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Abstract

This study examined the interaction between economic integration and trade facilitation in
ECOWAS and how the regional bloc has performed in promoting agricultural export.
Satistical and econometric analyses were utilized to examine the effect of economic
integration on trade facilitation as well as the role of trade facilitation and economic
integration in promoting agricultural exports in ECOWAS. The findings suggest that on the
average, the level of trade facilitation in ECOWAS is below world average. It was also found
that ECOWAS members with more bureaucratic processes experience greater costs of
exporting/importing. Evidence from the study also reveals a sustained growth in agricultural
production and a close relationship between agricultural production and agricultural exports
in the region. Results from econometric analyses indicate that economic integration
significantly helps in facilitating trade within the ECOWAS sub-region. Economic integration
and trade facilitation were also found to be significant in influencing agricultural exportsin
the ECOWAS sub-region, while agricultural production had direct and significant impact on
agricultural exports. Notably, there is a need to create incentives for greater level of
implementation of the ECOWAS agricultural policy (ECOWAP) and the ECOWAS Trade
liberalization Scheme (ETLS) protocols by individual member states to enhance economic
integration in the sub-region.
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ECONOMIC INTEGRATION, TRADE FACILITATION AND AGRICULTURAL
EXPORTSPERFORMANCE IN ECOWASMEMBER STATES

Introduction

Economic integration (EI), which is an embodimehtastom unions, trade blocs, and free
trade area, has the ultimate aim of promoting tgzaiticipation of Members and in the long-
run enhance economic performance and welfare of ditezenry. EI cannot operate in a
vacuum, it requires some sort of components sudhaasport and communication facilities,
critical mass of capital, institutions, and so omteaningfully realise its objectives (Essien,
2009). It is on this axiom that regional econonmaenenunities (RECs) are established across
the world, of which Economic Community for West ikan States (ECOWAS) is a good

example.

A cursory observation of some indicators of El présd in Table 1 indicate that the share of
ECOWAS’ import ranges from 11.67 per cent to 17p@4 cent between 1999 and 2009;
while that of export share was between 8.40 pet aed 14.18 per cent within the same
period. This means that ECOWAS sub-region has gresdtare in world import than export
denoting that it is a net importer. It has alsorbeeted that the ECOWAS sub-region meets
about 80 per cent of the regional population’s fowmed, which implies that the net food
import is about 20 per cent (ECOWAS Commission, ®@01IThis is crucial given the
understanding that food is fundamental to humasterce and agricultural sector is expected

to provide food, among other things.

Table 1: ECOWAS Trade Share in World Market (%)

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
importshare 1167 1700 1623 1350 1357 1882 1994 1297 1152 17.04 17.04
Exportshare 1153 8358 960 1283 1022 893 840 1418 1006 1246 1244

Source: Computed from ECOWAS Trade Data and Worddl& Indicators

One of the cardinal objectives of RECs is to praroade within the region (intra-regional
trade) as trade barriers are significantly redudégk values in Figures 1la and 1b show that
the level of ECOWAS'’ total export and import incsed markedly between 1999 and 2009.
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Export increased from USD 20 billion in 1999 to USDO billion in 2009 while import
increased from USD 18 billion to USD 60 billion. Wever, as shown in Figure 1b, intra-
regional trade (import and export) declined withive period. For instance, intra-regional
export fluctuated between 8.4 and 14.2 per cemh 899 to 2009, while that of import was
between 11.5 and 19.9 per cent. Thus, both intyenal export and import were less than 20
per cent, which implies that more than 80 per @érttade in ECOWAS sub-region is with
other countries in other regions. The export of TS Members within the region was very
low. It was as low as 0.1 per cent in 1999 andp@#cent in 2005 for Cape Verde just like
Guinea Bissau that was 0.1 per cent in 2001, 20@328907. For the import of ECOWAS
Members from the region, it was also very low, vehgrwas only 0.5 per cent and 2.3 per
cent respectively in 1999 and 2007 in Nigeria (EC&BNTrade Data, 2010). Others have
similar patterns with the exception of a few.

Trade facilitation (TF) examines how proceduresoaissed with cross-border trade can be

improved through the reduction of transaction cost$ is believed to enhance

competitiveness in world market (ICTSD, 2011). Sootker indicators of TF, namely:

number of documents required for both import angbets as well as number of days required
to process goods for import and export show thaequires about 8 and 9 documents for
export and import in ECOWAS sub-region comparedhout 7 and 8 of same for the world
average(World Bank, 2010). Furthermore, it requiaésut 30 and 36 days to finish the
process of export and import documentation in ECCB/AgAb-region unlike 26 to 29 days for
the world average (World Bank, 2010). It is equalbted that the average teledensity rate in
ECOWAS sub-region in 2007 was 17.98 per 100 inhakst compared to the averages for

SSA and world that were 23.35 and 83.09, respdygt(@ayiwola and Osabuohien, 2009).

Figure 1a Trend in Export and Import of ECOWAS (USD 'm)
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Figure 1b Pattern of Intra-regional Trade in ECOWAS (%)
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Agricultural sector in ECOWAS like most African emmies occupies prime segment of the
society. It is seen as the backbone and mainsttheatconomy as it has diverse effects on the
society with regard to employment, earnings anddfsecurity (ECOWAS Commission,
2010; Efobi and Osabuohien, 2011). Agriculturaltsecontributes about 35 per cent of the
ECOWAS sub-region’s gross domestic products (GDie)iaconstitutes about 16.3 per cent
of total export of goods and services. On the ayeraver 60 per cent of the active population
in the ECOWAS region engaged in agriculture (ECOWA@&nmission, 2010). Thus, it is a
significant sector that can help poverty alleviatand ensure food security. However, there
are some challenges that have bedeviled the peafarenof the agricultural sector in general
and agricultural export in particular in the sulgiom. Some of these include: limited local
market size, poor and inefficient infrastructureljance on rainfall, limited technical know-

how, low availability of financial resources, amaothers.

The operations of RECs are believed to provide sofrige solutions of the aforementioned
challenges by facilitating intra-regional agricuétliproducts flow through: the transportation
from surplus to deficit countries in the sub-regioeducing price fluctuations; supporting
regional infrastructure; creating regulatory franoeke; inter alia. Thus, Rl and TF can help
to enhance productivity and competitiveness ofcadfral exports by increasing output as
well as improving the incomes of farmers. Basedhenforegoing this study seeks to examine
how economic integration in ECOWAS has improvedaéréacilitation on one hand, and how
agricultural exports has benefited from El and ifhie sub-region. The main objective of the
study is to analyse the interrelationship amongnenac integration, trade facilitation and
agricultural export performance in ECOWAS.



