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Abstract 

Utilizing panel data, this study looked at the intra-trade intensity within the Common Market for Eastern and 
Southern Africa (COMESA) region from 2000 to 2016, with a particular focus on export trade. To quantify 
the intensification of trade among member states, the study employed the trade intensity index. The results of 
the Trade Intensity Index (TII) show that, while intra-COMESA trade remains low for the majority of 
members, the intensity result appears to be increasing at a modest rate at the regional level. According to the 
study, the regional trade strength of intra-COMESA exports climbed from 11% in 2000 to 13.6 percent in 
2016. Egypt and Kenya, in particular, have increased their export trade among COMESA members, whereas 
Libya has the smallest export trade share, followed by Eretria. To expand bilateral trade among member 
states, it is recommended that COMESA members invest in complementary products (export diversification) 
where they have a comparative advantage by identifying priority products in the region, improving economic 
size, implementing the AU's 2012 declaration of Continental Free Trade Area (CFTA), developing regional 
transport infrastructure, and strengthening institutional democracy. 
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1.1 Background to the study 

Economic integration across countries and regions has long been regarded as a necessary component of 

economic growth and development. Regional integration initiatives began shortly after most African countries 

gained independence, and a number of Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs) were signed to support their 

economic growth and development. The performance of trade agreements among African regions, on the 

other hand, has not been as planned. According to the Economic Commission for Africa (ECA) (2012), the 

condition of intra-African commerce is discouraging, as it stays continuously low when compared to the 

continent's external trade, as cited by Ebaidalla (2016). 

The Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA) is one of Africa's regional economic 

communities, established to boost member states' economic growth and development by enhancing intra-trade 
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and thereby deepening economic integration. COMESA's goal, according to Albert (2012), is to promote 

long-term economic and social development for all of its member countries through enhanced cooperation 

that leads to regional integration, particularly in the areas of trade, customs, infrastructure (transport and 

communications), science and technology, agriculture, and natural resources.  

Despite these attempts, COMESA trade integration has had minimal success in terms of increasing trade 

volume among its member states. Some researchers, such as Alemayehu and Haile (2006), have suggested 

that the failure of trade integration is due to issues such as limited measures in fully reducing tariffs and 

eliminating non-tariff barriers, a lack of adoption of common economic policies, revenue loss, compensation 

issues, and poor private participation. Despite the development of RECs, the African continent has not been 

successful in growing intra-regional commerce, according to Geda and Seid (2015), and most of these 

regional economic communities have done very little. 

As a result, the goal of this study is to investigate into the drivers of intra-COMESA trade that influence trade 

intensification across member states between 2000 and 2016. It should be remembered that intra-trade is one 

form of economic integration that plays a significant role in the region's economic development.  

1.2 Statement of the problem   

In Africa, regional integration has long been seen as a means of boosting economic growth by fostering intra-

regional commerce. It has also served as a tool for attaining industrialization and modernization by 

encouraging trade and securing economies of scale and market access (Khandelwal, 2004). A "spaghetti 

bowl" of interconnected and overlapping regional organizations has resulted from the enormous number of 

preferential trade agreements signed during the last five decades. Every African country is a member of at 

least one regional economic pact, with several belonging to five or more. Despite these attempts, intra-African 

trade continues to be limited. Regional exports account for less than ten percent of Africa's overall 

merchandise exports, and models that estimate trade potential between countries based on economic size, 

geographical distance, and other factors frequently find that trade between African economies falls short of 

expectations (World Bank, 2009). 

Furthermore, some studies arrive at various conclusions as to why intra-trade has been restricted during the 

regional integration process. Issues of revenue loss, compensation issues, and variation in initial condition, 

poor private sector performance, lack of political commitment and institutional issues, issues of overlapping 

membership, high transaction costs due to inadequate infrastructure, macroeconomic instability, distorted 
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trade regimes, low resource complementarity, and small market size characterize these poor intra-trade 

performances (Eden,2008).  

Moreover, despite the continent's long history of regional integration, intra-African commerce remains low in 

compared to other developing regions. Intra-African exports are for 9.6% of total exports in the region, 

compared to 20% in Latin America and 48% in emerging Asia. This percentage is significantly larger in Sub-

Saharan Africa (about 12%) than in North Africa (approximately 3%), which has historically had relatively 

low levels of intra-regional commerce (AfDB, 2011). Regional integration, according to the ECA, is a vital 

strategy for growth and intra-trade, and it is predicted to bring significant economic benefits to Africa. Despite 

widespread recognition that intra-African commerce has the potential to accelerate economic growth, reduce 

poverty, and improve food and energy security in Africa, the continent continues to trade little among itself. 

Unlike other regional commercial blocs, COMESA's regional integration has not resulted in increased 

commerce among member nations. As a result, intra-trade growth in ASEAN and SADC was 1.20 percent 

and 8.80 percent, respectively, from 1980 to 1990, while it was just 0.60 percent in COMESA. Between 1990 

and 1995, when the three areas chose to establish free trade agreements among its members, intra-regional 

trade grew at 1.90 percent for ASEAN, 2.90 percent for SADC, and barely 0.15 percent for COMESA 

(Umurungi, cited by Ibrahim & Obiageli, 2015). 

1.3 Objectives of the study 

The study's goal is to determine the magnitude of export trade through trade-linkage and to identify each 

member's major trade partners, with a focus on the potential expansion of export trade flows among 

COMESA members. 

1.4 Significance of the study 

This study aims to improve understanding of the factors of intra-trade performance in the Economic 

Community of Africa in general, and COMESA member states in particular, by identifying areas where 

COMESA may improve and new actions that can be adopted to promote intra-trade. This research makes 

several valuable contributions to policymakers seeking a thorough understanding of intra-trade variables.  

The study will allow COMESA member states to think about their policies and regulations in terms of trade 

intensity, multi-membership, good governance, and other cost-related concerns that affect intra-trade within 

the bloc. International development partners and investors can use this information to help them decide 
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whether or not to engage in the development process by developing bilateral trade policies with COMESA 

member states. 

Finally, I hope to contribute to the current literature, academicians, and researchers in the field of COMESA 

trade. The research will provide the most up-to-date information on trade flows. 

1.5 Scope the study  

This study is limited to COMESA member countries such as Burundi, DRC, Comoros, Djibouti, Egypt, 

Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Libya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, Rwanda, Seychelles, Sudan, Swaziland, 

Zambia, Uganda, and Zimbabwe, as well as six IGAD members such as Ethiopia, Djibouti, Eritrea, Kenya, 

Uganda, and South Sudan, based on the availability of balanced panel data until 2016.  

1.6 Organization of the study 

This research is divided into five sections. The study's first chapter contains an introduction to the research, as 

well as the problem statement, objectives, significance, scope, and limitations. The second chapter focuses on 

a literature review that is directly related to the issues and variables being studied, including conceptual 

framework and empirical, theoretical, and theoretical literature. The third chapter discusses the study's 

methodological methodologies, which include the use of the trade intensity index. The fourth chapter delves 

into the findings and discussions. Based on the findings and conversations, Chapter 5 draws certain 

conclusions and policy implications. 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

2.1 Theoretical review on regional integration 

Regional economic integration may be defined as an attempt to link together the economies of two or more 

countries, in defined geographic areas, designed to reduce economic barriers such as tariffs and immigration 

controls, aimed at raising the living standards as well as achieving peaceful relations among the participating 

countries (Murinde, 2001). 

