive provisions are lacking. The Cotonou Agreement, in 
the frame of which the EPAs are negotiated, does stipu-
late that international Human Rights and social rights 
should serve as guidelines for the cooperation nego-
tiations. But none of the EPAs does implement this, let 
alone contain references to this requirement. One can 
search in vain for mentions on the situation of particularly 
sensitive population segments in the whole EPA process. 
The way in which the negotiations have been conducted 
and the existing agreements drafted testify of purely 
economic negotiation goals.26 The EU is thus violating 
its own principles. The European Consensus on Develop-
ment prescribes that ”EU partnership and dialogue with 
third countries will promote common values of: respect 
for human rights, fundamental freedoms, peace, democ-
racy, good governance, gender equality, the rule of law, 
solidarity and justice.“27 Further, the ”EU is strongly 
committed to effective multilateralism whereby all the 
world‘s nations share responsibility for development.“28

Moreover, the world economic changes that have taken 
place since the global recession makes the strict opening 
of the ACP countries‘ markets even more alarming: The 
EU market sends too few incentives for liberalisation, 
with all its negative consequences, to be a promising de-
velopment strategy. The EU did promise to support the 
developing countries with financial means during the ad-
justment period but these promises are neither concrete 
nor part of the EPA contracts.

Today‘s world economic situation begs the question of 
which of both bad options developing countries can bet-
ter cope with: a decline of their export income resulting 
from the loss of free access to the EU market, or increased 
competition, lower tariff income and the surrender of 
scope of action in economic policy.

The precarious development of the world economy  
reinforces the arguments speaking against any long-term 
renouncing of economic policy measures for the protec-
tion of development and food security. The complete 
elimination of these instruments is unnecessary in the 
frame of the World Trade Organisation regulations.29  
The EU should thus make steps towards the ACP coun-
tries and other developing countries and agree upon 
more flexible provisions.

26  UN Human Rights Council (2007).
27  European Union (2006).

28  Ibid.
29  Bertow, Kerstin (2009), p. 6f.
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Divide and Conquer:  The EU Trade Policy  
Threatens Regional Integration in Africa

”The European Union pledges to further integrate Africa 
in the global economy with new trade agreements, and 
in this way to reduce poverty.“ Admittedly, this sounds 
good. However, Dominic Chanda, representative of the 
non-governmental organisation Zambia Trade Network, 
stresses that: ”In theory, our products already had ac-
cess to European markets; In practice though, laborious  
control standards and rules of origin stopped us from 
profiting from it! The trade regime with the EU so far 
in particular denies our processing industries any ex-
port options. Zambia, like most former colonies, has up 
to now being delivering only raw materials to the EU:  
Copper and cotton.“30  

Chanda has experience with the nice words of the Euro-
pean representatives for the new economic agreements 
with former colonies, as well as with the subtleties that 
will eventually determine whether or not there will be 
new development incentives in the future. The young 
NGO representative from Zambia followed all negotia-
tion rounds with the East and Southern African region 
(ESA), for the Zambian government is also taking part in 
the trade talks. ”We are trying to bargain for new trade 
and development incentives. If we didn‘t,“ Dominic says, 
”our position as regards regional integration would also 
be compromised.“

Chanda condemns the EU trade strategy as regards the 
considerable means of pressure and self-interest of the 
EU: ”Up to now, in international trade talks, African 
countries had acted in one bloc together with the other 
developing countries throughout the world; protected  

by great economic powers such as Brasil, India and  
China, we were able to bar the opening of our mar-
kets. Now though, during the EPA negotiations, the EU 
has been using an unscrupulous strategy of Divide and  
Conquer“, Dominic Chanda states. ”Indeed, originally,  
regional partnership agreements should have been 
established,“31 he continues, ”in order to stimulate lo-
cal development processes across borders. However, 
no agreement could be reached with the regions over 
the course of the agreed seven-year negotiation period.  
It was not possible to conduct the complicated integra-
tion of the heavily fragmented African regions in such a 
short time! In spite of this, the EU insisted on the agree-
ment being signed by the deadline; but now, with indi-
vidual countries.“ The strongest mean of  pressure of the 
EU: threatening to take back the privileged market ac-
cess for African export products. ”The richer developing 
countries such as Ghana, Zimbabwe, Kenya or Mauritius 
heavily depend on export trade with Europe and thus had 
to give in. Bilateral interim agreements were set up in a 
hurry. And of course, the interests of particularly poor 
countries such as Zambia were ignored!“