Brief Literature Review

The term Economic integration (El) has been seehate several connotations. It usually
involves the unification of trade among the Membsra given trade bloc or customs union.
It equally includes partial or full removal of tHisi on trade across national boundaries with
the purpose of reducing prices and enhancing tHeamgeof citizens in the Member States
(Dalimov, 2009). EI processes can be realised tirotarious stages, namely: Preferential
trading area; Free trade area, monetary union;oBssiunion, Common market; Economic
union, Customs and monetary union; Economic andetaoy union, Fiscal union; and

full/Complete economic integration (Ndulu, Kritzergvan and Reinikka, 2005). The stages
and duration as well as effectiveness depend oh bHw nature of regulations and the
adherence to laid down rules by the Member St&esinstance, UNECA (2010) had noted
that regionalism has proliferated in post-indep@cgeSSA countries but intra-regional trade

in SSA is still lower than projected.

The RECs essentially exist to help the region médmhe benefits of engaging in
international trade and minimise possible costs #ra involved. This is usually pursued
through the reduction of trade restrictions andketaccess. Yang and Gupta (2007) have
noted that RTAs in Africa have not been effectimgpromoting trade due to external trade
barriers and low level of resource harmonisatiom@gnmembers. Other possible challenges
include: small size of markets, poor transportliaes and high trading costs (UNECA, 2010;
Osabuohien, 2011). RECs also strive to achieve ekistence of mutually benefitting
integration, strong political commitment to theeigtation and strong institutions among
members (McCarthy, 2002; Dalimov, 2009).

With respect to trade facilitation (TF), Wilson, Maand Otsuki (2005) defined it broadly by
guantifying the impact of four different measurasamely: port efficiency, customs
environment, regulatory environment and e-businessgye. However, Engman (2005) used
the WTO definition of TF, which involves the sinfpiation and harmonisation of
international trade procedures. This definition sidars mainly what happens around the
border. Other authors such as Martinez-ZarzosoMigglquez-Ramos (2008) focused on the
effects of the measures of TF including: informatitechnology, port efficiency and

institutional quality.



In literature, major approaches of estimating ttmpact of TF have been examined. Some
studies such as Martinez-Zarzoso and M arquez-Rg2@38); Wilson, Mann and Otsuki
(2003, 2005), among others employed the gravity ehad trade augmented with some
indicators of TF. For instance, Wilson, Mann angu®i (2005) estimated gravity model of
trade augmented with some indicators of TF for augrof countries in the Asia-Pacific
region. Soloaga, Wilson and Mejia (2006) also wmagimented gravity model but with focus
on Mexico. Djankov, Freund and Pham (2010) alsoleyegl the augmented gravity model
using the World Bank’s Doing Business Databasenstit emphasis mainly on the effects of
time delays in the exporting country. Nordas, Riaall Grosso (2006) had earlier examined
how time delays exert probable influence on expbiney found that time not only reduces
trade volumes, but lengthy procedures for exponid ianports reduce the probability that
firms will enter the export markets for time seiv&tproducts. This agrees with Persson
(2007) who investigated the effect of time delayd ransaction costs on trade flows for each
of the six groups of African, Caribbean and PacffdMCP) countries negotiating Economic
Partnership Agreements with the European Union (Euyther, the empirical findings of
Martinez-Zarzoso and M arquez-Ramos (2008) lenchaupto multilateral initiatives that

encourage countries to assess their trade falitateds and priorities and to improve them.

TF reforms has been seen as crucial policy measoresducing the costs of exporting and
importing in developing countries, as the interoadl business community has increasingly
expressed its concerns for greater transparendigjieaety, and procedural uniformity of
cross-border transportation of goods. Freund andkgo2004) noted that gains from trade
can lead to welfare, which will emanate from insiag specialisation; however, when the
structure of economic activities are not flexibteincorporate nascent changes, the positive
impact of trade will be minimal in terms of thdoahtion of resources across and within
industries. It is these rigidities that Economic¢elyjration and TF are meant to address to

promote trade flows across regions.

In the African continent, not much has been donexamination of trade facilitation and
economic integration. The few studies in this aaea briefly reviewed herein. lwanow and
Kirkpatrick (2009) defined TF as reducing the tet®n costs associated with the
enforcement, regulation and administration of tradkcies. The authors used a panel dataset
for 124 developed and developing countries (200B42@ssessed the impact of TF and other

trade-related institutional constraints on manufasy export performance with particular
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emphasis on Africa. They estimated a standard tyravodel augmented with TF, regulatory
quality, and infrastructure indicators and estdlads that TF reforms could contribute to
improve export performance in Africa, but otherorefis including the quality of the
regulatory environment and the quality of the basaasport/communications infrastructures,
were noted to be essential. The authors concluladimprovements obn-the-border and
behind-the-border policies will yield a higher return in terms ofcieasing manufacturing

export performance in African countries than in tést of the world.

Other studies such as Njinkeu, Wilson, and Fos€®8p and Wilson, Mann and Otsuki

(2004) analyzed the impact of reform in four diéfet categories of TF, namely: port
efficiency, customs environment, customs regulatryironment, and service infrastructure
and established that ports and services infrastrestare the main indicators of TF that affect
intra-African trade. Furthermore, Clarke (2005)estigated the factors that affect the export
performance of manufacturing enterprises in Sula&ah African countries using a cross-
country manufacturing survey and noted that manufeg enterprises are less likely to
export in countries with poor customs administradicand restrictive trade and customs
regulations. The above is similar to the submissibRifert, Gelb, Ramachandran (2005) that
compared firm-level data on total factor produdyivior about 3,000 Sub-Saharan African
firms (2000-2004) and found a weak business enment that is reflected in

disproportionately high indirect costs which lowe return to labour in production and

thereby reducing labour demand and real wages.

On the other hand, Elbadawi, Mengistae and Zeufa0k6) established that after allowing
for the effect of geography in terms of physicastdnce from foreign markets, weak
institutions adversely affect the performance oASSmanufactured exports. In a similar
study, Yoshino (2008) observed tlehind-the-border factors such as electricity and internet
services affect how much manufacturing firms campoex as well as the geographic
orientation of exporters in SSA. Just like Balclind Edwards (2008) that examined the
relationship between business climate, manufagynoductivity, and export performance in
eight African countries, and noted that variouseatp of business climate and legal

environment were important determinants of proligtif exporting.