Depending upon the level of integration amongst participating nation-states, RTAs can be divided into the 

following categories: Firstly, trade barriers are lowered when the countries conclude Preferential Trading 
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Agreements (PTAs) at the most basic level. Such preferential trade is usually limited to the portion of actual 

trade flows from LDCs and is often non-reciprocal in nature. Papua New Guinea - Australia Trade represents 

an example of such an agreement.  

Second, when two countries strike a bilateral trade agreement whereby trade barriers i.e. Tariffs are abolished 

among the participating countries; such an arrangement is called Free Trade Agreement/Area (FTA). 

However, each member is free to formulate its external trade policies against the countries, which are not part 

of FTA. Under this arrangement, barriers to trade are reduced gradually over a period, but it does not mean 

that all trade has become completely free of national barriers, which at times stay intact. A prominent example 

of an FTA is the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). 

The formation of the Customs Union comes at the third level of economic integration. 

Customs Union is a stage where trade barriers among the member countries are abolished and a common 

external trade policy is adopted by the member nations (e.g. Common External Tariff regime or CET), vis-à-

vis non-members. A Customs Union can be likened to an FTA, which is accompanied by a common external 

trade policy. The Customs Union of the Southern Cone-Mercosur- can be referred to as an example in this 

regard. 

The Common Market represents the fourth level in the process of economic integration. A Common Market is 

established when the member countries facilitate movement of both goods and factors by removing all trade 

barriers. They also continue to retain the common external trade policy. It can be likened to a Customs Union 

plus free mobility of factors of production. The relevant example of a common market is the Common Market 

for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA). 

Economic Union is the climactic point and the last level of economic integration. The participating countries 

pursue common macroeconomic policies in an Economic Union and also allow free movement of goods and 

factors. An example of Economic Union is manifestly the European Union (Jovanović cited in Qadri, 2012).  

 

 

 

Table 1: Types and characteristics of International Economic Integration 
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Type 

Policy  

Action 

 

Free Trade 
Area 

 

Customs 
Union 

 

Common  
Market 

 

Economic  
Union 

 

Total 
Political 
Union 

Removal of tariffs and quotas      ښ     ښ     ښ     ښ ښ 

Common external tariff  ښ     ښ     ښ     ښ 

Factor mobility       ښ     ښ     ښ 

Harmonization of economic 
policies 

 ښ     ښ       

Total unification of economic 
policies 

 ښ        

Source: David and Zainal (2013) 

The formation of Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs) has two static effects; trade creation and trade 

diversion, the application of zero tariffs between COMESA member countries is expected to increase the 

intra-regional trade which means increasing imports and exports between member countries at the expense of 

that from non-member countries. This will create competitive environment that might affect the domestic 

production, consumption and welfare.  

Urata and Okabe (2007) also strengthen this argument in that trade creation results in an improvement in 

resource allocation and economic welfare whereas trade diversion worsens efficiency in allocation of resource 

in the world as it replaces imports of highly efficient nonmember states by imports from less efficient member 

states. Trade creation takes place when a member country replaces its domestic production by imports from a 

more efficient partner state (at a relatively lower cost). On the other hand, trade diversion occurs when lower 

cost imports from outside the regional integration get replaced by higher cost imports from member states.  

Umurungi (2005) has described some of the dynamic gains from Regional Integration Agreements (RIAs). 

The competition effect which brought about freeing imports from partner countries; the investment effect 

which appears when there are new foreign and domestic investments that have not occurred in the absence of 

RIA; and the structural transformation effect which is a shift from traditional primary-products exports to new 

industrial-products export. The dynamic effects of regional trade integration are potentially more significant 

than the static effects, because of their cumulative nature.  
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Regional integration can foster competition, subsidiarity, access to wider market (via trade), larger and 

diversified investment and production, socio-economic and political stability and bargaining power for the 

countries involved. It can be multi-dimensional to cover the movement of goods and services (i.e. trade), 

capital and labour, socio-economic policy coordination and harmonization, infrastructure development, 

environmental management, and reforms in other public goods such as governance, peace, defense and 

security (Mothae cited in Yabu, 2014). 

Regional trading agreements are pursued for a variety of reasons. A motivation of virtually every regional 

trade agreement has been the prospect of enhanced economic growth. An expanded regional market can allow 

economies of large-scale production, foster specialization and learning-by-doing, and attract foreign 

investment. Moreover, regionalism may enhance and solidify domestic economic reforms. East European 

nations, for example, have viewed their regional initiatives with European Union as a meaning of locking in 

their domestic policy shifts towards privatization and market-oriented reforms (Qadri, 2012). 

Formation of economic blocs is motivated by the allocation effect and the growth effect arising from free 

trade within an economic bloc. The allocation effect requires that in a competitive economic system, 

resources are allocated to produce goods based on peoples’ demand for those goods by interaction between 

consumers and producers. When tariffs and non-tariff barriers interfere with this signal, it becomes necessary 

to clear such barriers through regional integration. Regional integration could also lead to the creation of large 

markets which would allow access to small firms thus enabling them to reach optimal sizes lowering costs 

and prices for the consumers. It expands regional markets, attracts more suppliers to these markets and gives 

firms the opportunity to specialize, increase the mobility of human capital, technological spillovers, an 

increase in productivity and the reduction of production costs which help to attract more investment and 

capital accumulation. The location decision of foreign firms can be significantly influenced by the formation 

of trade blocs (Baldwin cited in UNCTAD, 2009).  

2.2 Empirical literature review 

Albert (2012) analyses the impact of regional trade agreements on intra-trade in selected agro-food products 

(i.e. maize, rice and wheat) in three regional economic communities (RECs) namely COMESA, EAC and 

SADC. The study finds that geographic distance impacts the intra-regional trade in these commodities 

negatively; whereas the GDP of the partner countries have the expected positive signs. Besides the traditional 

determinants of bilateral trade, the author finds positive and significant coefficients for the regional trading 
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blocs which imply that these trading blocs promote intra-regional trade in the commodities. Usually 

geographic distance measures the cost of transport.  

Martinez and Nowak (2001) explored the determinants of bilateral trade flows between the European Union 

and Mercosur applying the gravity model in panel data framework and analyzed the trade potential between 

the two trading blocs. The authors found that the partners’ incomes had the expected positive impact on 

bilateral trade flows and the income elasticity of trade flows was found to be near unity in line with the 

theoretical expectation. But the effect of the exporting and importing countries’ population is opposite; 

exporting countries’ population has large negative coefficients, implying domestic absorption effect whereas 

that of importing countries’ has large positive impact suggesting that highly populated countries import more 

compared to those less populated countries. Exchange rate and income differences were also found to be 

important determinants of trade flow in these two trading blocs. 

Abidin, Abu Bakar and Sahlan (2013) investigated the impact of economic factors on bilateral exports 

between Malaysia and the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC) member countries . Using the panel 

estimation for gravity model, the data covers the period of 1997 to 2009. The gravity estimates imply the 

importance of size effects, level of openness of the economy, inflation rates, and the exchange rates as 

determinant of Malaysia’s exports to OIC countries. The estimation of individual effects shows the 

significance of distance and institutions in enhancing Malaysia-OIC exports. 

Henry (2015) examined the effect of regional economic integration on exports in the COMESA region using 

the fixed effects regression, random effects regression and instrumental variables GMM regression to estimate 

an augmented trade gravity model using panel data from 1980 to 2012. The study results showed that the 

formation of COMESA trading bloc has promoted intra-regional exports, implying intra-COMESA export 

bias. Comparing pre-COMESA (1980-1993) and post-COMESA (1994-2012) periods, it was found that intra-

COMESA exports have grown by approximately 35 percent since COMESA was formed. The study suggests 

that to enhance export flows in the region, the process of economic integration should be deepened. Thus, 

there is need for increased investment in transport infrastructure that will reduce long distance cost of doing 

business. This would have a major impact on deepening integration of COMESA economies. 