Chanda sees serious consequences awaiting the African 
developing regions: ”You see,“ he explains, ”let‘s take 
for instance Zambia, it is neighbouring Zimbabwe and 
its neighbouring country South Africa. We consider the 
dairy sector to be an important driving force for the de-
velopment of our rural regions and will thus exclude it 
from liberalisation. Our neighbours on the other hand 
want to protect other sectors and are willing to open the 
dairy sector.“

30	 For details on the rules of origin under the EPAs refer to: Reichert, Tobias et. al. (2009), p. 17ff.
31	 The general framework of the Cotonou agreement, signed in 2001 by the European and African States, prescribes that regional economic agreements be es-

tablished by 2008: According to article 35(2), ”Economic and trade cooperation shall build on regional integration initiatives of ACP States, bearing in mind 
that regional integration is a key instrument for the integration of ACP countries into the world economy.“ 
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South Africa has had an agreement with the EU since 
1999 already, which liberalised the import of agricul-
tural products. This means that the South African needs 
in dairy products is nowadays also covered by European 
imports. Setting aside the lost income opportunities 
that could also provide development incentives for farm-
ers in the region, this trade policy with the EU already 
has negative impacts: indeed, Zambia does not have the  
necessary capacities to sufficiently control border and 
goods traffic so that indirect powdered milk imports – 
contraband from South Africa – forces the milk prices 

down in Zambia, explains Chanda. ”The production and 
processing of our local milk is comparatively too expen-
sive! This is already restraining our dairy sector now. 
This trend will however continue to strengthen up if we 
do not conclude a harmonised regional agreement with  
the EU!“

With the pressure and support of civil society which  
is successfully cooperating with Zambia‘s government,  
Felix Mutati, Zambia‘s Minister of Commerce, is taking  
an active role in the international negotiations. At the 
same time, he is the Chairperson of the Eastern and 
Southern Africa regional grouping (ESA), a grouping that 
actually first formed over the course of the EPA negotia-
tions. He is campaigning for development concerns to be 
in first position during the negotiations – even before 
commercial interests. In August 2009, Zambia together 
with the Comoros, refused at the last minute to sign the 
interim EPAs between the EU and the ESA region because 
of the many controversial points.32

The volume and selection of ”sensitive products“ that are 
to be excluded from the liberalisation list are disputed - 
for Zambia, this concerns dairy products, meat, vegeta-
bles, shoes and textiles. Having to protect local markets 
against cheap agricultural imports from the EU heavily 
restricts the scope of action for other young industries 
that are worthy of protection and could possibly arise 
if there were no external competition. Also controver-
sial are the standstill clauses that freeze tariffs to their 
present levels and thus ban any tariff increase, also for 
sensitive products. Furthermore, the adjustment periods 
called for by the EU – the time period during which the 
market for all other products should be opened to com-
petition – are the subject of heated debates: While the 
EU demands an adjustment period of maximum 15 years, 
African economic experts and politicians reckon that 
complete liberalisation cannot be achieved in less than 
25 years. Accordingly, the Economic Community of West 

Farmer, non government organisation and union protests against 
the EPAs, Ghana, 2007. Photo: Ulrich Döring

32	 Trade Negotiations Insight (2009), p. 13.
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African States (ECOWAS) offered a tariff reduction for  
60 per cent of products, instead of the 80 per cent called 
for by the EU, within 25 instead of 15 years.