Njinkeu, Wilson, and Fosso (2007; 2008) have ndted dismal performances of African

trade can be attributable to several factors fti@ditly associated with TF, which include
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complex customs requirements, lengthy and non{iamest bureaucratic procedures
associated with the movement of goods and seracesss international borders. They also
noted that trade impediments could be compoundezhwhbuntries are parties to several non-
functioning regional and bilateral trade agreemdeteding to significantly high cost of doing
business and competitiveness. Thus, trade fawmlitais a comprehensive and integrated
approach to reducing the complexity and cost oftthée transactions process, and enhancing
the efficiency, transparency and predictabilityiternational trade. The major fallout from
the extant studies reviewed, is that the issueaalet facilitation and economic integration has

not been related to agricultural export performanite focus on ECOWAS members.

ECOWAS Agricultural Policy and Regional I ntegration

There are a number of challenges to the free montmwikeagricultural products in West
African sub-region. These challenges include wesdtitutional frameworks, high cost of
transportation, poor communication and infrastriectéacilities. The inauguration of the
ECOWAS agricultural policy (ECOWAP) and the ECOWA®ade liberalization Scheme

(ETLS) were targeted at addressing these myriallecigees of goods movement in the region.

The importance of the agricultural sector to ECOWfaintries cannot be over-emphasized.
The agricultural sector remains a significant cbotior to regional GDP, foreign trade,
employment, poverty reduction, food security, ef@espite a very difficult environment for
production and hostile trade practices by some Idped countries that continue to extend
subsidies to their farmers, the resilience of tgecaltural sector in ECOWAS countries is
never in doubt. The agricultural sector has beghlhiadaptable and production continues to
increase sufficiently to meet the growth in demédrat. example, agri-food exports have risen
by 95 per cent while imports have only risen bypé4 cent between the period 1988 and 2008
(ECOWAS Commission, 2010). Export crops such ageepfcotton, cocoa, and so on have
performed relatively impressive and thus recordadehsuccesses over time. It is believed
that the agricultural sector of ECOWAS countried even perform better under a regional

development strategy for the sector.

ECOWAS regional agricultural policy (ECOWAP) wasopted by member heads of state
and government for the region on™3anuary 2005. ECOWAP is the appropriate reference
policy initiative when reviewing regional agriculéd policy for the agricultural sector in the
region. Under the ECOWAP, the sub-region is bellet@ be the right arena for a new
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agricultural development strategy. The general ahje of the ECOWAP is “to contribute in
a sustainable way to meeting the food needs ofpthulation, to economic and social
development, to the reduction of poverty in the NdemStates, and thus to reduce existing
inequalities among territories, zones and natiofil&y are consonance with the principle of
regional food sovereignty especially as they reiateigh regional integration and appropriate
levels of border protection, differentiated accoglito the specific needs of each supply
chains in the process. ECOWAP as a policy thrust setlines the principles and the
objectives for the agricultural sector including thirection that agricultural development is
expected to take. The policy of thrusts ECOWAP eategorised into three major policy
themes to ensure the expectations are deliverethcfease productivity and competitiveness
of agriculture, implement a trade regime within tiegion and adapt the trade regime with

countries outside the sub-region.

In view of the foregoing, an integrated approachddcultural development at the ECOWAS
regional level is unarguably the most viable stpatdéor agricultural development. The
regional dimension of agriculture in ECOWAS shoud@ynificantly boost agricultural

production or at least help sustain the momentugr@iith already evident in the sector. The
ECOWAP initiative necessarily requires a regionaef trade area to achieve the broad
objectives of accessing an enlarged local markeglizing economies of scale and

strengthening bargaining positions in global tradgotiations.

M ethodol ogy

A descriptive analysis was considered appropriateassessing the level of economic
integration in ECOWAS Members. Further, statisticalrrelation analysis was used to
examine the effect of economic integration procesgpromoting agricultural exports in

ECOWAS. The econometric analysis was employed taméxe the role of economic

integration in trade facilitation. Data utilised ieesourced from ECOWAS trade data as well

as World Trade Indicators, World Governance Ingicatnd World Development Indicators.

The Econometric Model
We specify the baseline model for trade facilitatas follows:
TF = days; = f (Institution, Infrastructure, Macro) (D

where:



TF Trade Facilitation proxied by one of its key indicators — number of days taken
to process exports (xdays) or imports (mdays) by country i.

Institution Political institutional factors proxied by mle of law index and control of
cormuption index.

Infrastructure  Service infrastructure measured by number of intemet users per 100
inhabitants and Telephones lines (fixed + mobile) per 100 inhabitants. Efforts
were made fo include electricity production/consumption as one of the
indicators of infrastructure; however, the data for most ECOWAS members
over the study period were not available.

Macro Macroeconomic factors measured by Per capita real Gross Domestic Products
(PCRGDP).

xdays, number of days taken to process exports by country i to country ¢

mdays; number of days taken to process imports by country i from country t

In more explicit form, equation (1) in its statmrin is decomposed into number of days taken

to process exports or imports equations and mag-veitten as follows:

xdays;; = 6p+ Oinstitution; + d,infrastructure; + 63 macro;+ € (2)
mdays; = fo+ fiinstitution;; + Byinfrastructure; + /3 macro; + € 3
where:

xdays;;= number of days taken to process exports by cputdrcountryt,

mdays;;= number of days taken to process imports by cguritom country tand

€ and ¢ are the disturbance error terms that are subjebetasual assumptions.

Apriori we expect: §; < 0 and f;, < 0. Where:jand k=0, 1, ..., 3.

Other variables are as previously defined.

Equation (1) may also be explicitly specified is dlynamic form and decomposed into
number of days taken to process exports or imgoysitions as follows:

xdays;; = 6pt+81xdays; 1 + 8,institution;, + dzinfrastructure;, + 6, macro;

+ € 4)
mdays; = fot+fimdays;.—1 + [rinstitution; + fzinfrastructure; + fymacro;,
+ ¢ (5)

We also expect the following theoretical relatiapsh §; < 0 and g, < 0.
Where: jand k=0, 1, ..., 4.
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Next, the baseline equation for agricultural expisrtspecified in its functional form as
follows:
agricex = f(integration, institution, infrastructure, TF,agripdtn) (6)

where:

agricex Agricultural export and measured as a percentage of country i GDP.

integration  infegration variable and is proxied by intra regional export share of country i.

