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Abstract

Scholars contend that linkage – embedding human rights conditionality in trade
agreements – can improve human rights in developing countries. Rather, we argue
that states have competing concerns. Human rights commitments may collide with
trade, investment, and security concerns. A partner with a poor or worsening human
rights record may be under-sanctioned; and one with an improving or good record may
nonetheless be over-sanctioned, depending on the partner’s position vis-à-vis the other
state’s trade, investment, and security interests. We examine these claims in the con-
text of the African Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA), a unilateral trade preference
program with robust human rights conditions, created in 2000 by the United States for
up to 49 potentially eligible Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) states. US decisions to termi-
nate AGOA beneficiary status are determined strongly by US trade, investment, and
security interests. However, the country’s human rights record has a less consistent and
weaker effect. We find these results unsurprising, in light of well-established theories of
trade politics, but damaging to a vital assumption of the perspective that trade linkage
can improve human rights standards.
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“My position is very simple... I... don’t believe that trade restriction measures can solve
the [human rights] problem or even contribute to alleviating it.”

— World Trade Organization Director-General Renato Ruggiero, May 30, 1995
(Hua 1995, 15)

1 Introduction

In a set of core multilateral agreements, ratifying states commit to upholding human rights

such as the freedom from slavery, torture, or arbitrary detention, ‘disappearance,’ and

killing.1 A critical challenge in promoting human rights, however, is that these core in-

stitutions lack provisions for enforcement (Downs, Rocke and Barsoom 1996, Hafner-Burton

and Tsutsui 2005, Hathaway 2002, 2007, Neumayer 2005). Human rights scholars and advo-

cates maintain that trade linkage – embedding robust human rights conditionality in trade

agreements – can help solve the problem of enforcement (Barry and Reddy 2008, Hafner-

Burton 2005, 2009, Lim, Mosley and Prakash 2015, Postnikov and Bastiaens 2014, Yap 2013).

The credible prospect of withdrawal of trade benefits, the “teeth” in an otherwise toothless

global human rights regime, should deter potential human rights violators facing few other

disincentives. Such linkage is now widespread. More than 70 percent of countries are party

to at least one trade agreement with human rights conditions (Aaronson 2011, 443). Forty

percent of these agreements in turn incorporate “hard” standards (ILO 2015, 5) — ones that

“tie agreement benefits to member compliance with specific human rights principles” and

are not merely “voluntary” (Hafner-Burton 2005, 594).

But giving someone a legal privilege (to sanction) does not mean they will exercise it.

Taking issue with the linkage perspective, we argue that even powerful states rarely elect to

enforce human rights provisions in trade agreements in a way that is genuinely conditional

on their partners’ human rights performance. That is partly because violation of one’s own

1The core treaties consist of the non-binding Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) plus the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), the Genocide Convention, the Convention
against Torture (CAT), and many others (Cingranelli and Richards 1999, Davenport and Armstrong 2004,
Mitchell and McCormick 1988, Risse and Sikkink 1999).
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citizens’ human rights has few direct cross-border externalities.2 States therefore have little

or no reciprocity-based interest in taking costly action to compel another to end human

rights violations — even if the trade agreement has “hard” law enabling such action.

Credible enforcement is also difficult because states have a powerful set of private (trade

and investment) and public (security) interests at work in trade agreements. A state’s firms

that import preferentially from, export to, or maintain foreign direct investment in the

partner would see their profitability harmed by the imposition of human rights sanctions.

And if the partner is vital to the state’s national security — as a formal ally or host of

military bases, as a collaborator in ongoing military operations, or as a bulwark against

regional threats, receiving military aid — then the state would harm its self-interest by

imposing human rights sanctions. Conversely, a state’s firms that compete with imports

from the partner have a vested interest in invoking sanctions regardless of the actual human

rights performance of the partner. These are not novel claims: rather, they are widely

accepted explanations of trade policy decision-making.

What do these political economy forces imply about the effectiveness of human rights

trade linkage? First, trade, investment, and security interests make it unlikely that a state’s

decisions about invoking sanctions can be adequately conditioned on actual human rights

performance abroad. Rather, the state may under-sanction a partner with a poor or worsen-

ing human rights record, if the trade agreement creates sizable profits for the state’s trading

and investing firms, or if the partner is vital to the state’s security interests. The state

may over-sanction a partner whose human rights are good or improving, if competition with

imports from the partner, facilitated by the trade agreement, significantly harms domestic

firms. Powerful vested economic or security interests, one way or the other, are likely to

dominate decisions over the invocation of human rights sanctions in trade agreements. Such

sanctions, when invoked, will be inconsistent, punishing one partner while another with a

2Human rights violations abroad may have indirect adverse consequences for other states, such as refugee
flows, but the direct costs of repression at home do not fall upon other states nor increase their incentives
to retaliate in similar fashion – unlike in other issues such as trade, currencies, alliances, arms control, etc.
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worse record goes unsanctioned.

Second, by extension, the resulting lack of credible commitment to enforcing human

rights conditionality in trade agreements should undermine the incentives for partners to

upgrade their human rights standards in turn. If a leader knows that the foreign state’s

firms and security bureaucracy will pressure that state to avoid sanctions, the leader can

expect to violate human rights with impunity. If the state’s trade, investment, and security

interests in the partner are very small, sanction decisions may be influenced by human

rights conditions alone, but that special case is probably rare in the set of observed trade

agreements. After all, states disproportionately enter into trade agreements when their trade,

investment, and/or security interests in the partner are significant in the first place. Trade

linkage, then, is a highly limited method of improving human rights, and one that is bound

to lose its effectiveness the more successful the trade deal is on its own terms.

This paper conducts an empirical assessment of the first set of issues noted above. Specif-

ically, in a trade agreement with robust human rights linkage, under what conditions are

sanctions imposed? How much are sanctions decisions influenced by the partner’s human

rights violations, weighed against the state’s trade, investment, and security interests in the

partner?

We examine these questions in the context of the African Growth and Opportunity Act

(AGOA), a unilateral trade preference program created in 2000 by the United States (US)

for up to 49 potentially eligible Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) states. In 2017, AGOA gave

beneficiaries duty-free access to the US market for 5374 specific products out of a total of

12039 8-digit Harmonized System tariff lines (USITC 2018b). AGOA should be an “easy

case” for the linkage argument for a variety of reasons. It is a model of robust human rights

linkage, instructing the US president to terminate AGOA benefits not just for violations

of worker rights but for “gross violations of internationally recognized human rights” more

generally (US Congress 2000, Sec 104(a)(3)).3 Hafner-Burton (2005, 612), consequently,

3This is a considerably broader condition than that of, say, the US Generalized System of Preferences (GSP),
which contains only the worker rights stipulation. See Section 4102, PL 107-210 and Hafner-Burton, Mosley
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highlights AGOA’s “hard standards to promote the basic observance of human rights as a

fundamental principle of trade.” In contrast to reciprocal trade agreements, AGOA frees

the US to sanction human rights violators unilaterally without the possibility of external

review or adjudication. Furthermore, the vast asymmetry in market power between the US,

on one hand, and the SSA beneficiary states, on the other, make withdrawal of benefits less

costly for the sanctioning state and more costly for the target than in nearly any other trade

agreement.4 The US has fewer trade, investment, and security interests at stake in the SSA

region than in any other region of the world,5 so there should be less domestic pushback

against human rights sanction decisions in AGOA than in more typical trade agreements.

There is no better setting than AGOA to find that partner states’ human rights conditions,

in contrast to trade, investment, and security interests, shape sanctions decisions.

Yet, the AGOA experience raises a number of questions about the efficacy of linkage.