Dominic Chanda explains: ”Let‘s take for instance the 
dairy sector: The Government of Zambia will financially 
not be able to support small and medium scale dairy farm-
ers and commercially transform their farms in such a way 
that they can keep up with European products.“

A further contentious issue between the negotiation 
partners is the protection of economic policy autonomy: 
If a free trade regime were established as envisioned by 
Europe, African Governments would have to give up po-
litical control on many protection tariffs and investment 
rights once the adjustment period is over.

For Chanda, the outcome on these issues will determine, 
”whether the new agreements will provide develop-

ment incentives or whether Zambia‘s future will be dic-
tated by the European Union.“ He specifies: ”Africa can 
only develop if production incentives are created on site,  
together with jobs in the processing industries and in 
export. Otherwise, the numerous investments in educa-
tional and health projects are not worth it, development 
is no one-dimensional concept!“ 

Civil society organisations, among which Germanwatch 
and FIAN, have joined together across borders and are 
campaigning so that development policy concerns be-
come a priority. The German Bundestag also still has to 
ratify the text. This is why we are calling for the overhaul 
of the agreements that have already been signed with a 
focus on regional development, and the redesign of the 
pending agreements to suit development needs! The 
population‘s proposals and needs must be respected. 
Otherwise, Dominic Chanda warns, ”forget about devel-
opment!“ 

3 March 2009: African farmers and parliamentary representatives are demonstrating in Berlin against export subsidies for dairy products. 
Members of Attac, FIAN, Oxfam, terre des hommes, Weed and Germanwatch also participated. Photo: Jörg Peter, Oxfam
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Germanwatch
Germanwatch is an independent, non-profit and non-
governmental North-South Initiative. Since 1991, we 
have been actively working on issues such as trade,  
environment and North-South relations on the German, 
European and international level. Complex problems  
require innovative solutions. Germanwatch prepares 
the ground for necessary policy changes in the North 
which preserve the interests of people in the South.  
On a regular basis, we present significant information  
to decisionmakers and supporters. Our work is being  
funded through donations, membership fees and project 
grants. Our central goals are:
•	 A policy framework for global food security and sus

tainable agriculture.
•	 Effective and fair instruments as well as economic  

incentives for climate protection.
•	 Compliance of multinational companies with social and 

ecological standards.
•	 Ecologically and socially sound investments.
www.germanwatch.org

UK Food Group
The UK Food Group focuses its work on key international 
food, agriculture and related environmental issues. These 
include the need for a just, coherent, equitable and sus-
tainable food system that serves the interests of, espe-
cially small-scale, food providers, consumers and the en-
vironment, particularly in poor, rural areas of the global 
South. The network comprises about 35 organisations.

The UK Food Group also represents BOND (British Over-
seas NGOs in Development) on global food and farming 
issues.
www.ukfg.org.uk
    

FIAN
FIAN International is the international human rights  
organization that advocates the realization of the right  
to food. We are a non-political, non-for-profit organiza
tion with sections and members in more than 50 coun-
tries. We expose violations of people’s right to food and 
strive to secure access to the resources that people need 
in order to feed themselves now and in the future. We 
envision a world free from hunger, in which every man, 
woman and child can fully enjoy their human rights in  
dignity.
www.fian.org

Both Ends
Both ENDS supports the work of environmental organisa-
tions, primarily in the South (developing countries) and 
the Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries. We 
support organisations through information, research, ad-
vocacy, campaigning, networking and capacity-building.

The core of Both ENDS‘ activities is in making connec-
tions, between South and North, environment and devel
opment, and different sectors of the society. Both ENDS 
functions as a go-between to support individuals and  
social organisations all over the world whose speciali
sation is ecological sustainability and social justice. The 
main focus is the realisation of sustainable forms of natu-
ral resource management and to promote policymaking 
in the Netherlands as well as worldwide.
www.bothends.org