Institution Political institution variable and is proxied by the regulatory quality (RQ)
indicator for country i

IF Trade facilitation variable which is proxied here by number of days taken to
process exports (xdays). This is because the emphasis is on the influence of
trade facilitation on agricultural export

agripdin Annual agricultural production of country i.

infrastructure  Service infrasticture measured by mumber of intemet users per 100
inhabitants and Telephones lines (fixed + mobile) per 100 inhabitants.

In more explicit terms, equation (6) in its staiad dynamic forms may be re-written
respectively as follows:
agricexy =y, + ypintegration; + y,institution;, + yzinfrastructure; + y,TF;;

+ ysagripdtn; + ¢ (7)

agricex; = my + magricex; ._, + myintegration;; + mzinstitution;,

+ myuinfrastructure; + nsTF; + mgagripdtn; + w (8)
Whereg and w are the disturbance terms that are assumed torbe/ pandom and normally
distributed.
In terms of theoretical relationship, we expegtys, v2, ¥3, ¥s > 0;and y, < 0

and 1y, 1,5, T3, T4, Mg > 0;and w5 < 0

Model Estimation Techniques

The study utilizes panel data of variables from 1BeECOWAS member states which spans
through the period 2003 to 2008. Equations (2, @ Anare estimated using the panel fixed
effect estimator and equations (4, 5 and 8) aranasd using the system Generalized

Methods of Moments (system GMM). The problem ofageheity in dynamic panel models
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is always a major issue in the literature. Instrotak Variable (IV) estimation is often
employed to deal with this problem. However, theedtimation method is only useful if the
instruments are good. In other words, the instrumenust be strongly correlated with the
potentially endogenous variables, and they musgdmiinely exogenous to the model. It is
usually very helpful to over-identify the modek(i.include more instruments than potentially
endogenous variables); of course, whenever thpessible in IV estimation. This is to allow

the researcher to test for instrument exogeneityexcludability.

The two commonly used methods in IV estimationtaeeTwo Stage Least Squares (TSLS)
and the Generalized Methods of Moments (GMM). ThHdMsmethod produces identical
results to TSLS for just identified models, but gg@we more precise estimates with over-
identified models. Besides, the GMM method usesrir@l instruments unlike the TSLS
method where the researcher has to search forbkuiexternal instruments. The GMM
method of IV estimation is therefore consideredrappate for estimation in this study. For
robustness checks and to account for the presdntme (in)variant explanatory factors in

the specified model, the fixed effects method dhestion will also be utilized in this study.

Data Presentation and Analyses

This section presents descriptive data relatedgtaw@dtural export in the ECOWAS sub-
region. Intra-regional trade share of total tradkime within ECOWAS is presented in Table
2. The table shows that imports from ECOWAS as ageeage of total import value range
between 8.4 and 12.5 per cent. Similarly, expawsnf ECOWAS as a percentage of total

export value are between 11.5 and 19.9 per cent.
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Table 2: ECOWAS Member States Export and Importiwithe Group

Imporis from ECOWAS (as % of tofal imporis | Exports from ECOWAS (as % of tofal Exporis

valne) vale)

1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 | 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
1 Benin 110 137 189 267 M9 394 | 135 M0 219 220 213 183
2 BurkinaFaso 322 220 88 M8 322 56 | 738 272 M6 276 259 258
3 CapeVerde 01 30 03 04 149 16 | 14 21 81 712 41 15
4  CotedTvoire 08 246 175 248 287 261 | 150 207 162 27 39 328
5  Gambia 521 80 111 551 265 198 | 73 107 86 157 100 134
6 Ghama 104 76 16 97 321 78 | 99 153 186 175 104 141
7  Guinea 14 16 98 274 101 61 | 89 185 8% 234 313 15
8  GuineaBissa 01 01 15 01 N9 188 59 1392
9 Liberia
10 Mali 192 130 91 104 90 132 | 294 37 364 HB5 466 412
11 Nigar 395 451 408 303 313 458 | 308 M1 3MEF M2 B35 188
12 Nigeria 6% 45 46 40 472 80 [ 0% 43 24 61 23 33
13 Senegal 169 171 26% 300 374 319 | 102 199 228 219 113 262
14  SiemraLeone 330 63 282 116 474 919 | 267 344 28% 336 874 443
15 Togo 160 462 467 515 600 687 | 199 142 141 133 122 143

ECOWAS 115 96 102 34 101 125 | 117 162 136 199 115 179

Source: Compiled from ECOWAS Trade Data and Worlald€ Indicators

In terms of regulatory environment and service asfructure, the figures are rather
unimpressive as shown in Table 3. The averagedggon regulatory quality for ECOWAS
were all negative on a scale of between -2.5 ahd2ggesting low regulatory quality in the
region. Furthermore, the average for ECOWAS suimregvas far lower than the world
average as well as the average for WTO members 0atservice infrastructure show that
internet users per 100 people in the ECOWAS rerpoge between 0.01 and 4.56 compared
to the world average which ranged between 1.46288 during the years 1996 to 2008.
Similarly, the values for ECOWAS were far lowernithe WTO average that ranged between
1.54 and 27.39 for the same period.
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Table 3: Indicator of Regulation and Infrastructure

Repgulainry Quality Indermetwsers (per 100 peaplc)
1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 | 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
e17 o011 o013 o040 OS50 044 046 000 005 023 OO0 Q1R 154 185

Q08 032 008 011 035 044 032 | 000 OO4 OOF 020 039 053 092

47 026 012 023 030 015 002 = 047 182 352 532 681 2061

o004 007 042 D048 099 094 093 001 005 023 050 085 152 32

A7 38 023 055 037 040 044 004 021 092 180 331 5324 GEE
11 o010 000 o040 031 002 008 | OO1 003 0I5 OB3 172 272 427
o1y 055 054 095 091 103 115 | 000 001 010 040 051 054 092

013 134 128 097 114 100 122 i 002 023 102 181 206 235
313 206 18 179 A8 140 132 g 000 002 003 003 4 i

£01 028 017 037 046 039 033 000 002 015 024 044 074 098
119 068 061 065 05 0650 052 000 000 OO4 013 019 029 055
1% 093 067 123 133 099 062 001 003 005 032 128 553 72T
43 019 007 020 02 028 029 001 O0OR 040 101 439 561 B35