Keane, et al. (2010) studied on impediments to intra-regional trade in Sub-Saharan Africa. A quantitative 

methodology used for the assessment of the impact of NTBs on trade flows is developed and then applied to 

the Southern African Development Community (SADC). Based on their results of a quantitative assessment 

of the identified impacts of NTBs on intra-regional trade, they suggested that policy measures addressing 
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should be undertaken to solve the impediment. Yabu (2014) assessed the intra-SADC trade in goods and 

services using relative intra-trade intensity and gravity model and conclude that one of the objectives of 

regional integration is to reduce trade barriers in order to promote and boost trade among member states. 

However, a small share of exports and imports within the SADC region depicts a slow improvement in trade 

among member states. Therefore, most of SADC member states appear to trade more with other countries 

outside the SADC region. 

Geda and Kibret (2002), critically reviews major issues of regional economic integration in Africa which are 

related to the issues of the economic, political and institutional constraints that surface at the implementation 

stage of economic integration treaties using the experience of COMESA as a case study and tests the 

determinants of trade flows. Their major conclusions indicate that first, bilateral trade flows among the 

regional groupings could be explained by standard variables as demonstrated by the results of the 

conventional gravity model, while regional groupings have had insignificant effect on the flow of bilateral 

trade. And, second, the review of the issues indicates that the performance of regional blocs is mainly 

constrained by problems of variation in initial condition, compensation issues, real political commitment, 

overlapping membership, policy harmonization and poor private sector participation. 

The limited growth in intra-regional trade in COMESA can be attributed to many causes. However, the lack 

of diversity and the similarity of the products exported by member countries, the lack of political commitment 

to integration, lack of security and political stability, poor physical infrastructure, macro-economic 

imbalances and unequal distribution of gains from integration are major constraints on increasing intra-

regional trade in COMESA (Sheriff & Nwokedi,2015).  

Trade intensity index measures the “pure” intensification of trading relationship. An increase in trade with a 

country may be attributable to two factors. One is the expansion of trade by a trading partner and the other is 

“pure” intensification of the trade relationship. Specifically, trade relationship of a country with (or trade 

dependency of a country on) a trading partner country can increase when the trading partner’s trade expands 

faster than other countries. Trade intensity index captures the “bias” in bilateral trade relationship by 

considering the trade volume of the trading partner. Trade relationship is more (less) intensive (or biased) than 

normal if the value of trade intensity is greater (less) than unity (Urata & Okabe, 2007). 
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METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research Design 

To achieve the study's goals, researchers used quantitative design methodologies to examine intra-regional 

trade among member countries of the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa from 2000 to 2016. 

The trade intensity index was employed in the study to assess the trade pattern and determine whether 

improved cooperation between COMESA countries is conceivable. 

Annual total bilateral export trade statistics from the IMF, Direction of Trade Statistics (DOTS), UN 

COMTRADE data base, World Integrated Trade Solution, World Development Indicators (WDI) database, 

CEPII, AU, and UNECA are among the data sources. 

3.2 Study area  

The study area includes the nineteen (19) members of the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa 

(COMESA), one of Africa's eight recognized regional economic communities. COMESA's goal is to enhance 

commerce among its members in order to boost economic growth and development through regional 

economic integration.  

3.3 Data collection and sources  

This section presents variables and sources of data used in the study. The analysis covers a cross section of 19 

COMESA member states and time series from 2000 to 2016. The researcher uses secondary data sources to 

collect information from the different international organizations data bases. This has been found appropriate 

because of the credibility and recognizable data availability for the research study for each member country in 

COMESA region. Document review technique was also used to collect secondary data necessary for the 

research study. 

Annual total bilateral export trade data in thousands of US dollars was obtained from Direction of Trade 

Statistics (DOTS), UN Commodity Trade Statistics (UN COMTRADE) online data base, World Integrated 

Trade Solution. Annual GDP or populations of a country as a proxy for economic size are obtained from 

World Development Indicators (WDI) database.  
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3.4 Method of data analysis 

3.4.1 Model specification  

In this sub-section, we proceed to specify the models that are used to measure and analyses the bilateral trade 

to addresses each specific research questions. 

3.4.1.1 Measures of intra-regional trade intensity index 

To answer the research question, the study uses the trade intensity index to calculate a relative intra-trade 

intensity measure between COMESA member states, which is used to assess the trade pattern and determine 

whether improved cooperation is possible between COMESA members. For the period 2000 to 2016, the 

Trade Intensity Index was produced using data from the Direction of Trade Statistics (DOTS) and the World 

Development Indicator (WDI). A number of one implies that bilateral trade follows the global trend; while a 

value greater than one suggests that trade intensity exists between partners. 

According to Hyun and Hong (2005) the measure can be expressed as follows:  

                                                                                 (1) 

Where X ij is country i’s exports going to country j. The numerator indicates the share of country i’s export to 

country j in total export of the country i, and the denominator indicates the share of country j’s imports of the 

total world imports. If the bilateral trade intensity index has a value greater than 1, the export of country i 

outperforms in country j considering country i’s export ability and country j’s import capacity. It implies that 

country j is relatively important to country i. If the bilateral trade intensity index has a value smaller than 1, 

country j is not relatively important for country i’s export. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

4.1 Trends and patterns of intra-trade in COMESA 

This section analyses COMESA's intra-trade trends and patterns utilizing up-to-date trade data in order to 

better grasp the study's backdrop before moving on to the next data analysis. It examines the primary trading 

trends and member makeup.   

The Direction of Trade Statistics (DOTS) disaggregated the value of merchandise exports and imports by the 

key trading partners of a country. Imports are valued at cost, insurance, and freight (CIF), while exports are 

valued at free on board (FOB). Kenya is the leading exporting country among the COMESA trading bloc's 19 

members, including agricultural items, particularly tea and tobacco, and animal products, as well as emerging 

as the top performer in the EAC and acting as the largest trade market in east Africa. 

Table 2 shows that intra-export values for all COMESA members fluctuated over time. The intra-export 

values in the region are dominated by Kenya and Egypt. Kenya exported goods worth $1,459.2 million in 

2008 and $1,553.4 million in 2015. Egypt, after Kenya, has the second greatest proportion of exports among 

COMESA members, with $1,084.0 million in 2008 and $1,654.0 million in 2015. Between these years, both 

countries had increasing GDP and FDI inflows, which aided in the manufacturing of goods and services for 

export to other members. In 2008, the Democratic Republic of Congo was the third-largest seller of goods, 

with $578.2 million in sales, which climbed to $999.6 million in 2015. 
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Table 1: Intra-export within COMESA bloc in million USD values (2008-2015) 

Country 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Burundi   
Comoros   
Congo*  
Djibouti  
Egypt  
Eritrea  
Ethiopia  
Kenya   
Libya  
Madagascar  
Malawi  
Mauritius  
Rwanda  
Seychelles  
Sudan  
Swaziland   
Uganda  
Zambia  
Zimbabwe  

8.3 
0.2 
578.2 
25.9 
1084.0 
0.5 
7.3 
1459.2 
228.0 
36.2 
85.4 
171.7 
211.8 
3.2 
120.7 
78.8 
721.9 
850.1 
173.0 