Human rights performance in Sub-Saharan Africa has not in fact improved on average in the

AGOA years, even just for beneficiary states. Some countries with widely condemned human

rights records have remained on the program, even while certain others with better records

have been terminated. Our multivariate analysis of who gets sanctioned under AGOA reveals

that indicators of “gross violations” of human rights, such as the number of state-sponsored

killings, have little discernible impact, while US trade, investment, and security ties to the

partner protect it from being sanctioned. The US does tend to sanction less democratic

countries and those which have experienced successful coups, but these considerations op-

erate separately from the partners’ human rights records. Overall, our results highlight the

limits of linkage: even with robust provisions in the most favorable circumstances, states

cannot credibly commit to enforcing human rights conditionality in trade agreements.

and Galantucci (2019, 1257-8).
4Reflecting high levels of dependence on the US, the average AGOA beneficiary in 2013 derived 2.0 and 4.1
percent of its gross domestic product (GDP) from exports to and foreign direct investment (FDI) instocks
from the US, respectively (UNCTAD 2015, US BEA 2018).
5In 2014, for instance, the 49 countries of Sub-Saharan Africa accounted for just 1.3 percent of total US
merchandise trade and 0.6 percent of total US FDI outstocks (US BEA 2018, USITC 2018a). The US
maintains formal defense pacts with countries in every populated continent except Africa.
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2 The Political Economy of Linkage

The proliferation of trade agreements has made trade linkage the go-to interstate diplomacy

tool for the enforcement of human rights, given the lack of enforcement options available in

prevailing multilateral human rights agreements (Aaronson 2011).6 Typically, the linkage

is to worker or labor rights, such as those listed in the proposed TPP agreement above

(ILO 2015).7 These are certainly an important subset of human rights more broadly. Other

human rights, such as the freedom of movement, the right of cultural expression and political

participation, and the rights of women and children are promoted in a wide variety of trade

agreements as well (Aaronson 2011). Some trade agreements, including, for instance, the

European Union’s Cotonou accord with African, Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) states, call

upon signatories to uphold the broadest range of fundamental civil, political, economic,

and cultural rights, often making specific reference to the core multilateral human rights

treaty commitments (Hafner-Burton 2005, 604-607). Most forms of human rights linkage

in trade agreements are “promotional” or voluntary in nature and do not involve robust or

“hard” standards calling for enforcement action in the event of noncompliance (ILO 2015,

5).8 However, a growing number of agreements nonetheless do contain robust enforcement

provisions (Raess and Sari 2018), and, most importantly for our purposes, the US trade

preference program for SSA countries, AGOA, specifically refers to core human rights and

not just labor rights, while also providing for strong enforcement.

Under what conditions, if any, does trade linkage promote human rights? In an important

study, Hafner-Burton (2005, 2009) has argued that preferential trade agreements (PTAs)

with “hard” human rights standards provide states with the coercive instruments needed to

give their partners incentives to respect human rights (Barry and Reddy 2008, Krasner and

6“Linkage” generically means that issues are “simultaneously discussed for joint settlement” (Sebenius 1983,
287): concessions by the state on one issue are made conditional on the partner’s concessions on another.
7See also Mosley and Tello (2015, 56-60), Bartels (2008, 6), and Raess and Sari (2018).
8For example, the Bipartisan Congressional Trade Priorities and Accountability Act of 2015, renewing the
president’s trade negotiating authority, contains a nonbinding statement that “the overall trade negotiating
objectives” of the US include “promot[ing] respect for internationally recognized human rights” (US Congress
2015, 332).
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Weinstein 2014). States that are party to such agreements indeed have better human rights

records, but membership in PTAs with purely voluntary, or “soft,” human rights conditions

has no such association. Of course, as Spilker and Böhmelt (2013) contend, it is possible

that states already inclined to respect human rights disproportionately enter into PTAs

with “hard” human rights linkage in the first place. Likewise, if human rights violations are

chiefly the product of strategic interaction between a government and its domestic dissenters

(e.g., Conrad and Ritter 2019), then foreign sanctions encouraging dissent could produce a

backlash rather than more respect for human rights under some conditions (Clay 2018).

Subsequent research has built upon the foundation laid by Hafner-Burton (2005). Yap

(2013) finds that linkage in the European Union’s trade arrangements with Sri Lanka helped

improve human rights there. Kim (2012) and Postnikov and Bastiaens (2014) demonstrate

that governments are more likely to bring their labor laws into compliance ex ante in order

to enter into a trade agreement expected to have human rights conditions. Clay’s (2018)

analysis reveals that, while target states do not see human rights improvements after eco-

nomic sanctions more generally, similar/nearby audience states do. Naturally, the coercive

threat of trade sanctions for human rights violations varies across states and their partners.

Sanctions threats are more effective in promoting labor rights, Lim, Mosley and Prakash

(2015) show, when the partner is more economically dependent on the benefits provided

by the trade agreement. Donno and Neureiter (2018, 337) likewise find that the more aid-

dependent ACP countries have responded positively to human rights linkage in the EU’s

Cotonou arrangement.9

What really influences sanction decisions in economic agreements with human rights con-

ditionality? Consistent with the linkage perspective, Hafner-Burton, Mosley and Galantucci

(2019) show that countries violating worker rights are more likely to be withdrawn from the

US GSP. Yet, pointing to the opposite conclusion, Gassebner and Gnutzmann-Mkrtchyan

(2018) find that US decisions to remove countries from GSP eligibility are not shaped by

9They suggest HR improvements are due more to aid linkage than trade sanctions.
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those countries’ labor rights but rather by their foreign policy alignment with the US. Re-

latedly, Peterson, Murdie and Asal (2018) reveal that repression reduces a state’s exports to

its partners only if (a) that repression is the subject of an extensive ‘naming and shaming’

campaign by human rights organizations and (b) its trade partners respect human rights

themselves. Nielsen (2014) similarly emphasizes that aid sanctions are much less likely if

the repressive state has close political ties with the donor. What we can say at this point

is that, while the target’s human rights performance may affect decisions to enforce linkage

arrangements with sanctions, a wider variety of considerations clearly plays an important

role as well.

Enforcing human rights using trade linkage faces two fundamental challenges. First, un-

like the basic nature of interstate relations on trade, currencies, alliances, and so many other

matters, the human rights domain lacks this motor. There is no gain from retaliating in kind

against another’s human rights violations, nor any direct harm to a state’s vital interests of

witnessing such violations (Bhagwati 1995, 753). The second fundamental challenge to the

operation of trade linkage mechanisms to promote human rights is simple: trade policymak-

ing is shaped by strong and well-understood political economy incentives that have nothing

to do with human rights. These incentives emerge, broadly speaking, from the preferences

of private trading and investing firms and the requirements of public security interests.

Sometimes these economic and security interests may coincide with the dictates of human

rights linkage provisions, potentially finding human rights a convenient vehicle for other

aims. At other times, such interests may work against the policy indicated by human rights

alone. In many cases, these economic and security interests will be quite powerful, whereas,

as noted above, states have few intrinsic motivations to take costly action to punish their

partners’ human rights violations for their own sake. In all cases, however, these economic

and security interests will in fact be unconditioned by the actual human rights performance

of the partner. If human rights standards are sometimes enforced, it will be an accident of

circumstances, and never a consistent product of institutional design. The corresponding
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lack of commitment to enforce genuine human rights conditionality should consequently

undermine the credibility of both the reward (“If I respect human rights, will I avoid being

sanctioned?”) and the punishment (“If I violate human rights, will I be sanctioned?”) that

are equally essential to improving the incentives for potentially abusive partners to honor

human rights.

2.1 Trade and Investment

The dominant contemporary perspective in international trade economics, firm-level theory,

tells a simple story (Bernard et al. 2018, Helpman 2014): a liberalizing policy environment

allows an economy’s most successful firms to leverage their productivity and market share

advantages in global supply chains. These firms grow even larger and more powerful as they

globalize, gobbling up more input factors and thus indirectly pricing smaller-scale enterprises

out of business. Such leading firms, their shareholders, managers, and to a lesser extent their

current and potential skilled workforce, benefit greatly from open markets (Baccini, Pinto

and Weymouth 2017, Osgood 2018). These giants in the economy also tend to wield heavy-

weight influence in politics because of their disproportionate resources, concentrated stakes,

and lack of need for engaging in collective action, the result of their focus on differentiated

goods and their dominant market shares (Kim 2017, Osgood 2018).

Accordingly, a firm’s position in the global supply chain determines whether it will gain

or lose from trade sanctions against a partner country. Firms with direct investments in

the partner produce there, often exporting from the partner back to the home country in

intra-firm trade transactions. For example, Nigerian subsidiaries of ExxonMobil, Shell, and

Chevron export crude petroleum to the US for processing, distribution, and marketing by

their US-based corporate affiliates (US EIA 2016, 3). Other firms, importers, may source

from suppliers in the partner country on an arms-length basis. Apple Corporation, for

example, outsources assembly and testing of many of its consumer products to Foxconn,

operating in mainland China (Culpan 2019).
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Consider the example of Columbia Sportswear Co. in 2005.10 Columbia is a US sporting

apparel brand, importing finished clothing duty-free from AGOA-eligible countries. As an

importer, just as expected, Columbia lobbied to secure AGOA eligibility for its import sup-

pliers (especially, in this case, those producing clothing made from woven bamboo/cotton

fabric, HS 5516.42.0022). US firms competing with those imports, such as the Alice Manufac-

turing Co., represented by the National Council of Textile Organizations, took the opposite

position, also just as expected.