092 J12¢ 137 132 102 107 085 000 001 012 OIR 020 023 025
058 052 087 072 07T 099 105 (001 031 191 380 3R 531 542

FINIAEF IR pIFEqvfif

:

055 L0850 053 0650 074 O68 063 (001 009 043 097 169 277 456

019 o020 019 017 015 017 019 | 154 432 E99 1531 2001 2434 2739
_Wald 005 003 003 004 002 002 001 | 146 399 B2 1389 1865 2302 2338

Source: Compiled from World Trade Indicators

Some basic trade facilitation indicators for the BEAS region such as number of
documents required for exports/imports and numbkrdays required for processing

exports/imports are shown in Table 4. In all theegaries, average figures for ECOWAS are
higher than the world and WTO members’ averagegesigng that trade facilitation in

ECOWAS region is low when compared to the reshefworld.
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Table 4: Some Trade Facilitation Indicators

Days No.of
No. of documents Required for docaments Days for Caostto exporta Caost to import a
for export cxports for import import contaimer (USD) contaimer (USD)
Comniry 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008
Benin 7.00 7.00 3400 32060 700 700 4100 3700 116700 123700 120200 139300
Burkina Faso 11.00 11.00 4500 4500 1100 1100 5400 5400 209600 226200 352200 383000
Cape Verde 500 500 2100 19060 500 500 2100 1800 102400 132500 102400 112900
Cote dTvoire 10.00 1000 2300 2300 900 900 4300 4300 165300 190400 245700 243700
Gambia, The 6.00 6.00 2300 2400 800 800 2300 2300 83900 83100 94900 92200
Ghana 600 6.00 2100 1900 900 700 4200 2900 82200 100300 84200 113000
Guinea 7.00 700 3300 3300 900 900 3200 3200 57000 82000 99500 139100
Guinea-Bissau 6.00 6.00 2500 2500 100 600 2400 2400 144500 154500 174900 234900
Liberia = 1000 - 20,00 - 9.00 s 17.00 - 123200 - 121200
Mali 9.00 8.00 4400 3800 1100 1100 6500 4200 175200 201200 268000 290200
Niger 800 8.00 5900 5900 1000 1000 6400 6400 294500 354500 294600 354500
Nigeria 10.00 10.00 2600 2500 900 900 4600 4200 102600 117900 104700 130600
Semegal 11.00 6.00 2000 14060 1100 500 2600 1800 82300 107800 172000 192000
SiemraLeone 8.00 7.00 3100 2000 700 700 3400 3400 128200 144800 124200 153500
Toge 6.00 6.00 2400 2400 800 800 2900 2900 87200 94000 89400 96300
HCOWAS
Average 786 753 3064 2860 821 807 3886 3373 131220 149070 166210 186430
‘World Average 715 673 2686 2468 827 751 3166 27438 123490 136340 142250 157770
WTO Average 7.01 655 2425 2215 804 723 2901 2476 115570 130200 133400 151250

Source: Authors’ compilation from World Trade Inaiors

Across the ECOWAS member states, Niger recordeditjeest number days required for
export at 59 days in 2008, which is more than dewbat of the world, WTO and ECOWAS
averages, thereby becoming the least performdrarreggion. In contrast, it takes 14 days in
Senegal to prepare documents for export in 2008thisdis less than the averages for the
world, WTO and ECOWAS sub-region. Considering thienber of days required to process
documents for import, Niger maintained the highesnber at 64 days thereby retaining her
position as the least performer in the region. Agéiis is more than double the World and
WTO averages for the same year. This is followg®brkina Faso where it takes 54 days to
process documents for import in 2008. The besopeer in the region for 2008, in terms of
number of days to process documents for imporiberia closely followed Cape Verde and
Senegal where it takes 17 and 18 days respectivegrestingly, these are also less than the
averages for the world, WTO and ECOWAS sub-region.
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Table 5A: Agricultural exports as % of GDP

Country 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

169 162 156 138
Benin i = = 1 6 1 1392 7 141 1235 1217 _ 24 =
Burkina
Faso 739 671 618 611 6.05 605 654 521 617 665 _ - - -
Cape Verde — _ 192 094 _ 073 _ 042 0.31 065 _ — 231 _
285 279 261 253 241 237 306 273 210 206 204
Cote d'Tvoire 4 8 5 2 1 5 2405 7 2 2426 21386 1 9 4
193 216 210 233 215 191 178 149 182 161
Gambia, The 8 1 1 5 5 9 2108 7 4 1554 181 1 5 114
116 134 158 144 17.6 143
Ghana 2 2 98 8 9 6 1262 _ 5 2325 1106 131 3 997
Guinea 134 077 13 082 063 106 051 047 _ = s - - 1.7%
Guinea-
Bissau 939 _ & =: 5 = = i o= = 1= & i =
Liberia = = = = = = 5 ue s g = = 5 =
132 212 115 102
Mali — ] 9 7 [ 849 658 611 849 857 631 596 473 388
Niger 292 563 402 498 547 766 697 57 533 507 32 383 248 238
Nigeria = 15 01 014 01é6 0.06 001 024 001 _ . 015 e 0.86
106
Senegal — 324 2795 399 322 2 997 416 744 71 562 819 588 361
Sieraleone _ = = = i = 8 501 _ = = = = =
174 173 161 126 13.8 117 113 110
Tﬂ) 6 4 5 2 2 1 791 5 1 1155 951 _ 82 -
ECOWAS 123 109 100 1086 100
Average 5 7 1] 106 7 995 1001 85 103 1154 1098 1] 935 55
World
Average 787 748 747 729 676 689 669 675 692 718 716 7F03 719 544
WTO
Avm&e 8.06 756 774 759 691 7.01 6.86 6.65 704 736 135 714 722 553

Source: Authors’ compilation from World Trade Inaiors

Table 5A shows that average agricultural exportsa gsercentage of GDP for ECOWAS
countries is higher than the averages for the wanld the WTO members during the period
1995 to 2008. This is indicative of the relativerdoance of the agricultural sector in most of
ECOWAS member states when compared to the resteofvorld. However, an examination
of Agricultural Export Share in World Agricultur&xport Market in Table 5B shows that the

average for ECOWAS region is far below the averdgethe world and the WTO members.
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Table 5B: Agricultural Export Share in World Agrltwral Export Market