11.2 
0.4 
529.5 
166.2 
1324.2 
1.6 
4.4 
1253.5 
214.5 
31.2 
171.5 
152.2 
130.5 
1.3 
217.8 
40.9 
713.1 
635.8 
145.9 

12.0 
2.3 
1303.8 
158.3 
1736.6 
0.2 
22.4 
1421.1 
330.9 
50.3 
219.9 
156.1 
82.2 
2.3 
353.5 
30.1 
791.0 
695.6 
178.7 

22.0 
2.9 
1391.9 
186.2 
1134.6 
4.5 
43.1 
2014.8 
320.7 
42.6 
310.4 
188.8 
124.9 
247.3 
427.3 
26.3 
997.0 
966.9 
147.3 

31.0 
0.9 
1345.9 
145.1 
2480.0 
4.6 
42.2 
1822.8 
363.4 
40.2 
163.2 
213.9 
305.4 
4.2 
428.3 
19.5 
1216.1 
1500.6 
121.0 

40.8 
1.0 
1864.7 
127.8 
2408.0 
2.8 
1091.9 
1694.7 
342.7 
53.4 
144.5 
198.4 
311.6 
2.9 
282.7 
15.1 
1096.2 
1878.6 
135.4 

54.0 
0.5 
1492.9 
130.6 
1977.1 
4.2 
1092.8 
1665.0 
350.5 
66.4 
246.9 
218.2 
330.0 
2.2 
445.6 
15.8 
879.3 
1277.8 
113.9 

52.4 
0.7 
999.6 
165.5 
1654.0 
3.0 
1088.7 
1553.4 
390.5 
61.3 
211.9 
225.7 
159.4 
2.6 
469.4 
22.3 
961.4 
975.1 
101.9 

Source: Author, compiled from IMF, DOTS accessed on December/2017. 

Burundi, Comoros, Eritrea, Swaziland, and the Seychelles, on the other hand, were relatively minor players in 

the region, with the least intra-export commerce. In 2015, the three countries' total export value was nearly 

equal to Egypt's, potentially lowering COMESA's overall trading patterns in comparison to other parts of the 

world. COMESA's intra-regional exports increased from 5,844 million in 2008 to 11,693 million in 2013. 

This demonstrates some dynamism, which is good news for expanding intra-COMESA trade, which might be 

boosted by other members' improving export levels, albeit a more detailed analysis of the composition of such 

trade at the disaggregate level is required. Intra-regional export trade, on the other hand, fell to $9,099 million 

in 2015(see figure 1). 
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 Figure 1: COMESA total intra-export in million USD from 2008 to 2015 

 
 Source: Author, computed based on IMF, (DOTS), 2017 
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Table 2: Intra-import within COMESA bloc in million USD values 

Country  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Burundi  
Comoros  
Congo DRC  
Djibouti 
Egypt 
Eritrea 
Ethiopia 
Kenya  
Libya 
Madagascar 
Malawi 
Mauritius 
Rwanda 
Seychelles 
Sudan 
Swaziland  
Uganda 
Zambia 
Zimbabwe 

94.1  
6.3  
679.5  
9.5  
1090.5  
22.9  
154.7  
420.7  
173.6  
139.6  
185.4  
137.1  
387.1  
50.0  
597.2  
6.1  
596.8  
836.7  
1164.7 

99.5  
7.1  
693.2  
56.6  
660.8  
47.4  
160.5  
310.8  
311.6  
98.0  
176.0  
101.0  
305.4  
51.2  
582.0  
5.7  
579.5  
688.8  
1114.8 

118.6  
11.4  
785.2  
43.8  
917.7  
106.5  
168.8  
493.1  
628.2  
203.2  
236.0  
132.1  
389.6  
46.7  
797.9  
91.3  
609.5  
1457.0  
1213.2 

155.3  
7.0  
920.1  
55.5  
878.6  
64.8  
146.4  
602.4  
187.8  
204.2  
227.2  
153.0  
414.7  
55.5  
648.9  
87.7  
746.4  
1642.6  
1264.4 

159.6  
6.8  
1420.9  
72.2  
834.7  
96.8  
231.2  
714.4  
441.1  
147.2  
190.2  
153.9  
468.1  
46.4  
724.9  
81.1  
709.4  
1872.8  
1255.1 

147.9  
18.9  
2005.2  
78.3  
710.4  
91.9  
179.0  
663.6  
513.8  
131.7  
237.3  
170.1  
434.3  
45.4  
861.1  
82.5  
653.9  
2794.4  
1323.2 

102.3  
18.6  
1531.0  
96.1  
650.2  
51.4  
292.3  
658.1  
413.5  
176.2  
230.9  
159.1  
504.5  
56.0  
617.9  
106.0  
723.0  
2529.6  
1231.4 

89.6  
15.7  
1074.2  
131.4  
556.9  
59.7  
338.3  
816.8  
225.6  
167.4  
232.4  
171.3  
447.1  
84.9  
719.6  
75.6  
679.7  
2009.8  
1294.1 

100.5  
15.7  
944.6  
145.4  
366.1  
29.6  
288.6  
888.8  
199.2  
177.6  
249.3  
208.3  
426.7  
49.2  
715.3  
70.8  
559.2  
1512.7  
1236.5 

Source: Author, compiled from IMF, DOTS accessed on December, 2017. 

Zambia, Zimbabwe, and the Democratic Republic of Congo were the top three intra-import countries inside 

the COMESA bloc, as seen in Table 3. As a result, the value of Zambia's intra-imports grew from $836.7 

million in 2008 to $1,513 million in 2016. In the same way, Zimbabwe was the second best performer in 

intra-import, increasing from $1164.7 million to $1,237 million between 2008 and 2016. The Democratic 

Republic of Congo, which has been plagued by internal political unrest, came in third, importing commodities 

worth $ 679.5 million in 2008 and $945 million in 2016. Despite the fact that nations like Comoros, Eritrea, 

Swaziland, and the Seychelles are not landlocked; their contribution in intra-regional commerce has been 

inadequate, with Zimbabwe's intra-import exceeding two times their total intra-import for each year. 

Figure 2 depicts intra-COMESA trade levels from 2000 to 2016. Between 2000 and 2013, intra-COMESA 

trade grew somewhat, as did extra-COMESA trade. However, COMESA's intra-trade performance began to 

deteriorate rapidly after 2013. COMESA's intra-export was $1,499 million in 2000, but it climbed to $11,693 

million in 2013, representing an annual growth rate of 11%. However, between 2013 and 2016, the intra-

export trend region fell from 11,693 to 7,854 million. COMESA's intra-imports among its members have 

followed a similar pattern. COMESA's intra-import climbed from $1,293 million in 2000 to $11,143 million 

in 2013, indicating annual exponential growth of 10%, which was 1% lower than intra-export over the same 
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period. However, following 2013, COMESA's intra-imports fell from 11,143 to 8,184 million in 2013 and 

2016, respectively. 