Categorize firms by their position in the global supply chain: firms invested abroad, often

conducting intra-firm trade; and firms that import for sale in the home market (whether

intermediate goods or final goods). These ‘internationalized firms’ are most embedded in

global supply chains. Then we have two traditional categories: firms that produce at home

for export, and firms that chiefly produce for the domestic market and compete with imports.

We must be careful to draw precise distinctions among the various trading and investment

interests at work.

Consider the internationalized firms for starters. Directly profit from home country’s low

barriers to imports from the partner where these firms produce for export or source their

goods. For human rights reasons or not, trade sanctions will harm the profitability of such

firms doing business with that partner. Such firms can accordingly be expected to lobby

strongly for the extension of trade benefits and against trade sanctions regardless of the

human rights conditions abroad.

The set of firms profiting from trade and opposed to sanctions includes one more category

often overlooked in the “disguised protectionism” view of linkage arrangements. This cate-

gory consists of the state’s importing, not import-competing, firms — i.e., those that source

from the partner economy abroad and process and/or retail in the domestic market, arbitrag-

ing the margin of preference at work in the trade program (relative to other foreign supply

sources). Indeed, the best estimates for the US and European Union unilateral preference

10The source for this example is OTEXA (2005).
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programs for developing countries highlight how the lion’s share of rents from the margin

of preference goes to the importing (that is, US or EU) firm, as opposed to the developing

country producer. For AGOA, as Olarreaga and Özden (2005) show, US importers captured

an average of two-thirds of the rents (out of a 20 percent margin of preference in apparel, for

example); the export prices for African suppliers rose by about only one-third of the margin

of preference for a given product. For the EU’s preference programs, the European importing

firm captured 72 to 83 percent of the rents, though somewhat less for more differentiated

goods (Cirera 2014, 526). These figures are striking and important. For the kinds of trade

agreements addressed by those empirical studies, if a state imposes sanctions for any reason,

the costs of those sanctions will fall disproportionately upon its own importing firms, not

those of the partner. Importing firms can therefore be expected to oppose trade sanctions as

a tool to promote human rights, because such firms are among the primary beneficiaries of

trade agreements, especially unilateral trade preference programs such as GSP or AGOA.11

Note that the trade and investment interests described above should generally oppose,

not support, trade sanctions. This claim stands in stark contrast to the dominant “disguised

protectionism” view that trade interests will always tend to lead states to invoke labor or

human rights sanctions when not actually merited.

Exporting firms. Exporters want foreign market access, not their home country’s barriers.

They may take a position on their home market’s barriers chiefly because the dynamic of

reciprocity or retaliation (Milner 1988, 22). Namely, if their market access is jeopardized by

protectionist policies abroad, they can be expected to try to push to make trade benefits

11Anecdotal evidence suggests that importing, exporting, and investing firms push hard for the continua-
tion of such preferences. A large-scale US corporate political coalition formed to push for Congressional
reauthorization of the AGOA legislation in 2015. Members included top US firms doing business in Africa
(Chevron, Caterpillar, construction giant Bechtel) and business associations representing such firms, such
as the Corporate Council on Africa, the US Chamber of Commerce, the National Foreign Trade Council,
the Rocky Mountain District Export Council, the American Automotive Policy Council (whose members
maintain FDI in SSA and export vehicle parts from South Africa), the American Apparel and Footwear
Association (importers and producers of apparel in SSA and footwear in Ethiopia), and the Universal Leaf
Tobacco Company, the World Cocoa Foundation, and the US Fashion Industry Association (all represent-
ing importing firms). See http://www.supportagoareauthorization.org/supporters.html and USITC
(2014, 308-323).
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reciprocal, indeed, to threaten to sanction the partner — but only as a tactic designed to

induce foreign market concessions, not in any way actually conditioned on human rights

levels. For example, the US National Pork Producers Council lobbied in 2015 for removal

of South Africa’s AGOA benefits in retaliation for South Africa’s phytosanitary restrictions

banning the import of pork from the US. See Van Rensburg (2015) and USITC (2014, 308-

323)

Import-competing firms. Specifically, firms that do not export or invest abroad, but

which compete heavily with imports from the partner in question, will benefit from trade

sanctions (Milner 1988). These import-competing firms can be expected to lobby strongly

for such sanctions even when there are few if any human or labor rights violations abroad,

and they will oppose relaxation of such sanctions even after any rights violations have been

corrected. Indeed, for this reason, as Conrad and Ritter (2013) show, states facing greater

import competition threat from a potential PTA partner are more likely to include human

rights linkage terms in the PTA in the first place.12

Taken together, the observable implications of these trade and investment mechanisms

are as follows:

H1 (Investment): The more the state’s firms invest in the partner, the lower the probability
of trade sanctions against the partner.

H2 (Importer Rents): The more rents the state’s firms obtain from importing from the
partner, the lower the probability of trade sanctions against the partner.

H3 (Import Competition): The more the state’s firms compete with imports from the part-
ner, the higher the probability of trade sanctions against the partner.

H4 (Exporter Market Access): The more the partner opens (closes) its own market to
exports from the state’s firms, the lower (higher) the probability of trade sanctions against
the partner.

12Raess, Dür and Sari (2018) similarly show that labor rights linkages in PTAs are more likely when potential
imports raise a competitive threat for domestic labor, although, interestingly, they also show that the degree
of labor political organization and representation conditions this dynamic significantly.
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2.2 Security

International trade increases the participating states’ national incomes and therefore creates

externalities (i.e., consequences not borne by the private trading firms) for their public

national security interests (Gowa 1995). States should be more likely to maintain open

trade relations with allies and security partners, whom they would prefer to enrich; and they

should be less likely to engage in freer trade with potential adversaries. Applied to trade

sanctions, the prediction is straightforward:

H5 (Security): The greater the state’s security ties to the partner, the lower the probability
of trade sanctions against the partner.

What form might such security ties take? The answer depends on the context, but may

include such connections as a formalized alliance or strategic partnership, fighting on the

same side of an ongoing armed conflict, offering logistical or base support for active military

operations or intelligence gathering, volunteering ground forces for peacekeeping missions

that the other wants, or just lending consistent diplomatic support for the other state’s

regional security aims and initiatives. There is little question that states routinely construct

trade agreements to promote these sorts of objectives, unrelated to trade, investment, or

human rights. This is particularly true for trade deals between asymmetric states. If the

partner has little market power over the state, then the partner’s reciprocal trade barrier

reductions will have no effect on the other’s export prices. Why should the state bother

entering a trade agreement under such circumstances? Positive security externalities arising

from economic support for friendly partners is the likely answer. By some accounts, many

recent US trade deals can be explained in exactly this way (Lederman and Özden 2007,

Ludema 2007). Carnegie (2014)’s model of trade agreements between asymmetric pairs

explicitly focuses on such trade-security linkage, as, of course, did our initial example of

Nixon’s détente-era trade deal with the USSR.

This paper focuses on the empirical setting of US trade relations with Sub-Saharan Africa.

What security ties matter most there? The US has no formal alliance with any country in
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Africa, maintains only one major SSA military base (Camp Lemmonier in Djibouti), and in

general has fewer vital interests at stake in that large region than elsewhere in the world.

US engagement in the region has instead tended to use cooperative partnerships. The US

government advances its national security interests, and keeps its own security expenditures,

troop deployments, and risks down, by inducing African countries to provide substantial

peacekeeping forces. The main security interest of the US is to reduce the spread of civil

war and transnational terrorism without having to commit large numbers of its own ground

forces. An AGOA beneficiary state can insulate itself from US human rights sanctions

under AGOA auspices by making itself indispensable to broader US interests by providing

peacekeepers.13

2.3 Human Rights

If trade linkage is to work, then partners who violate human rights should be more likely

to be targeted for sanctions under the terms of the trade agreement. This is the “linkage

hypothesis”:

H6 (Linkage): The greater the partner’s violations of human rights, the higher the proba-
bility of trade sanctions against the partner.

As noted earlier, states have few if any intrinsic incentives to take costly action against a

partner’s violations of its own citizens’ rights. We therefore do not expect to find robust

empirical support for the linkage hypothesis, although the possibility exists that states do

condition their sanction decisions in part upon their partners’ human rights performance.

Regardless, we expect any association between the partner’s human rights performance and

the odds of sanctions to be weak, in substantive terms, relative to that of trade, investment,

and security ties. That is, a finding that worker rights or human rights violations consistently

13Since 1997, in addition to promoting peacekeeping contributions, the US has devoted considerable resources
to security sector aid programs for key SSA partners, through the African Crisis and Response Initiative
(ACRI), the African Contingency Operations Training and Assistance (ACOTA) program, and the African
Peacekeeping Rapid Response Partnership (APRRP).
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and strongly affect sanction decisions, relative to the influence of the political economy forces

at work, would falsify our argument.