Country 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Benin - - _ 003 o004 003 003 004 003 003 003 o003 - _
Burkina Faso 002 003 o003 o004 004 003 003 002 004 00% 00% = = i
Cape Verde 2 2 0 0 o 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 =
Cote dTvoire 045 046 051 058 054 044 044 059 05% 048 048 042 037 04
Gambia, The 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ghana & 022 013 014 015 012 012 i 019 018 018 o0l 021 013
Guinea 001 o001 o001 0 0 0 0 0 o a - o - 001
Guinea Bissan 0 = 2 " ” - - _ » = - = - .
Liberia - - _ - - - - - - - - - - -
Mali & 005 005 004 o004 003 003 004 O©0O06 006 006 004 003 003
Niger 001 o001 o001 o001 001 o002 002 002 001 001 001 ©01 001 001
Nigeria - 007 0 001 o001 001 0 003 0 - - 003 - 015
Senegal - 001 o001 o002 o001 007 007 002 007 007 006 004 006 004
SierraLeone & & # i = i = 001 = @ = % = =
Togo 002 o002 o002 003 003 002 001 002 002 002 001 2 001 =
ECOWAS
Average 007 009 007 008 002 006 007 OO7 009 OO OO ©1 009 O1

‘World Average 083 0% 071 071 069 062 062 062 063 064 066 067 076 08
WTO Average 091 083 08 08 078 o072 071 072 072 073 o076 078 085 qg)

Source: Authors’ compilation from World Trade Inaliors

Trendsin Agricultural production and Export
This section reports the trend in agricultural ealadded and agricultural export in the
ECOWAS Sub-region. The summary of agricultural ehaf total export for ECOWAS is

presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Agric Share in Total Exports (ECOWAS Average)
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Overall, the figure reveals a fluctuation in théatiwe share of agricultural export over the

period. It is noteworthy that while the absolutdueaof agricultural export is said to have
increased by about 95 per cent between 1998 an8 EIDOWAS Commission, 2010), its

relative share in total export has not experiersiedlar growth. Precisely, the agricultural

share in total export increased from its lowesuga2002 to its peak in 2004 and started

declining afterwards.

Figure 3 shows the average growth rate of agricallitalue added for ECOWAS. The pattern

here is similar to that of relative share of agtioal export in total export.
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Figure 3: Growth Rate of Agric Value Added (ECOWAS Average)
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The highest recorded average growth rate was i6 488bout 8.6 per cent and it fluctuated to
its lowest growth rate of about -3.1 per cent i®20Thereafter, it recovered sharply the
following year to about 7.5 per cent and declingdim to about 2.5 per cent in 2006. It
subsequently increased in 2007 and 2008 to abpet 8ent and 5 per cent respectively. An
important observation here is the 2002 values &h lagricultural export share in total export
and that of agricultural value added when they vatréheir minimum. This suggests a close
link between agricultural value added and agricaltexport in the sub-region. Moreover, the
correlation coefficient between agricultural protioic and agricultural export share in total
export for ECOWAS is 0.69. This supports the exiséeof a close relationship between

agricultural production and agricultural exportle sub-region.

Econometric Results and Discussion

The results obtained from the estimation of theneowetric models are presented and
discussed in this section. The static and dynamitepdata model estimation results for
equations 2 to 5; 7 and 8 are reported in columiwsGlof Table 6. Two estimators — the fixed
effects and the one-step system GMM are employestimating models for number of days
required to process export and import as well asatural export. An underlying advantage
of the dynamic system GMM estimation is that allialles from the regression that are not
correlated with the error term (including laggedi alifferenced variables) can be potentially

used as valid instruments (Greene, 2008). OptimtabKinternal instruments were utilized by
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engaging the collapse option in the system GMM Itesll estimations are robust to
heteroscedasticity or autocorrelation. This issjpective of whether they are considered under
fixed effect or the system GMM. For the dynamic glatlata models, the lagged dependent
variables xdays andmdays) appear as predetermined and endogenous varididese, we
control for endogeneity of these variables in #gged form as regressors by using internal
instruments; namely, lagged levels of the standédfdrenced equation and lagged differences

of the levels equation.
Table 6: Estimated Empirical Results

Dependent  xdays mlays agricex xdays mdays agricex
Variable ey 2 3 ) ) )
Fixedeffects  Fixed effects Fixed effects System GMM System GMM System
Estimator GMM
Repressors
Lxdays 1.329156*
6.51)
Lmdays 1.233%
947
lagricex 0.655%
(3.41)
xshare -0.233* 0.025 -0.119%%* 0.118%*
(3.15) (0.79) (-1.91) (2.28)
mshare 0.031 -0.025
0.23) (-0.24)
RL -5.211 -8275 -0.662 -1274
(0.72) (-0.86) (-0.15) (-0.28)
cC -3.338 -2.388 -0.447 0572
{-1.09) {-0.56) {-0.09) {0.11)
PCRGDP -1.054% -1.216* 0.028 0.027
(-4.52) (3.7 {0.45) {0.47)
ITNET -0.181%* -0.193%%% -0.099%* 0.094 0.052 -0.12]1%*
(227 -1.73) (-2.44) {0.89) {0.67) (-2.02)
TEL -0.064%* 0031 0.042%* 0.049 0.075 0.046%*
(-2.26) {-0.79) (2.48) {0.88) (1.34) (2.30)
xdays £.071%* -0.086*
(-3.02) (-2.95)
apripdtn 72244 8.65%%%(1.65)
(1.69)
RQ 0.674 1219
(-0.43) (0.89)
CONS 98.262*% 106.875* 5.675%* -16.884 20.209%%* 1.117
(6.70) (5.36) (2.65) {-1.39) {-2.41) (0.64)
No. of Group 13 13 15 12 12 15
Instruments 12 12 12
Time dumniy Yes Yes Yes
tho 0.983 0.980 0.904
R? 0.366 0.126 0.003
F-stat 9.03 434 548 2530 2894 8.89(0.000)
(Pvalue)  (0.000) {0.003) (0.0001) {0.000) {0.000)
F-stat 12.40 2105 2581
(residual)  (0.000) {0.000) (0.000)
(P-valuc)
AR} (p- {0.812) {0.450) {0.501)
valuc)
Sargan (p- {0.855) {0.181) (0.064)
value)

Nuies:{-statistics are reported in parenthesis below cach coefficicnt
* (*%) *** indicate sipnificant at 1, (5) and 10 % level respectively.
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We begin the interpretation of results in Table ¥ dxamining some specification or
diagnostic tests. The estimates of rho in column® And 3 suggest that almost all the
variation inxdays, mdays and agricex are due to differences in number of days requiced t
process exports and imports as well as agricultexglorts respectively across ECOWAS
countries. The F- tests that the residuals are religate that there are significant country

level effects which make the use of the pooled @la®propriate.