  Figure 2: Trends of intra-export and import of COMESA 

 

Source: Author, calculated from IMF, DOTS accessed on December, 2017 

Table 4: Top ten COMESA intra-export, import and export commodities from/to the world measured in %age 

(2013-2016) 

 Intra-Export Trade within COMESA 
members 

Imports of COMESA members from 
the world 

Exports of COMESA members to the 
world  

Products 2013 2014 2015 2016 2013 2014 2015 2016 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Mineral fuels, 
oils and their 
products  

 
4.09 

 
4.51 

 
9.90 

 
4.26 

 
14.80 

 
15.51 

 
13.88 

 
12.62 

 
45.16 

 
31.08 

 
21.70 

 
15.73 

Ores, slag and 
ash 

17.16 17.41 8.42 11.16 1.48 1.25 0.55 0.71 2.70 3.83 3.12 3.03 

Coffee, tea, & 
spices 

4.58 4.85 6.31 7.52 0.39 0.42 0.54 0.60 2.73 3.66 5.11 5.53 

Organic/ 
inorganic 
compounds of 
precious 
metals  

 
6.17 

 
4.18 

 
5.54 

 
5.63 

 
0.95 

 
0.69 

 
0.74 

 
0.74 

 
1.26 

 
1.08 

 
1.17 

 
0.99 
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Salt, Sulphur, 
earths & stone, 
& cement 

 
6.09 

 
5.07 

 
4.01 

 
4.48 

 
1.08 

 
1.13 

 
0.84 

 
0.79 

 
1.12 

 
0.99 

 
1.16 

 
1.13 

Sugars & 
sugar 
confectionery 

 
3.27 

 
3.29 

 
3.78 

 
6.49 

 
1.09 

 
0.95 

 
0.90 

 
1.35 

 
1.49 

 
1.72 

 
1.89 

 
2.14 

Tobacco & 
manufactured 
tobacco 
substitutes 

 
2.93 

 
3.31 

 
3.44 

 
2.79 

 
0.70 

 
0.64 

 
0.53 

 
0.45 

 
1.87 

 
2.26 

 
2.60 

 
2.85 

Plastics & 
articles thereof 

 
3.73 

 
3.84 

 
3.35 

 
2.88 

 
3.94 

 
3.99 

 
4.07 

 
4.23 

 
1.60 

 
2.17 

 
2.32 

 
2.05 

Iron & steel 3.00 3.35 2.72 2.90 4.19 4.30 4.05 3.87 1.40 1.54 1.13 1.32 

Machinery, 
mechanical 
appliances, 
nuclear 
reactors 

 
2.73 

 
3.13 

 
2.06 

 
1.86 

 
10.64 

 
9.77 

 
9.18 

 
9.87 

 
0.60 

 
0.97 

 
0.74 

 
0.71 

Source: Author, compiled from International Trade Center, accessed on March, 2018. 

Table 4 depicts COMESA's intra-trade among its members, as well as global commodity import and export 

trade from and to the world, from 2013 to 2016. Except for mineral fuels, mineral oils, coffee, tea, and spices, 

sugars, and sugar confectionery, COMESA's intra-trade performance was lower in comparison to global trade 

for all products. Sugars and sugar confectionery have climbed by 3.22 percent in intra-COMESA export trade 

from 2013 to 2016, which is more than other items. Coffee, tea, and spices grew at a rate of 2.94 percent. 

However, ore, slag, and ash are the most commonly trafficked products amongst COMESA members, 

followed by coffee, tea, and spices. Ores slag and ash made up about 11.16 percent of all COMESA 

commodities traded in 2016. 

Mineral fuels, mineral oils, and their products, which accounted for 12.62 and 15.73 percent of COMESA's 

global import and export in 2016, were followed by Machinery, mechanical appliances, nuclear reactors, 

boilers for import and Coffee, tea, and spices for export, which accounted for 9.87 and 5.53 percent in 2016. 

Intra-African trade, like Africa's trade with the rest of the world, has been dominated by a small number of 

primary commodities. The principal commodities that African countries sell to one another are concentrated, 

and the minimal trade in manufactured goods may mostly be attributed to South Africa, Egypt, and other 

North African countries. Primary commodities (petroleum oils, vegetable oils, vegetable oils and fats, copper 

ores) and some (b) manufactures are the principal intra-group imports within RECs (tobacco, edible products, 

lime, cement). 

Agricultural items, particularly coffee, tea, spices, sugar, sugar confectionaries, and ores, ash, and slag, 

dominated intra-COMESA trade in 2016 (Figure 3), accounting for roughly 26% of intra-export trade. 

Ethiopia, Uganda, and Kenya were the top coffee exporters in the region, while Kenya, Malawi, and Uganda 

were the top tea exporters. DR Congo and Zambia were the primary exporters of ore and minerals; Sudan, 
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Egypt, Zimbabwe, and Ethiopia were the main exporters of gold. This analysis revealed that, while intra-

COMESA trade has increased since the FTA was established, it remains relatively low in comparison to other 

regional trade blocs, which are still dominated by primary agricultural exports. To be competent and extend 

the market through its members as well as to the rest of the world, member countries must work hard to 

diversify their investments by investing in new products that have a competitive advantage. 

 

  Figure 3: Intra-COMESA top exports by product category 2016 

 

 Source: Author, compiled from International Trade Center, accessed on March, 2018 
 

Figure 4 shows a summary of COMESA intra-regional trade between 2000 and 2016. Throughout this time, 

intra-regional trade as a percentage of total commerce remained below 12 and rose by an average of 6%. In 

comparison to its global market, intra-COMESA trade was inadequate. Intra-trade remains a modest part of 

global markets, and its volume has fluctuated over time. COMESA's intra-trade portion of its overall world 

merchandise exports increased by only 1% from 2000 to 2001. These totals are low because some COMESA 

countries, such as Comoros, Eritrea, Swaziland, and Seychelles, have modest intra-trade patterns compared to 

their global commerce. 
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During the years 2002 and 2003, however, the intra-trade share remained stable. The intra-trade share fell by 

59 percent between 2004 and 2007, while the members' worldwide market performance improved. This 

demonstrates that the majority of COMESA member countries traded with the rest of the world in addition to 

their regional trade. However, from 2008 to 2015, intra-COMESA merchandise trade increased by 6% of the 

region's total world commerce, and by 2015, the region's intra-trade share had dropped by 80%. Despite the 

progress in trade, intra-COMESA exports accounted for less than a fourth of global merchandise exports from 

2000 to 2016. More than 80% of regional export trade was traded with other parts of the globe. 

 

  Figure 2: Share of intra-regional trade in total trade of COMESA (2000-2016) 

 
   Source: Author, calculated with data from IMF, DOTS, accessed on December, 2017. 

 

Increased intra-regional commerce has been one of Africa's Regional Economic Communities (REC) major 

areas for promoting regional integration. COMESA's intra-regional export performance was quite low in 

comparison to worldwide commerce, as shown in Table 5. COMESA exports account for over 85% of all 

exports outside of the area. COMESA's intra-trade performance has been inconsistent, declining from 2004 to 

2008 before gradually improving from 2012 to 2016. In 2004, intra-COMESA exports totaled USD 2,352.1 
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billion, accounting for 6.1 percent of the region's total exports. Between 2004 and 2016, COMESA's intra-

export proportion of world trade climbed by 6.9%, from 6.1 percent in 2004 to 13 percent in 2016. 

Even while intra-regional commerce has expanded at a modest rate, intra-regional exports remain tiny in 

comparison to world exports, indicating a lack of integration among the members. Kenya dominated intra-

export commerce among COMESA countries, accounting for three-quarters of overall regional trade. The 

majority of members export agricultural products both within their region and to the global market, and they 

do it at a reasonable cost in comparison to the rest of the world. The United States, Europe, China, and the 

United Arab Emirate were their main exporting partners. 