3 Background: the AGOA Program

The African Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA) is a US unilateral trade preference

program with robust human rights conditions, created in 2000 for up to 49 potentially

eligible Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) states (see Figure 1). “Potentially eligible” means the US

president may grant the country AGOA beneficiary status, subject to review and termination

for violations of stipulated criteria (see below). Four “potentially eligible” states have never

been designated as AGOA beneficiaries.14 The other 45 have been on the AGOA program at

some point since October 2, 2000, when AGOA entered into effect. As of July 2018, fifteen

of these 45 countries have had their AGOA beneficiary status removed, although eleven later

had AGOA beneficiary status restored (Mauritania, twice).15 See Appendix Table 4.

Being eligible for AGOA benefits means the country receives duty-free treatment on ex-

ports to the US for 5374 of 12039 8-digit Harmonized System tariff lines (USITC 2018b).

Most importantly, this list includes crude petroleum and many apparel and footwear items

(USITC 2014, 41), that go well beyond the benefits of the US Generalized System of Pref-

erences available to most other developing countries.16 For the entire life of the program

through 2017, petroleum and fuels accounted for 85.8 percent of all AGOA imports; ap-

parel, 7.8 percent; and motor vehicle parts, 3.3 percent; with the small remainder consisting

chiefly of metals, nuts, coffee, tobacco, and cereals (USITC 2018a). (See Appendix Table

6.) Through 2015, the top seven AGOA exporting countries (Nigeria, Angola, South Africa,

Congo, Gabon, Lesotho, and Kenya) accounted for 94.3 percent of US AGOA imports, while

14Equatorial Guinea, Somalia, Sudan, and Zimbabwe.
15We interchangeably refer to AGOA beneficiary status removal as being ‘terminated,’ ‘suspended,’ or
‘dropped from the program.’
16Eligible duty-free apparel items must be: 1) made of US yarns and fabrics, 2) made of Sub-Saharan
African yarns and fabrics with a limited quota, 3) made in designated lesser-developed AGOA countries of
third-country yarns and fabrics, subject to caps, 4) made of yarns and fabrics not produced in commercial
quantities in the US, or 5) certain cashmere and merino wool sweaters.
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Figure 1: AGOA Eligibility across the Countries of Sub-Saharan Africa
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sixteen AGOA beneficiaries had never exported to the US under the AGOA program. (See

Appendix Table 7.)

Because AGOA is a unilateral program, it does not entail any international legal com-

mitment or involve any international organization. Partners do not make any trade barrier

reduction commitments of their own in order to become eligible. The US “giveth and taketh

away” the program benefits as it sees fit, with no legal recourse available to those affected

(Özden and Reinhardt 2005). This makes the threat to terminate AGOA benefits especially

credible, compared to reciprocal, legally binding trade agreements (Hafner-Burton 2005,

Krasner and Weinstein 2014). It also means that AGOA is well-suited to incorporate any

linkage provision the US Congress desires. AGOA’s statutory eligibility criteria, as a result,

are quite extensive. AGOA eligibility requires (US Congress 2000, Sec. 104.a) that the

country “has established, or is making continual progress toward establishing,” among other

things, (a) “a market-based economy”; (b) “the rule of law, political pluralism, and the

right to due process, a fair trial, and equal protection under the law”; and (c) “protection of

internationally recognized worker rights.” Furthermore, AGOA countries must not pursue

“activities that undermine United States national security or foreign policy interests” or –

central for the human rights linkage hypothesis – commit “gross violations of internationally

recognized human rights.” The US conducts an annual interagency review of these criteria

for each AGOA beneficiary, supplemented by off-cycle updates as the situation merits, and

the president makes AGOA eligibility determinations accordingly (US GAO 2015, 7–12).

4 Research Design

We evaluate our hypotheses more systematically using a Cox proportional hazards model of

the time until a country is terminated from AGOA, as a function of human rights, political

economy indicators, and other factors. To do so, we construct a dataset with one observation

per designated AGOA beneficiary state, i, per month t, for the period November 2000 (the
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first full month AGOA was active) through December 2016.17 The primary analysis includes

6,120 beneficiary-months, consisting of 38 countries with a total of 46 continuous spells of

AGOA program eligibility, 14 of which end in termination.18

4.1 Dependent Variable

The dependent variable, AGOA Termination i,t, is 1 if country i’s termination from AGOA

eligibility was newly announced by presidential proclamation before day 1 of month t; it is

zero otherwise (in which case i was eligible for AGOA on day 1 of month t). For the full list,

see Appendix Table 4.19

4.2 Independent Variables

Human rights. This analysis focuses on the most severe form of “gross violations of interna-

tionally recognized human rights,” specifically, the right to be free from the fear of death from

state repression, which is intrinsic to human rights more broadly (Cingranelli and Richards

1999, Hill 2010, McCormick and Mitchell 1997, Mitchell and McCormick 1988, Poe, Tate

and Keith 1999). A country willing to fatally repress its civilian population is also likely to

engage in other repression tactics, such as torture and extrajudicial arrests and arbitrary de-

tentions. Deaths from state repression, as testified by the internal State Department memos

cited above, are also the most likely forms of rights violations to grab the attention of poli-

cymakers and human rights advocates calling for trade sanctions. We draw on three distinct

sources of data on such fatalities: the Social Conflict Analysis Database (SCAD), version 3.3

(Salehyan et al. 2012); the Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project (ACLED), ver-

sion June 2018 (Clionadh et al. 2010); and, as a backup, annual estimates from the Varieties

of Democracy Project (V-Dem), version 8 (Coppedge et al. 2018). All three cover most of

17See the online appendix for an extended discussion of AGOA membership.
18See the online appendix for an explanation for why we use monthly rather than annual data.
19Our date of record is the date of presidential proclamation, rather than the date effective, because the
proclamation is closer to the date at which the political decision was finalized. However, our results stand
in all respects if we use the effective date, instead.
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the SSA region for AGOA’s duration through the end of 2016. The events data framework

of SCAD and ACLED, in particular, allows for a more fine-grained analysis than is possible

with traditional country-year measures of human rights, such as the CIRI Physical Integrity

Index (Cingranelli and Richards 2010), which we use for robustness tests. (Unlike V-Dem,

the CIRI data is unavailable past 2011, which cuts off four years of our sample and 5 of the

14 AGOA terminations, a nontrivial amount of empirical leverage.)

From SCAD and ACLED, separately, our variable, State-Sponsored Killings i,t−1, is the

natural log of 1 plus the sum of fatalities from reported events over the prior 12 months in

which the government used lethal repression.20 For our main sample, the average (maximum)

number of state-sponsored killings over the prior year is 28 (2059) and 1 (99) per SCAD and

ACLED, respectively. Eight (SCAD) and seven (ACLED) of the 14 cases terminated in

the sample had lower-than-average values of these state-sponsored killings variables. From

V-Dem, we use Freedom from Political Killings i,t−1, from the prior calendar year (Coppedge

et al. 2018).21 This interval-measured estimate ranges from −1.8 to 2.7 in our sample, with

higher values denoting fewer state-sponsored killings. If H6 is correct, then the coefficients of

the SCAD and ACLED variables should be positive, while that of the V-Dem killings variable

should be negative. (Descriptive statistics and correlations for these and all variables in the

analysis are in Appendix Table 5 and Appendix Figure 5, respectively.)

Alternative rights indicators. Given AGOA’s provision about “gross violations” of hu-

man rights, of which state-sponsored killings are easily the most fundamental and headline-

grabbing, we believe the linkage hypothesis may be most easily upheld using the human

rights indicators proposed above. However, we also test a variety of broader human rights

measures, including (lagged annual values of) CIRI’s Physical Integrity Rights score (Cin-

granelli and Richards 2010) and Fariss’ Human Rights Protection Score (Fariss 2014a,b),

version 2.04. In addition, worker rights specifically are the primary object of attention in

20Specifically, the SCAD version sums ndeath (setting −99 → 0, −88 → 1, and −77 → 10) over all events
where repress = 2 and sublocal = 1. The ACLED version sums FATALITIES over all events where either
INTER1 = 1 & INTER2 = {6, 7} or vice-versa.
21The V-Dem source is v2clkill.
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most other trade agreements with human rights conditionality, such as the US GSP program.