For the system GMM in columns 4, 5 and 6, the AredlBond test for autocorrelation is

applied to the differenced residuals in order targputhe unobserved and perfectly
autocorrelated idiosyncratic errors. These resubgeported as AR(2) in the lower portion of
table 5. The null hypothesis is rejected at allet®.05 ifp < 0.05. If the errors are serially

uncorrelated, then the null of no serial correlatrall be rejected at order 1 but not at higher
orders. This indeed is the case with results imrooks 4, 5 and 6. Here, it can be concluded
that there is no evidence of serial correlatiothat5 per cent level of significance. Given this

results, the estimates can be regarded as cortsisten

Next, we employ the Sargan statistic to test fgtrumment validity by comparing the number
of instruments used in each case and the relatetberuof parameters. Given the one-step,
non-robust system GMM estimation, the Sargan $i@atighich is the minimized value of the
one-step system GMM criterion function, is appliea®nly the respective p-values are
reported for this test results in the lower partaifle 6. Here, the null hypothesis that the
population moment condition is valid is not rejecté p — value > 0.05. The summary
statistics in columns 4 and 5 indicate that the-step system GMM dynamic panel models
for the 15 ECOWAS countries have 12 instruments Eh@arameters each. This represents a
total of 2 over-identifying restrictions in eaclseaFor column 6, there are 15 instruments and
11 parameters which represent 4 over-identifyirsgriggions. Hence, the Sargan statistic does
not reject the Over-ldentifying Restrictions (OIRt confirms that the instrument set is

valid.

The F-statistic is the small-sample counterparthef Wald (Chi Squared) statistic and it is a
measure of the overall significance of the estichab®dels and the values here in each of the
specifications are considerably satisfactory weel of significance being 1 per cent in each

case. This of course is indicative that all the gexmus variables jointly explained
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significantly, the trade facilitation process amgtieultural exports in ECOWAS countries

over the study period.

The results of the estimated fixed effect mode¢skapadly and satisfactorily consistent with
theoretical expectations. An inspection of thesailte reveals that with the exception of the
political institutional variables (rule of law amwntrol of corruption), all explanatory factors
in column one significantly explain variations inet number of days required to process
export kdays) across the 15 ECOWAS countries. Precisely, thdetrintegration variable,
xshare is correctly signed (negative) and highly sigrafit at the 1 per cent level. A 100 per
cent increase in this variable will lead to abo8tger cent reduction in the number of days
required to process export across the 15 ECOWASitdes which implies greater trade
facilitation.

Similarly, the macroeconomic variable, per capitBRGis negatively signed and highly
significant at the 1 per cent level. The coeffitiehthis regressor suggests that a 100 per cent
increase in per capita GDP will give rise to abbd$ per cent reduction xdays which also

is desirable for greater trade facilitation. Theve® infrastructure variablesnet andtel are
also correctly signed (negative) and each sigmfied the 5 per cent level. A 100 per cent
increase in the number of internet users per 18@hdants will result in about 18 per cent
reduction inxdays. A 100 per cent increase in the number of telephasers per 100
inhabitants will result in about 6 per cent redoitin xdays. These are also desirable for
greater trade facilitation in ECOWAS countries. Tbenstant term of 98.26 is highly
significant at the 1 per cent level and it suggéisét in the absence of all the explanatory
factors in this equation, it will take about 98 ddg process export across the 15 ECOWAS

countries.

A look at the results in column 2 (number of daguieed to process import across the 15
ECOWAS countriesnfdays)) reveal that most of the explanatory factors htnee expected
negative sign. However, only the macroeconomic aldei (PCGDP) and the service
infrastructure variablelTNET) are significant at the 1 and 10 per cent levelpectively.
From these results, it is evident that a 100 pet icerease in PCRGDP will lead to about 121
per cent reduction imdays and a 100 per cent increasel TINET will lead to about 19 per
cent reduction inmmdays. These of course are quite desirable for greatdetfacilitation in the

ECOWAS region. The constant term of 106.87 is hlgbly significant at the 1 per cent level
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and it indicates that when all the explanatorydegin this model are zero, it will take about
106 days to process import across the ECOWAS cesgnifhe political institutional variables
are as in the previous case correctly signed latisgtally insignificant. This clearly suggest
the need to strengthen political institution acrtesECOWAS member states for greater and

more significant role in facilitating trade in thegion.

In column 3, the agricultural exports equation hssare largely consistent with tlaepriori
expectations. The trade integration variabishdre) has the expected positive sign but is
statistically insignificant. This suggests that ma@&ffort towards greater trade integration is
still required to boost agricultural exports of E@AS member states. The service
infrastructure variablestnet and tel are significant at the 5 per cent level but otdyis
correctly signed. This result suggests that a )0cpnt increase in the number of telephone
users in ECOWAS countries will lead to about 4 gemt increase in agricultural exports of
ECOWAS member states. The trade facilitation indicgdays) has the expected negative
sign and is highly significant at 1 per cent levBhe coefficient shows that a 100 per cent
reduction in the number of days required to processiments for exports will lead to about 7
per cent increase in agricultural exports of ECOWA&Mber states. Expectedly, agricultural
production is positively signed and statisticalignsficant at 10 per cent level. Precisely, the
result for agricultural production variable indieatthat a 10 per cent increase in agricultural
production will lead to about 72 per cent incre@seagricultural exports of ECOWAS
member states. The political institution factorgukatory quality is wrongly signed and
statistically insignificant. This clearly points athe presence of very poor and
counterproductive regulatory environment that aedly due to weak institutions across
ECOWAS member states.