Table 5: COMESA intra-regional and global export in million USD (2004-2016) 
  

Year Intra-Export 
Total Global 

Export 
Share of Intra-

Export 

2004 2,352.1  38,744.9  6.1 

2005 2,845.2  50,272.0  5.7 

2006 3,543.3  62,640.8  5.7 

2007 4,032.4  75,953.5  5.3 

2008 5,904.5  105,434.4  5.6 

2009 5,815.4  80,384.2  7.2 

2010 7,647.1  105,724.4  7.2 

2011 8,699.4  91,086.8  9.6 

2012 10,548.4  112,183.9  9.4 

2013 11,693.1  103,115.7  11.3 

2014 10,363.7  86,618.9  12.0 

2015 9,098.4  69,076.6  13.2 

2016 7,854.0  62,945.3  12.5 

Source: Author, compiled from IMF, (DOTS) accessed on December, 2017. 

 

Intra-regional import is the inverse of intra-regional export, since these measures assess the value of intra-

regional commerce from importing member nations. The value of intra-regional imports versus the total value 

of all imported items is a helpful indication of integration. Intra-import was also expressed as a percentage, as 

was intra-export, and could be calculated annually for each member country and for global import. This is a 

measure of the proportional importance of intra-regional imports in each member country's total import 

market (David & Zainal, 2003). 

COMESA's intra-import performance grew between 2000 and 2016, whereas the global intra-import share 

increased by 2.0 percent, a very little rise (Table 6). This low intra-import implies that the majority of 
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COMESA member countries imported manufactured goods from non-member countries, namely the United 

States, Europe, China, and the United Arab Emirates. It demonstrates that COMESA's rate of integration 

through trade has slowed. Total exports to the rest of the world increased by 6.0 percent to US$ 62,945.3 

million in 2016, up from US$ 38,744.9 million in 2004. 

Table 6: COMESA intra-regional and global import in million USD (2000-2016) 

  Year Intra-Import Total             
Global Import 

Share of 
Intra-Import 

2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 

1293.1 
1605.8 
1781.9 
1960.0 
2297.2 
3855.9 
4403.1 
5351.6 
6752.6 
6049.8 
8449.8 
8462.4 
9627.1 
11142.9 
10148.3 
9190.1 
8184.0 

31591.4 
31435.1 
32046.9 
33092.1 
43243.7 
55291.2 
62342.8 
75886.9 
117780.9 
109745.6 
133824.7 
141552.9 
162294.5 
166150.7 
169361.6 
163003.3 
135262.7 

4.1 
5.1 
5.6 
5.9 
5.3 
7.0 
7.1 
7.1 
5.7 
5.5 
6.3 
6.0 
5.9 
6.7 
6.0 
5.6 
6.1 

Source: Author, compiled from IMF, accessed on December, 2017 

For any Regional Trade Agreement (RTA) to be successful, it is imperative on partner countries to have 

complementary trade structure to be exploited for mutual benefit. Countries which got complementary trade 

structure are likely to trade more whereas economies with similar trade structure often struggle to improve 

trade share unless there is substantial intra industry trade (Chandran, 2010). But most of the African countries 

produce similar primary commodities which have been facing with problem of competition and low price in 

the global market.  

In between 2000 and 2016, COMESA’s intra-export share increased by only 5.3 percentage points from 4.9 

percent in 2000 to 10.2 percent in 2016 and trade with rest of the world decreased by 5.3 percent from 95.1 in 

2000 to 89.8 percent in 2016. According to UNCTAD (2012) the contribution of the regional economic 

communities in Africa towards intra-regional trade expansion has been negligible as the share of intra-

regional trade remains static. African countries remain on the margins of global trade flows. In 2008 and 

2009, Africa accounted for an insignificant 3 percent of global exports and imports as compared to about 6 
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percent for developing America and a massive 27–30 percent for developing. Even the 10 ASEAN countries 

together accounted for around 6 per cent of global trade, twice as high as Africa’s share.  

MO Ibrahim Foundation (2014) found out that, compared to other regions in the world, intra-African trade is 

lagging. Between 2007 and 2011, the average share of intra-African exports in total merchandize exports was 

11 percent compared with intra-regional trade of 50 percent in developing Asia,21 percent in Latin America 

and the Caribbean and 70 percent in Europe. One of the reasons that make lower intra-trade among Africa is 

that most of the commodity-rich countries have historically traded primarily outside of Africa due to a legacy 

of colonial history, and other factors. Table 7 also verifies this concept in which most of the COMESA 

members trade goods and services more with outside their member states than their regional groups. 
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    Table 3: COMESA intra and extra-export merchandize trade measured in percentage 

      Source: Author, compiled from UNCTAD accessed on February, 2017 

Year Intra &Extra Trade                 Percentage 

2000 
Intra-Trade 4.9 

TROW 95.1 

2001 
Intra-Trade 5.7 

TROW 94.3 

2002 
Intra-Trade 6.4 

TROW 93.6 

2003 
Intra-Trade 5.7 

TROW 94.3 

2004 
Intra-Trade 4.9 

TROW 95.1 

2005 
Intra-Trade 5.3 

TROW 94.7 

2006 
Intra-Trade 5.3 

TROW 94.7 

2007 
Intra-Trade 5.0 

TROW 95.0 

2008 
Intra-Trade 5.4 

TROW 94.6 

2009 Intra-Trade 7.0 
TROW 93.0 

2010 Intra-Trade 7.2 

TROW 92.8 

2011 
Intra-Trade 8.9 

TROW 91.1 

2012 Intra-Trade 7.4 

TROW 92.6 

2013 
Intra-Trade 8.8 

TROW 91.2 

2014 
Intra-Trade 9.5 

TROW 90.5 

2015 
Intra-Trade 11.4 

TROW 88.6 

2016 
Intra-Trade 10.2 

TROW 89.8 
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Figure 5 shows the causal relationship between FDI inflows to COMESA and intra-exports in million USD 

from 2000 to 2016. Looking at the figure the growth relationship between intra-trade and FDI inflows were 

positive and significantly increasing from 2000 to 2007. However, from 2007 to 2011 FDI inflows sharply 

decreasing while intra-export increases with slow rate. In the same way the two variables were also negatively 

associated from 2014 to 2016. This implies that during these periods the inward flows of FDI to COMESA 

had been decreased which negatively affects the intra-export volume of the region among its members. In 

other words intra-export trade of the COMESA was encouraged by local business production and government 

owned enterprises. 

  Figure 5: Relationship between intra-export and FDI inflows within COMESA 

 

  Source: Author, computation based on WDI data 

 

4.2 Presentation and discussion of the estimation results  

4.2.1 Trade Intensity results and discussions 

In this section an attempt is made to construct the trade intensity index for the members of COMESA and to 

see whether the trade cooperation between these two trading partners are strong or weak. Furthermore, an 
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analysis of trade intensity indices is used to estimate the extent of bilateral intra-trade linkages between 

members of COMESA individually and for the region as whole during the period 2000-2016 to answer 

objective one of the study. The trade intensity analysis technique appears suitable for this purpose. This 

technique is characterized by simplicity as well as the ability to identify the bilateral/multilateral trade 

linkages in clear terms (Qadri, 2012).  

 

As a result, the Trade Intensity Index was calculated and displayed for each COMESA member by identifying 

the exporter and partners. The trade intensity index assesses how much a partner country's trading relationship 

is intensifying. There are two reasons for a rise in commerce with a country. One is a trading partner's 

extension of commerce, while the other is a "pure" intensification of the commercial connection. In particular, 

a country's trade connection with (or trade dependency on) a trading partner country can grow when the 

trading partner's trade increases faster than that of other countries (Urata & Okabe, 2007).   

We compute the trade intensity index and its changes over time with this element in mind. By taking the 

trading partner's trade volume into account, the trade intensity index quantifies the bias in bilateral trade 

relationships. Trade relationship is more (less) intensive (or biased) than normal if the value of trade intensity 

is greater (less) than unity. 