Indeed, Hafner-Burton, Mosley and Galantucci (2019) find that worker rights violations are

associated with removal of GSP benefits by the US. Such rights are also, as noted, explic-

itly part of the AGOA criteria. To measure worker rights, just as that study does, we use

CIRI’s ordinal Worker Rights score from the prior calendar year, valued as {0, 1, 2}, with 2

reflecting the greatest protections for worker rights (Cingranelli and Richards 2010). In case

US decisions about removal are shaped more by improvements (or the lack thereof) rather

than levels of worker rights, we also examine the impact of the change in worker rights over

the prior year.

Investment. To capture the vested interests of US firms producing in the partner country,

we include the variable FDI Stocks i,t−1, the natural log of 1 plus US bilateral foreign direct

investment stocks (in millions of constant 2017 US dollars) in country i in year t − 1 (US

BEA 2018). Instocks of US-sourced FDI average 436 million 2017 USDs in the sample. Yet

for 28 percent of the sample, the FDI figure is not reported: either it is unknown, it is a de

minimis amount, or it consists of just one company’s stake, necessitating BEA suppression

of the value to avoid disclosure of confidential data. Rather than drop these cases, we include

FDI Data Suppressed i,t−1, which is 1 if the BEA reports “(*)”, “D”, or “n.s.”; if so, FDI

Stocks i,t−1 is set to zero. Otherwise, FDI Data Suppressed i,t−1 is zero, and FDI Stocks i,t−1

has a real value. This technique allows us to draw inferences about the impact of US FDI

where its value is reported, without losing the information from the cases in which it is not

reported. If H1 is correct, the coefficient of FDI Stocks should be negative. We have no

theoretical expectation regarding FDI Data Suppressed i,t−1, since it combines cases where no

US firms are present (thus pushing its coefficient upwards) with other cases where a single

dominant US firm is powerfully engaged (making its coefficient more negative).

Importer Rents. US firms import billions of dollars of products (Appendix Table 6) duty-

free through the AGOA program in a given year. We calculate the tariffs those importers

would have paid at MFN rates, if importing the same volumes and products from country i.
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Duties Saved by AGOAi,t−1 is the natural log of 1 plus this number (in millions of constant

2017 US dollars) for country i in year t−1.22 As noted above, empirical studies demonstrate

that US importing firms (as opposed to AGOA-country exporters) gain the lion’s share of

rents from the margin of preference. Hence, the higher the value of Duties Saved by AGOA,

the greater the stakes for US firms in maintaining i’s AGOA eligibility. If H2 is correct, the

coefficient of Duties Saved by AGOA should be negative. The sample average is 9.3 million

2017 USDs duties saved (with an average revealed margin of preference of 2.6 percent on

AGOA-eligible imports).23 See Appendix Table 7.

Import Competition. AGOA Imports i,t−1 is the natural log of 1 plus the actual amount

of US general imports under the AGOA preference program (in millions of constant 2017

USDs) from country i in year t − 1 (USITC 2018a). The greater this variable, the higher

the import competition pressure on US domestic producers of AGOA-eligible goods. Recall

that we have separately itemized the degree to which US importing firms benefit from such

imports in the duties saved variable above.24 Hence, controlling for Duties Saved by AGOA,

per H3, the coefficient of AGOA Imports should be positive.

Exporter Market Access. AGOA is not a reciprocal trade agreement. Beneficiaries make

no commitment to lower their own trade barriers to US exports in turn. However, we

can expect US exporting firms to lobby over AGOA eligibility decisions to further their own

22This variable is generated from partner-, year-, and product-specific import and duty data (USITC 2018a,b,
World Bank 2018a), including both traditional ad valorem duties as well as specific (i.e., volume-based) duties
for each product.
23Consider some examples. The US imported 21.9 billion USDs (407.6 million barrels) of high-gravity crude
petroleum (HS 2709.00.20) under the AGOA program, from all beneficiaries, in 2005. Even with the low
specific MFN tariff of 10.5 cents per barrel, that is a savings of 42.8 million USDs of MFN tariffs, had
US importers been compelled to pay them. Many products face higher MFN tariffs than petroleum. For
instance, US firms bought 36.2 million USDs of stripped tobacco (HS 2401.20) from Malawi under AGOA
in 2012; these same imports would have required a 19.9 million USD tariff payment at MFN rates. These
imports were probably purchased by just one or a small handful of US firms, which could save themselves
tens of millions of dollars in one year, for one product alone, by mobilizing to pressure the US government
to keep a supplier country eligible for AGOA benefits. Source: USITC (2018a,b), World Bank (2018a).
24True, AGOA Imports and Duties Saved by AGOA are highly correlated (0.90, see Appendix Figure 5), but
the product and MFN tariff mix across AGOA countries are diverse enough to create sizable variance in
duties saved even at similar levels of import volumes. For example, Cote d‘Ivoire in 2005 accounted for 115
million (2017) USDs of AGOA imports but only 1.2 million USDs in duties saved for US importers. Kenya
in 2008 was the source of 2.5 times as many program imports but 28 times as much duties savings.
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interests in maintaining and increasing access to AGOA countries’ markets. This is especially

true given the one-sided market power advantage the US possesses relative to all AGOA

beneficiaries. If country i unilaterally raises its tariffs to US imports, US exporters should

pressure the US to reciprocate by terminating that country’s AGOA eligibility, thereby

incentivizing the partner to re-open its market. Conversely, if country i unilaterally lowers its

tariffs to US imports, US exporters should pressure the US to reciprocate by not terminating

that country’s AGOA eligibility, regardless of other reasons to do so. We obtain data on

each AGOA country’s average tariff vis-a-vis the US, import-weighted across all products j

in year t− 1 (World Bank 2018a). The sample average tariff is 9.8%, though it ranges from

0.2 to 39.3. Our variable Tariff Increase on Imports from US i,t−1 is the change in this value

from year t−2 to year t−1.; its average is −0.2.25 If H4 is correct, this variable’s coefficient

should be positive.

Security interests. Although national security interests more broadly are best conceptual-

ized as multidimensional, US security partnerships in the SSA region have disproportionately

emphasized recruitment and training of local forces for peace operations, in great part so the

US might advance its interests with a minimum commitment of its own personnel. We thus

operationalize US security interests with the variable UNPK Personnel i,t−1, which measures

the number of peacekeeping personnel (troops, military police, etc.) country i contributed

to United Nations peacekeeping (UNPK) operations in month t−1 (Perry and Smith 2018).

Interestingly, none of the top ten UNPK contributors have been dropped from AGOA, but 4

of 10 contributing zero personnel have been. If H5 is correct, the UNPK coefficient should

be negative.26

The “rule of law.” The AGOA statute specifically makes “the rule of law” and “political

25The partner tariff data is missing in 20.5% of the sample observations, rather spottily. We proceed by
filling in a missing year’s value with the prior year’s. This understates the change, to be sure. However, if we
estimate our main models with an added variable, much like FDI Data Suppressed, that flags missing tariff
data for a given observation, our results hold in all respects – including for the human rights indicators and
the tariff increase variable itself.
26Figure 4 in the online appendix displays the considerable variation across the SSA countries in this variable,
averaged over the sample period.
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pluralism” requirements for AGOA eligibility (US Congress 2000, Sec. 104). If a country

violates these standards, it is in principle subject to AGOA termination, even if it does not

violate human rights conditions. Accordingly, we control for country i’s degree of democ-

racy in month t − 1 using the date-specific V-Dem (version 8) Electoral Democracy Index

(Coppedge et al. 2018).27 In addition, the US might react to major constitutional irregulari-

ties in the form of violent seizures of power, specifically, successful coups d’état. Such events

are widely reported and draw global attention, and thereby may spark more enforcement

action than chronic abuses of power or routine repression. Our variable Successful Coupi,t−1

is 1 if a successful coup took place in the 12 months prior to month t, and 0 if not (Powell and

Thyne 2011).28 Eight successful coups occurred in seven countries in our AGOA sample (see

Table 3), and six of those countries were dropped from AGOA within 12 months of the coup.

It is worth noting that Successful Coup exhibits virtually no correlation with the SCAD and

ACLED State-Sponsored Killings variables and the V-Dem Freedom from Political Killings

(|r| < 0.066).

Other variables. Our analyses include several other variables that may influence AGOA

termination decisions. The US is prone to “graduate” countries from the GSP program when

their per capita incomes rise (Özden and Reinhardt 2005). The country’s aggregate market

size could conceivably play a role if a “too big to fail” dynamic were at work. Hence we

include the variables GDP Per Capita i,t−1 and GDP i,t−1, from World Bank (2018b), for the

prior calendar year, both expressed as the natural log of their value in constant 2010 US

dollars. We also include Armed Conflict i,t−1, which is 1 if a international or internal conflict

was ongoing in country i anytime during the prior 12 months, as per the UCDP-PRIO Armed

Conflict Dataset, version 18.1 (Gleditsch et al. 2002); 0 otherwise.