Results for the system GMM estimator in columnsnd & of Table 6 are less impressive.
Although a number of the variables are with theeet@d negative signs, they are largely
statistically insignificant. An inspection of thesssults shows that only the trade integration
variable,xshare and the laggeddays significantly explain variations irdays at the 1 and 10
per cent levels respectivel@pecifically, a 100 per cent increasexshare will lead to about
12 per cent reduction ixdays thus allowing for more trade facilitation in thegron. For the
number of days required to process import in ECOWA@ntries, only the lagged dependent
variable, Lmdays and the constant term are significant. Again a gooohber of the other

explanatory variables are with the expected negatign.
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Interestingly, results in column 6, the agricultueaports equation are largely statistically
significant and correctly signed. All explanatorgriables except RQ in this equation are
statistically significant either at the 1 or 5 pmmnt levels. The trade integration indicator,
xshare is positive and suggests that a 10 per cent isergathe intra-regional export share of
total exports will produce about 1.18 per centéase in agricultural exports across the 15
ECOWAS countries. Thanet variable is wrongly signed but the other servideasstructure
variable; tel has the expected positive sign. A 100 per centeas® in the number of
telephone users will lead to about 4.6 per centease in agricultural exports across the 15
ECOWAS countries. The trade facilitation variabiggys has the expected positive sign and a
10 per cent reduction in the number of days reduioeprocess exports will lead to about 0.8
per cent increase in agricultural exports of theEXBOWAS countries. As expected, the
macroeconomic factor measured by agricultural pcodo is positively signed and also
statistically significant at 10 per cent level. §hesult indicates that a 10 per cent increase in
agricultural production will lead to about 86 pent increase in agricultural exports of
ECOWAS Member States. The regulatory quality vadeiab correctly signed but statistically
insignificant which again suggest that politicaktitutions are too weak to significantly

promote agricultural exports across the 15 ECOWastries.

Policy Implication of Findings

From the results presented and discussed above, isgplications can be drawn as follows:
First, the study found that in the export equattbe,indicator of economic integration had the
right negative sign, which was statistically sigraht at 1 per cent. The implication of this
finding is that the level of economic integraticamstthe capacity of facilitating trade within the
ECOWAS sub-region. The policy recommendation emagatrom this is that when the
member states are truly committed to the agendsahomic integration, the extent of trade
facilitation will be increased. This is particularbf great importance with respect to the
reduction of number of days that will be required reparing documents for export. Thus, if
the sub-region is to enhance trade facilitation,isitcrucial that there will be greater

commitment to the issue of economic integration grthe member countries.

Another important finding from the dynamic panetimation is that the previous level of
trade facilitation is highly significant and it ptigely influences the current level of trade

facilitation in both export and import equationig implies that to facilitate trade in next
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year, the current year level of trade facilitatisressential. This is imperative as there seems
to be somewhat path dependence in the procesad# facilitation. In other words, there is
room to learn from past experience given the faat previous level of trade facilitation will
increase that of the current level. Thus, commitmerrade facilitation process in the current

period will positively and significantly facilitateade in the coming year.

It was also established that macroeconomic perfocmaising real per capita income was
statistically significant in impacting the exterfttcade facilitation in both export and import
equations especially in the fixed effects modek Trhplication of this finding is that the level
of macroeconomic performance is crucial in detenmngrthe level of trade facilitation in
ECOWAS sub-region. This lends support to the isfumacroeconomic convergence criteria
that when economies in a given sub-region are mgntbwards convergence, the extent of
trade facilitation will be enhanced (McCarthy, 2RO other words, an improvement in
economic growth of the integrating economies (ECCBMAr instance) will have significant

influence in facilitating trade.

The study also found that the indicators of seruideastructure especially internet provision
had significant impact on trade facilitation. THiading is important given the fact that
infrastructural provision is essential for improyitrade facilitation. The policy implication of
this is that given the advancement in informatiad aommunication technology (ICT) there
is need for ECOWAS member states to embrace theepsoof ICT in its operations as it has
the ability of facilitating trade especially witlespect to reducing the bureaucratic delay that
are associated with the time required to prepaceients for export. Thus, the increased use
of ICT in the operations of various customs aatgitin the member states will go a long way
in facilitating trade in the sub-region.

It was equally observed in the study that the iatdics of institutional quality especially
control of corruption and rule of law had the expdcnegative sign though not statically
significant. The implication of this is that stréngning the institutional framework in
ECOWAS sub-region especially curbing the menaceoofuption and adherence to the rule
of law has the potential of facilitating trade. $healls for more commitments on the
ECOWAS member governments on the need to intetisghfight against corruption and the
adherence to the rule of law in their countrieswash efforts has great potential in the process
of trade facilitation.
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With regards to the role of economic integratiod &nade facilitation on agricultural exports,
it was found that economic integration has positnfeience but not statistically significant.
This implies that more effort is needed to imprdv&de integration in order to promote
agricultural exports in the sub-region. On the otiend, trade facilitation indicator was found
to be highly significant with a negatively signedefficient. The policy implication of this

finding is that policies designed to improve trddeilitation in the region will lead to a

significant increase in agricultural exports of BWAS sub-region. Furthermore, it was
established that agricultural production positivelyd significantly impact on agricultural
export. This means that policies that are targat@drds enhancing the level of agricultural
production will in no small measure improve thedeuwf agricultural exports in ECOWAS

sub-region.

Conclusion and Recommendations

The study examined the role of trade facilitatiomd seconomic integration in promoting
agricultural export performance in ECOWAS membatest using descriptive, statistical and
econometric analyses. Based on the findings, tkeaeeed for incentive to encourage greater
level of implementation of the ETLS protocols byividual ECOWAS member states in
order to enhance the level of regional integrationhe sub-region. As matter of deliberate
policy, it is imperative for ECOWAS Commission tgssst member states in effectively
combining the ETLS and ECOWAP policy initiatives order to promote agricultural
integration, production, and trade within the regidt was observed that few ECOWAS
members are doing relatively well in terms of samagle facilitation indicators. Those not
doing so well should be encouraged make effortsrddgixing the stringent bureaucratic
processes in order to reduce the number of daysireeljto process documents for
import/export.

There is also the need to consolidate the obsegaatw from the ECOWAP policy initiative
given the finding that associate the period of bgghaverage growth rate of agricultural
production with the post ECOWAP period. Noting thite level of macroeconomic
performance was crucial in determining the levetrafle facilitation in ECOWAS sub-region
raises the need for improvement of macroeconomiopeance in ECOWAS member states
in order to enhance the extent of trade facilitatrathin the sub-region. Finally, the results

show that agricultural production had direct anghsicant impact on agricultural export,
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which underscores the fact that policies aimedngtroving agricultural production will

ultimately enhance agricultural exports in ECOWA®-segion.

The study therefore concludes that trade faciditatatnd economic integration in ECOWAS
have a vital role to play in promoting the performoa of agricultural exports in the sub-
region. The ECOWAS regional agricultural policytiative and the ECOWAS free trade area
can be strengthened in order to achieve the gdalksgmnal integration and improved trade
facilitation as well as agricultural exports perfance.
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