 

Most neighboring COMESA countries appear to have a high trade intensity index, according to the computed 

results for each member. This demonstrates that the majority of countries want to trade more with bordering 

partner countries in order to reduce the cost of transportation of products and services connected with the 

region's members' distance. This is consistent with Wonnacott and Lutz's (1989) natural trading partner 

location and transit cost hypothesis, which states that geographical proximity between countries, tends to 

boost trade and prevent trade diversion. In addition, Deardorff and Stern (1994), also referring to transport 

costs, suggest that geographical proximity between countries tends to trade more with each other than with 

more distant countries to reduce transport and communication costs. 

 

Table 8 presents the top four trade partners of exporting COMESA countries with a value more than unity in 

which an exporter country can intensify or increase trade quicker than other member states with a trade 

intensity less than unity, based on the Trade Intensity Index result. 
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 Table 8: Top four intra-trade partners of COMESA members 
Exporter Partner who have trade intensity index greater than unity 

with exporter 

Burundi DRC Congo,  Kenya, Rwanda, Uganda 

Comoros Djibouti, Madagascar, Mauritius, Seychelles 

Congo(DRC) Burundi, Rwanda, Zambia, Zimbabwe 
Djibouti Burundi, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia 
Egypt Burundi, Eritrea, Libya, Sudan 
Eritrea Djibouti, Kenya, Sudan, Zimbabwe 
Ethiopia Djibouti, Sudan, Kenya, Comoros 
Kenya Burundi, DRC Congo, Malawi, Sudan 
Libya Egypt 
Madagascar Burundi, Comoros, Djibouti, Kenya 
Malawi Burundi, Kenya, Zambia, Zimbabwe 
Mauritius  Comoros, Madagascar, Rwanda, Seychelles 
Rwanda Burundi, DR Congo, Swaziland, Uganda 
Seychelles  Burundi, Madagascar, Mauritius, Sudan 
Sudan Egypt, Eretria, Ethiopia, Kenya 

Swaziland  Madagascar, Sudan, Uganda, Zimbabwe 
Uganda Burundi, DR Congo, Kenya, Sudan 
Zambia DR Congo, Malawi, Mauritius, Rwanda 
Zimbabwe DR Congo, Malawi, Swaziland, Zambia  

Source: Author, summary of trade intensity results 

Accordingly, Burundi trades more with the Democratic Republic of Congo, Rwanda, Uganda, and Kenya, 

with trade intensity indexes of 30.9, 55.8, 92, and 76, respectively, from highest to lowest. However, 

commercial relations with Burundi were weak or below expectations for the remaining member countries. As 

a result, Burundi's trade intensity index with Comoros, Djibouti, Eritrea, and Ethiopia is high. Libya, 

Madagascar, Malawi, Seychelles, Swaziland, and Zimbabwe were all less than united, indicating a strained 

commercial relationship. This suggests that there may be other factors such as transport and logistical 

impediments that give rise to high transaction costs, or the lack of trade complementarities which account for 

the apparent low levels of trade (Pitigala, 2005). 

 

For Djibouti, Kenya, Madagascar, Mauritius, Rwanda, and Seychelles, the trade intensity index was higher 

than unity. Other countries with a zero trade intensity index, such as Burundi, Eritrea, Libya, Swaziland, and 

Zimbabwe, did not trade with Comoros from 2000 to 2016. Zambia, Zimbabwe, Rwanda, Burundi, Uganda, 

and Kenya were the top to bottom trading partners for the Democratic Republic of Congo. However, the 

results suggest that Comoros, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Libya, and the Seychelles have no trade intensity. 
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The bilateral trade relationship between Djibouti and Eretria was stronger than that of other members, 

indicating that the two nations were actively developing commerce. As a result, this study discovered that the 

intensity between two countries was high, with Ethiopia coming in second. Djibouti, on the other hand, was 

not traded with the Democratic Republic of Congo, Madagascar, or Zimbabwe, according to the data. This 

suggests that between 2000 and 2016, Djibouti did not expand its market potential in these nations. 

 

The Trade Intensity Index between Egypt and other COMESA members is shown in Figure 6. Egypt is 

extending its trading options with all COMESA countries, with the exception of Madagascar and Malawi, 

where the TII for the majority of them is greater than one. Libya and Eretria were Egypt's most popular trade 

destinations, with TIIs of 48 and 37, respectively. This suggests that Egypt traded far more with Libya and 

Eritrea than one might expect from other COMESA members. Madagascar and Malawi had the lowest trade 

potential of Egypt, with TIIs of 0.46 and 0.68, respectively. 

Figure 6: Trade intensity index between Egypt and other members of COMESA 

 

    Source: Authors’ estimates 

73

www.ijrp.org

Tolessa Shanko Kerore(PhD) / International Journal of Research Publications (IJRP.ORG)



  

Eritrea's economic partners included Burundi, Comoros, Djibouti, Kenya, Rwanda, Sudan, and Zimbabwe, 

and their TII was more than unity. Djibouti and Sudan, with TIIs of 18.0 and 8.0, were the most important 

trading partners for Eritrea in terms of trade expansion. According to the natural trading partner theory, 

economies tend to trade more with their neighbors (Wonnacott and Lutz cited in Anurag Anand, 

2016).Therefore, because of their geographical proximity, as well as cultural and economic links most of the 

member countries trade with each other than distant world. In the same manner, when we look at the trade 

intensity index of Ethiopia with Comoros, Djibouti, Egypt, Kenya, Libya, Sudan, and Swaziland, is above one 

with different magnitude. Djibouti and Sudan are the two countries with whom Ethiopia got high trade 

intensity.  

 

Kenya, unlike other COMESA members, has exhibited an increasing tendency to deal intensively with 

geographically distant COMESA trading partners of varying magnitude (see Figure 7). Kenya and others have 

higher trade intensity indexes than Unity, with the exception of Libya, Madagascar, Swaziland, and 

Zimbabwe. Kenya mostly increased trade with neighboring countries such as Burundi, Uganda, Rwanda, and 

the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), with TIIs of 38.0, 50.9, 36.3, and 13.1 correspondingly. This 

shows that Kenya has significant trade potential to expand and benefit from additional regional trade 

possibilities in order to promote its economic growth and development. 

  Figure 7: Trade intensity index between Kenya and other members of COMESA 
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    Source: Authors’ estimates 

 

According to the results for Libya, Sudan and Seychelles performed the worst in the region in terms of intra-

trade, with the majority of their bilateral TIIs showing less than unity with other countries of the group. The 

research of trade intensity between these nations and other COMESA members shows that they are not 

completely exploiting their regional trade potential. As a result, we may conclude that other COMESA 

countries are not extremely important trade partners for Libya, Sudan, and Seychelles when considering 

policy and economic decision-making units. 

Figure 8 depicts the intra-COMESA trade intensity index at the regional level, which has fluctuated over time. 

This suggests that COMESA intra-regional commerce increased significantly between 2000 and 2003, and 

again between 2013 and 2016. The Intra Regional Trade Intensity Index (IRTII) was over eight from 2000 to 

2016, peaking at 14.24 in 2003 and 13.59 in 2016. In comparison, the IRTII was 7.33, 7.85, and 7.99 in 2008, 

2009, and 2010, all of which were below eight. 

   Figure 8: Regional trade intensity index of COMESA 

 

    Source: Author`s computation based on IMF trade data. 
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the data analyzed in the preceding chapter, this chapter gives a summary of the study and its 

conclusions, as well as some policy implications, recommendations, and opportunities for further research. 