27That is, V-Dem’s v2x polyarchy.
28Powell and Thyne (2011, 252) define coups as “illegal and overt attempts by the military or other elites
within the state apparatus to unseat the sitting executive...[which are] successful if the perpetrators seize
and hold power for at least seven days.”
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5 Empirical Results

We estimate Cox proportional hazards models of the duration in months from a country’s

first AGOA eligibility until its AGOA status is terminated, using the equation

h(t|x) = h0(t)e
(βxi,t), (1)

where h0(t) describes the shared baseline hazard at duration t; xi,t represents the vector of

covariates for country i at t; and β is a vector of coefficients. The cumulative hazard Ĥi(t),

calculated with the fitted β̂s, gives the estimated probability that country i will have its

AGOA eligibility terminated by t given specified xi,t values.

Our main models in Table 1 include all the political economy variables and alternately

examine the impact of our three principal indicators of human rights violations (SCAD’s

and ACLED’s state-sponsored killings and V-Dem’s freedom from killings, in Models 1, 2,

and 3, respectively).

The results of Models 1 - 3 largely comport with our critique of human rights linkage and

our arguments about the political economy influences on trade sanctions. The estimated

coefficients for the human rights measures in each of the models are positive, as the linkage

hypothesis would expect, but are not remotely statistically significant. The decision to

terminate a country from AGOA appears to be unconditioned on the degree to which it

commits these most extreme “gross violations” of human rights.

In contrast, our political economy indicators generally perform as hypothesized. FDI

Stocks (ln), Duties Saved by AGOA (ln), and UNPK Personnel, all have negative and sta-

tistically significant coefficients. These results are consistent across all three models. US

investment, importer rent, and security interests in the partner reduce the odds of AGOA

termination, as we hypothesized. Moreover, as we hypothesized, AGOA Imports and Tariff

Increase on Imports from US have positive and statistically significant coefficients. Import

competition and reduced exporter market access increase the odds of AGOA termination.29

29In Model 2, the AGOA Imports (ln) coefficient is positive but not statistically significant at standard
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Table 1: Main Results: Cox Models of AGOA Termination

Dependent variable: AGOA Termination Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
SCAD ACLED VDEM

State-Sponsored Killings (SCAD, ln) 0.647
(0.515)

State-Sponsored Killings (ACLED, ln) 0.654
(0.393)

VDEM Freedom from Political Killings 0.282
(0.428)

Successful Coup 1.988 2.239∗ 2.131∗

(1.288) (0.989) (1.055)
VDEM Electoral Democracy −7.731∗∗ −8.199∗∗ −11.155

(2.037) (2.999) (5.708)
Armed Conflict 0.287 −0.182 0.073

(0.837) (0.641) (0.659)
GDP Per Capita (ln) −0.228 −0.700 −1.128

(0.798) (0.463) (0.679)
GDP (ln) −1.064 −0.598 −0.371

(0.811) (0.408) (0.364)
UNPK Personnel −0.910∗ −1.159∗∗ −1.789∗∗

(0.409) (0.418) (0.690)
FDI Data Suppressed −2.028 −1.722 −1.552

(1.151) (1.030) (1.018)
FDI Stocks (ln) −0.522∗∗ −0.518∗ −0.420∗

(0.193) (0.239) (0.198)
Duties Saved by AGOA (ln) −1.331∗∗ −1.233∗∗ −1.480∗∗

(0.398) (0.435) (0.298)
AGOA Imports (ln) 0.732∗ 0.682 0.698∗∗

(0.338) (0.371) (0.252)
Tariff Increase on Imports from US (%) 0.186∗∗ 0.166∗∗ 0.144∗∗

(0.053) (0.056) (0.045)

Observations 6,120
Sample Period Nov 2000–Dec 2016
Number of Countries 38
Mean Months Per Country 161.1
Number of AGOA Spells and Terminations 46 and 14
Wald χ2(12) 167.6∗∗ 157.5∗∗ 91.2∗∗

Notes: Cox proportional hazards model coefficients, not hazard ratios; robust SEs clustered by country.
∗, two-tailed p < 0.05; ∗∗, p < 0.01. Breslow Method for ties. All explanatory variables are from prior

calendar year (if annual) or prior 12 months (if monthly).
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Additionally, the main results show that more authoritarian countries, and, broadly, coun-

tries which have just had a successful coup are more likely to be sanctioned.

How do the substantive impact of these variables compare to one another? Figure 2

displays the estimated marginal impact on the cumulative hazard rate of a selection of co-

variates in Models 1. Specifically, the figure shows the mean estimated percent change, along

with 95 percent confidence interval bounds, in the cumulative hazard Ĥi(t) (or cumulative

probability of AGOA termination as of time t), if we move the indicated variable from its

sample mean to one standard deviation above its mean,30 holding all other covariates at their

sample means.31 As the figure indicates, the estimated marginal impact of a ‘typical’ (one

standard deviation) change in the political economy covariates is greater than such a change

in State-Sponsored Killings. This is certainly the case in Model 1, where the confidence

interval for the marginal effect of State-Sponsored Killings overlaps zero. In contrast, the

impact of each of our political economy variables is statistically and substantively significant.

5.1 Robustness Checks

How do the results change, if at all, when we use alternative indicators of the partner’s

human rights performance? Table 2 displays estimates using human rights indicators from

the CIRI Project and Fariss’ Human Rights Protection Score. The CIRI and Fariss data are

not available at the moment beyond 2011 amd 2014, respectively. The alternative human

rights indicators, CIRI PI (Model 4) and HR Score (Model 5), have no statistically significant

influence on AGOA termination. Model 6 substitutes CIRI Worker Rights in place of State-

Sponsored Killings. Unlike Hafner-Burton, Mosley and Galantucci (2019), we find that the

partner’s worker rights protections has a positive and statistically significant influence on

thresholds.
30If the variable name has a (−), then the displayed marginal effect is inverted, i.e., it shows the change
if the variable is moved from one standard deviation above its mean down to its mean. If the variable is
dichotomous, such as Successful Coup and FDI Data Suppressed, the marginal impact shown is for a change
from zero to one or (if a − is shown) from one to zero.
31These values are produced through conventional simulation, via 100,000 coefficient draws using the mean
and variance-covariance matrices from the relevant model’s estimates.
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Figure 2: Model 1 Estimated Marginal Impact on AGOA Termination

Tariff Increase on Imports from US [c][+]

AGOA Imports (ln) [c][+]

Duties Saved by AGOA (ln) [c][−]

FDI Stocks (ln) [c][−]

FDI Data Suppressed [d][−]

UNPK Personnel [c][−]

GDP (ln) [c][−]

GDP Per Capita (ln) [c][−]

Armed Conflict [d][+]

VDEM Electoral Democracy [c][−]
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Note: The figure displays the mean and 95 % confidence interval of each variable’s marginal impact

on the likelihood of AGOA termination, computed via simulation, holding all other covariates at their

sample means. The marginal impact of a given covariate is expressed as the log of the hazard ratio

(thus independent of time t) obtained by dividing the hazard rate when the variable is at its sample

mean plus one SD by the hazard rate when the variable is at its sample mean, if the variable has a

positive [+] coefficient, or the inverse of that, if the variable has a negative [-] coefficient. If the variable

is dichotomous [d] rather than continuous [c], the two values compared are {1,0} or {0,1}, respectively.

A log hazard ratio of 0 means the variable has no impact.
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AGOA termination, which is the opposite of what the linkage hypothesis would expect. The

last analysis is Model 7, which substitutes CIRI ∆ Worker Rights for CIRI Worker Rights

. Like the human rights indicators in Models 4 and 5, change in worker rights relative

to the prior year has no statistically discernible effect of the odds of AGOA termination.

Alternatively, aside from Model 5, all of the political economy variables remain statistically

significant in their hypothesized directions. Even in Model 5, the political economy variables

remain in the hypothesized directions and generally statistically significant.32

Overall, across all the models, human rights and worker rights do not seem to have a

consistent statistical association with trade sanctions. This finding is consistent with our

argument that states have little incentive to take costly action to enforce human rights

abroad. Instead, the factors that have the most consistent influence on the invocation of

trade sanctions are trade, investment, and security interests, along with the partner’s degree

of democracy and the occurrence of major constitutional irregularities such as coups.

In addition to alternative human rights indicators, our main results are robust to control-

ling for other possible confounders. For example, as robustness checks, we control for whether

the US president is a Democrat or Republican; prior suspension from AGOA; and whether

any coup attempt occurred. The results are generally consistent across these alternative

model specifications.33

Discussion and Conclusion

Given the lack of enforcement options prevailing in the core multilateral human rights ac-

cords, human rights advocates continue to pressure developed countries to incorporate robust

human and labor rights conditionality into their trade agreements with developing countries.

This strategy of trade linkage has become the method of choice to advance human rights,

growing alongside the proliferation of trade agreements across the globe. Political science

32Only UNPK Personnel and Tariff Increase on Imports from US are insignificant at standard thresholds of
statistical significance.
33See Tables 8, 9, and 10 in the online appendix.
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Table 2: Cox Models Using Alternative Human Rights Indicators

Dependent variable: AGOA Termination Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7
CIRI PI Fariss CIRI Worker CIRI ∆ Worker

CIRI Physical Integrity Rights −0.460
(0.631)

HR Score (Fariss) −0.900
(1.933)

CIRI Worker Rights 1.970∗∗

(0.599)
CIRI ∆ Worker Rights −0.300

(0.886)
Successful Coup 5.741∗∗ 3.711∗∗ 5.703∗∗ 5.597∗∗

(1.100) (0.716) (1.383) (0.980)
VDEM Electoral Democracy −8.661 −7.223 −19.973∗ −10.594

(6.212) (6.545) (8.521) (5.737)
Armed Conflict 0.498 −0.010 0.890 0.934

(0.833) (0.680) (0.780) (0.834)
GDP Per Capita (ln) −1.951 −0.172 −2.783∗∗ −2.072

(1.749) (1.220) (0.978) (1.230)
GDP (ln) 0.382 −0.006 2.009∗∗ 0.704

(0.415) (0.531) (0.528) (0.426)
UNPK Personnel −2.649∗ −2.873 −4.199∗∗ −2.892∗

(1.316) (1.530) (1.307) (1.245)
FDI Data Suppressed −4.179∗∗ −0.850 −4.844∗ −3.510∗

(1.275) (0.986) (1.920) (1.614)
FDI Stocks (ln) −1.005∗ −0.440∗∗ −1.151∗∗ −0.901∗

(0.406) (0.141) (0.366) (0.419)
Duties Saved by AGOA (ln) −4.270∗∗ −1.406∗∗ −5.100∗∗ −3.942∗∗

(1.402) (0.359) (1.607) (1.341)
AGOA Imports (ln) 1.868∗∗ 0.488∗∗ 1.995∗∗ 1.691∗∗

(0.657) (0.171) (0.594) (0.561)
Tariff Increase on Imports from US 0.268∗∗ 0.070 0.300∗∗ 0.240∗∗

(0.067) (0.114) (0.086) (0.086)

Observations 4,559 5,341 4,571 4,565
Sample Period End (Nov 2000-) Dec 2012 Dec 2014 Dec 2012 Dec 2012
Number of Countries 38 38 38 38
Mean Months Per Country 120.0 140.6 120.3 120.1
Number of AGOA Spells and Terminations 43 and 9 45 and 12 43 and 9 43 and 9
Wald χ2(12) 163.3∗∗ 299.3∗∗ 102.3∗∗ 156.0∗∗

Notes: Cox proportional hazards model coefficients, not hazard ratios; robust SEs clustered by country.
∗, two-tailed p < 0.05; ∗∗, p < 0.01. Breslow Method for ties. All explanatory variables are from prior

calendar year (if annual) or prior 12 months (if monthly).
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research in the past decade on institutional design and credible commitments has to some

degree lent credence to this trade-and-human-rights linkage policy agenda. Can embedding

hard, enforceable human rights standards into trade agreements somehow alter the incentives

of potential human rights violators and the states called upon to sanction them?

We challenge the linkage perspective as applied specifically to the domain of human

rights and trade. We do so by building on well-developed views of international institutions

— enforcement goes only as far as member-states are willing to push it — and of political

economy — to characterize exactly what interests states will have in invoking sanctions in

trade agreements. We argue that states do not typically have strong interests in making

their trade policies conditional on their partners’ human rights conditions. Rather, they

have powerful trade, investment, and security interests that shape those decisions, and none

of those interests are conditional upon actual human rights levels abroad. The dominant

interests at work particularly in the unilateral trade preference programs, such as AGOA,

will be for the state to preserve its partner’s trade benefits and avoid sanctions, even if the

partner rampantly violates human rights. There may be special cases in which the partner

is just not vital to any of the state’s economic or security interests,34 and then, perhaps,

the partner’s violations will induce sanctions. If the trade agreement has worked to promote

trade and investment, however, then those special cases will indeed be rare. If it has not,

of course, then the removal of trade benefits will not alter the partner’s incentives to violate

human rights.

The empirical test here examines just one thing — whether sanctions are conditioned

on human rights performance, and how strong a role traditional trade incentives play in

comparison. The effects by anticipation on human rights outcomes should flow from the

answers to this first question, but this paper does not provide evidence on that issue. The

empirical test here also examines just one trade program, administered by the US for Sub-

Saharan Africa. The economics literature gives us little reason to expect that, say, the EU’s

34The case of Guinea in AGOA in 2010, discussed above, is one example.
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preference programs might operate differently. But reciprocal trade agreements, and trade

agreements involving more symmetrical economies, are a very different setting. However,

the prevailing features of those settings tend to make trade, economic, and security interests

far more salient, because they involve vastly greater financial and commercial flows and,

sometimes, partners whose strategic value is exceptionally high in comparison. Human

rights is likely to descend to an even lower rung on the priority ladder in such cases. AGOA

is one of the most favorable contexts in which to see trade linkage favor human rights — if it

does not work well there, we would not expect such linkage to fare better in other situations.

In the debate over trade-and-human-rights linkage, the theme of “disguised protection-

ism” has dominated previous criticism. There is some potential merit in that view, especially

when applied to trade deals with major trade competitors. However, the strongest linkage

provisions dealing with the most ambitious range of human rights matters, e.g., the US

AGOA or some of the EU’s preference arrangements, are usually in trade agreements with

economies that do not constitute significant import competition threats. The “disguised

protectionism” insight begins from the presumption that vested economic interests will tend

to dominate human rights enforcement decisions — an idea we have adopted here — but

those interests are far more diverse than that concept suggests. In particular, the economic

interests in play are just as likely to be strongly in favor of trade, regardless of the partner’s

human rights violations, as they are to be opposed to trade, again regardless of the partner’s

human rights levels. This is certainly the case with the pattern of US economic interests

over AGOA. The resulting tendency will be to practice “double standards”: failing to punish

the brazen human rights violators who are, in economic terms, “too big to fail,” while other,

smaller states get sanctioned for the same behavior. That is a dynamic destined to be read

as no less hypocritical than “disguised protectionism,” but what it means is that sanctions

will probably be rarer than we would expect otherwise.

Our study raises several intriguing questions for future research. Namely, to what extent

do linkage designs in formal intergovernmental institutions interact with the other major
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engine promoting human rights, i.e., advocacy and naming and shaming efforts by non-

governmental organizations (NGOs)? We have proceeded on the reasonable assumption that

states have no vital interests in taking costly action to enforce human rights abroad, but

advocacy NGOs can constitute sources of pressure to do so, in principle. Could NGO activity

to promote human rights be conditioned on the presence and availability of robust human

rights conditionality in trade agreements? Are potential human rights violators who are party

to such trade deals easier targets for NGO naming and shaming efforts? Is it easier to mobilize

domestic and foreign audiences to the cause of human rights if there are formal international

institutions — specifically, ones with robust linkage enforcement provisions — than if the only

prevailing international commitments are merely promotional or voluntary? The interactions

between NGO activity and the formal incorporation of hard linkage enforcement provisions

is a mechanism worth exploring, and one that could help salvage, if you have accepted our

critique, the rationale for such provisions in trade agreements.

Another question emerges from striking differences in our empirical findings between

human rights, on the one hand, and democracy and coups, on the other. Why has the

US been so much quicker on the sanctions trigger in the event of coups and democracy

than for gross violations of human rights? Is the US exceptional among developed states

in this regard? This dimension of our findings is certainly consistent with the argument

of Pevehouse (2005) about the potential role for (in our case) trade agreements in helping

democratizing states to avoid reverting to authoritarian practices. What makes coups so

different from human rights violations in this way? Perhaps the answer lies in the degree

of public attention (presumably higher) paid to coups than to human rights violations and

government repression, but that is a question for future research.
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Brigitte Seim, Rachel Sigman, Jeffrey Staton, Natalia Stepanova, Aksel Sundström, Ei-
tan Tzelgov, Yi-ting Wang, Tore Wig, Steven Wilson and Daniel Ziblatt. 2018. V-Dem
Dataset v8. Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Project.
URL: https: // www. v-dem. net/

Culpan, Tim. 2019. “Your IPhone Is Already Made in America.” Bloomberg . Jun 12.
URL: https: // tinyurl. com/ y7q3xgyb

Davenport, Christian and David Armstrong. 2004. “Democracy and the Violation of Human
Rights: A Statistical Analysis from 1976 to 1996.” American Journal of Political Science
48(3):538–554.