5.1 Summary of findings and conclusion 

COMESA's goal is to improve economic and social links among member nations by boosting intra-trade. 

Despite the fact that intra-trade volumes among members are low (mostly primary products) in comparison to 

other regional blocks, intra-trade has been conducted in various quantities among most of the members since 

the formation of the regional trade agreement. Using trade intensity, this study looked at the factors of intra-

regional trade dynamism within COMESA members from 2000 to 2016. 

 

The study employed the augmented gravity model approach to uncover factors affecting intra-regional trade 

in COMESA member states and used the trade intensity index to estimate each COMESA member state's 

export share. The intra-export-COMESA trade intensity index, which remained at 13.6 in 2016, suggested that 

intra-export-COMESA trade remains low. According to the study, between 2000 and 2016, the share of intra-

COMESA exports averaged 11 percent. From 2000 to 2003, and again from 2013 to 2016, COMESA intra-

export-regional commerce increased dramatically. Intra-regional trade intensity increased from 2000 to 2016, 

reaching 14.24 in 2003 and 13.59 in 2016. In 2008, 2009, and 2010, it was less than eight, at 7.33, 7.85, and 

7.99, respectively. 

 

Egypt and Kenya had the largest share, while Libya, Sudan, and Seychelles had the lowest intra-trade 

performance in the region, with the majority of their bilateral TII showing less than unity with other countries 

of the group. The research of trade intensity between these nations and other COMESA members shows that 

they are not completely exploiting their regional trade potential. As a result of the findings, we may conclude 

that other COMESA countries are not very important trade partners for Libya, Sudan, and Seychelles in terms 

of policy and economic decision-making. 

 

In contrary to other members of COMESA, Egypt and Kenya have shown an increasing tendency to trade 

intensively with geographically distant trading partners in COMESA with different magnitude in which their 

TII were greater than unity. This indicates that both countries have strong trade potential to expand and 

benefit more trade opportunities from the region to boost its economic growth and development.  

Generally, most of the COMESA members are trading more with their neighbor than distant members 

because of geographical proximity, as well as cultural and economic links. This suggests that there may be 
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other factors such as transport costs, logistical impediments, poor infrastructural development and lack of 

trade complementarities that made most members to trade with nearby countries. This shows most of the 

countries prefer to trade more with the bordering partner countries to decrease the cost of transportation of 

goods and services associated with the distance between the members in the region. This goes mainly with the 

natural trading partner location and transport cost hypothesis of Wonnacott and Lutz (1989) suggesting that 

geographical proximity between countries tends to increase trade between them and reduce trade diversion. 

 

Generally, it can be concluded that the regional trade integration among COMESA was not as satisfactory as 

expected and the intra-export volume is limited among members. In 2016 the export trade intensity of the 

region stood at 13.6 percent. This indicates more than 80 percent of the region`s export trade has been 

performed with the rest of the world. The poor performance of trade might be associated with some of trade 

barriers like poor infrastructure, low commitment to regional integration, overlapping memberships, lack of 

institutional democratic election, low inward flows of FDI, lack of complementarities of products (most of 

them have similar export profiles), small and fragmented economies with low incomes, low percapita-income, 

lack of access to seaport for some members, unequal distribution of benefits among member countries after 

join the FTA of COMESA. Example Egypt and Kenya is the most beneficiary than other members. This 

problem arises because the more developed members benefit more than the less developed ones, whilst there 

are mostly no compensation mechanisms to help the losers.  

 

In line with this, Yang and Gupta (2005) also summarized the general unsuccessfulness reasons of Africa in 

promoting intra-trade and foreign direct investment due to high external trade barriers and low resource 

complementarity between member countries limit both intra- and extra regional trade. Small market size, poor 

transport facilities and high trading costs also make it difficult for African countries to reap the potential 

benefits of RTAs. To increase regional trade and investment, African countries need to undertake more broad-

based liberalization and streamline existing RTAs, supported by improvements in infrastructure and trade 

facilitation.  

 

5.2 Recommendations 

The research study finds that the economic size and income per capita or population size variables are 

positively related to the level of trade. These variables determine the purchasing ability of the members. But 

most of the members are economically categorized within the low level of income which constraints the intra-

trade capacity among them. In relation to international terms COMESA is characterized by small GDP of 
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$754 billion. Egypt only accounts for 44 per cent of COMESA’s GDP which indirectly shows almost all 

COMESA countries can be classified within small, low-income countries. Because of this the potential trade 

expansion among members is regarded as low. Therefore, it is recommended for the member states to increase 

their income through spending on pro-poor areas like health, education, and increasing of consumption, public 

and private investment. Moreover, COMESA member states need to maintain a high and sustainable 

economic growth.  

 

Regional economic integration is aimed to boost the economy of each member state through diversification of 

comparative advantages by exploiting the available opportunities. But most of the COMESA members are 

characterized by similar export profiles with labor intensive (primary commodities) and low technological 

involvement. A study of product complementarity indices for COMESA bilateral trade among members 

indicate that product complementarities between exports of Egypt and imports of the other member countries 

average to 43.0 while those for Kenya’s exports to the region average to 38.6. For all other countries, the 

average product complementarity for exports is far lower and arrangements with a value of less than 25 have 

failed (Tsikata, cited in Khandelwal, 2004). 

 

Therefore, to ensure the expansion of market it is recommended that each member state needs to produce 

complementary products (export diversification) where they have a revealed comparative advantage through 

identification of priority products that exist in the region. This could encourage market expansion in the 

region as well as supporting domestic industries in the specific states. It also helps to reduce unemployment 

and the risk of getting to global economic shocks. Furthermore, each member state needs to create an enabling 

environment for private sectors that play a crucial role in structural diversification by developing new 

products, new markets, and new ways of doing business to enhance intra-COMESA trade. 

 

In support of this, AfDB (2011) recommended that specific policy actions should be directed at correcting to 

promote intra-regional trade and economic integration. Like the oil -rich Middle East countries have 

successfully done, resource-rich African countries should invest their resource rents in strengthening 

agriculture and manufacturing. Infrastructure development should be a major policy focus. Emphasis should 

be shifted from raw material exports to moving up the value chain by exporting semi-processed products with 

the aim of gradually moving to fully processed products based on the available raw products. For instance, 

Ethiopia and DRC Congo should consider establishing a major production firm given their wealth in Coffee 

and different mineral production respectively.    

78

www.ijrp.org

Tolessa Shanko Kerore(PhD) / International Journal of Research Publications (IJRP.ORG)



    

Therefore, to increase the intra-African trade and resolve the challenges of overlapping memberships the 

study recommend the practical implementation of Continental Free Trade Area (CFTA) declaration of AU 

Assembly of Heads of State and Government, in 2012, which is also intended to establish a single continental 

market for goods and services, free movement of business persons and investments, expand intra-African 

trade and increase the continents appeal as a global trade partner.  

 

In general, this study has examined the determinants of intra-regional trade within COMSA from 2000 to 

2016 using dynamic panel data and augmented gravity model. The study also investigated trade intensity 

index among members. The study found out that FTA has positive significant impact on export trade. With 

trade intensity index most, the members have weak bilateral trade relationship except Egypt and Kenya. 

Generally, I recommend for more detail future research to study on factors that lead the ineffective 

performance of COMESA regional trade agreement with other intra-trade policy variables at aggregate and 

disaggregate level to identify determinants of COMESA intra-trade. 
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