Donno, Daniela and Michael Neureiter. 2018. “Can Human Rights Conditionality Reduce
Repression? Examining the European Union’s Economic Agreements.” Review of Inter-
national Organizations 13(3):335–357.

Downs, George W., David M. Rocke and Peter N. Barsoom. 1996. “Is the Good News about
Compliance Good News about Cooperation?” International Organization 50(3):379–406.

Fariss, Christopher. 2014a. “Latent Human Rights Protection Scores Version 2.”.
URL: https: // doi. org/ 10. 7910/ DVN/ 24872

Fariss, Christopher J. 2014b. “Respect for Human Rights has Improved Over Time:
Modeling the Changing Standard of Accountability.” American Political Science Review
108(2):297–318.

Gassebner, Martin and Arevik Gnutzmann-Mkrtchyan. 2018. “Politicized Trade: What
Drives Withdrawal of Trade Preferences?” Economics Letters 167:10–13.

Gleditsch, Nils Petter, Peter Wallensteen, Mikael Eriksson, Margareta Sollenberg and H̊avard
Strand. 2002. “Armed Conflict 1946-2001: A New Dataset.” Journal of Peace Research
39(5):615–637.

Gowa, Joanne. 1995. Allies, Adversaries, and International Trade. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

33

https://www.v-dem.net/
https://tinyurl.com/y7q3xgyb
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/24872


Hafner-Burton, Emilie M. 2005. “Trading Human Rights: How Preferential Trade Agree-
ments Influence Government Repression.” International Organization 59(3):593–629.

Hafner-Burton, Emilie M. 2009. Forced to be Good: Why Trade Agreements Boost Human
Rights. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Hafner-Burton, Emilie M. and Kiyoteru Tsutsui. 2005. “Human Rights in a Globalizing
World: The Paradox of Empty Promises.” American Journal of Sociology 110(5):1373–
1411.

Hafner-Burton, Emilie M., Layna Mosley and Robert Galantucci. 2019. “Protecting Work-
ers Abroad and Industries at Home: Rights-based Conditionality in Trade Preference
Programs.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 63(5):1253–1282.

Hathaway, Oona A. 2002. “Do Human Rights Treaties Make a Difference?” Yale Law Journal
111(8):1935–2042.

Hathaway, Oona A. 2007. “Why Do Countries Commit to Human Rights Treaties?” Journal
of Conflict Resolution 51(4):588–621.

Helpman, Elhanan. 2014. “Foreign Trade and Investment: Firm-level Perspectives.” Eco-
nomica 81(321):1–14.

Hill, Daniel W. 2010. “Estimating the Effects of Human Rights Treaties on State Behavior.”
Journal of Politics 72(4):1161–1174.

Hua, Lee Siew. 1995. “Separate Trade, Labour Issues: WTO Chief.” Straits Times p. 15.
May 30.

ILO. 2015. Social Dimensions of Free Trade Agreements. Revised ed. Geneva, Switzerland:
International Labour Organization.
URL: https: // tinyurl. com/ yxvtnpb2

Kim, In Song. 2017. “Political Cleavages within Industry: Firm-level Lobbying for Trade
Liberalization.” American Political Science Review 111(1):1–20.

Kim, Moonhawk. 2012. “Ex Ante Due Diligence: Formation of PTAs and Protection of
Labor Rights.” International Studies Quarterly 56(4):704–719.

Krasner, Stephen D. and Jeremy M. Weinstein. 2014. “Improving Governance from the
Outside In.” Annual Review of Political Science 17:123–145.
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Olarreaga, Marcelo and Çaglar Özden. 2005. “AGOA and Apparel: Who Captures the Tariff
Rent in the Presence of Preferential Market Access?” World Economy 28(1):63–77.

Osgood, Iain. 2018. “Globalizing the Supply Chain: Firm and Industrial Support for US
Trade Agreements.” International Organization 72(2):455–484.

OTEXA. 2005. Commercial Availability Documents Database. Case: Certain Woven Bam-
boo/Cotton Fabric. Washington, DC: Office of Textiles and Apparel. International Trade
Administration. US Department of Commerce. Accessed May 20, 2020.
URL: https: // otexa. trade. gov/ CA. htm
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Puzzles and Cases: Human Rights and Sanctions under AGOA

In this section, we provide additional background on the AGOA beneficiaries, including some
qualitative comparisons of terminations. Of the 49 Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) countries po-
tentially eligible for AGOA status, four (Equatorial Guinea, Somalia, Sudan, and Zimbabwe)
have never been AGOA beneficiaries. Seven others (Cape Verde, Comoros, Djibouti, Mau-
ritius, São Tomé and Pŕıncipe, Seychelles, and South Sudan) are not covered by our human
rights sources (see below) due to small population size or are otherwise missing covariate
data during their AGOA eligibility. Two of the 16 announced AGOA terminations through
2016, of South Sudan and Seychelles, are thus excluded from our analysis sample.

The broader human rights trends for AGOA beneficiaries, as represented in Figure 3,
reveal a puzzling pattern. The figure displays the average CIRI scores for physical integrity
rights and worker rights (Cingranelli and Richards 1999), along with the average number of
state-sponsored killings (Salehyan et al. 2012) among AGOA beneficiary states since 2000.35

These indicators of “gross violations of internationally recognized human rights” and worker
rights have not improved over time, despite AGOA’s potent human rights linkage. Why not?

Next consider the puzzling pattern of human rights enforcement under AGOA. To be
sure, a few SSA pariah states have never qualified for AGOA.36 For most of the 16 AGOA
terminations, the US has cited government repression, low worker rights, and violations of
the rule of law in the form of coups d’état and electoral irregularities (US GAO 2015, 14–15).

For example, the recent terminations of AGOA benefits for South Sudan, Swaziland,
and the Gambia cited human rights violations in each case. However, the human rights
performance of states terminated from the program is often no worse, and sometimes better,
than other states not terminated at the same time.37 Swaziland’s human rights record in
2014 was comparable to or better than other prominent AGOA beneficiaries such as Chad,
Nigeria and Uganda.

Table 3 gives a fuller set of such comparisons. It provides various indicators of human
rights violations, plus trade interests, investment, and security cooperation, as well as degree
of democracy and whether there was a recent coup, for fourteen AGOA terminations and a
selected set of cases in which AGOA eligibility was not revoked.38

Consider a revealing pair of cases from the table. In January 2010, the US terminated
Guinea from AGOA, citing human rights violations, which were indeed widely apparent. In
that same year, the International Criminal Court (ICC) opened an investigation of crimes
against humanity committed in Kenya in a massive wave of post-election violence in 2007
and 2008, in which 1,200 were killed and 600,000 displaced (US Department of State 2009a).
The ICC prosecutor charged six influential leaders in Kenya, “the Ocampo Six” (including
the incumbent president in 2010, Uhuru Kenyatta, and the deputy president, William Ruto),
with five counts of crimes against humanity, namely, murder, deportation or forcible transfer

35Higher CIRI scores denote better human rights protections, with physical integrity rights on a scale from
0 to 8 and worker rights on a scale from 0 to 2.
36For example, Somalia, Sudan, and Zimbabwe.
37This situation is not unique to AGOA or to the US’s preference programs more generally. As Bartels (2008,
11-12) documents, human rights advocates have criticized the “double standards” evident in the European
Union’s application of human rights conditionality as well.
38More details on the data and measures in the table can be found below.
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Figure 3: State-Sponsored Killings and Human Rights Scores in AGOA Beneficiary States
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of a population, rape and other forms of sexual violence, persecution, and inhumane acts.
Kenyatta was formally indicted by the ICC on all five counts in 2012. Yet throughout
the ICC investigation and subsequent indictments, Kenya remained an AGOA beneficiary,
whereas Guinea’s very significant but much smaller-scale human rights violations resulted
in AGOA termination. Why do some human rights violations trigger linkage enforcement
while others do not?

In the Kenya case, we do not need to look far for an explanation. The US government
certainly recognized the scope of the human rights violations. One unclassified internal US
State Department memo (US Department of State 2009a) bemoaned the fact that Kenyan
government security forces “commit abuses, including extra-judicial killings and the tor-
ture and beatings of detainees,” plus assassinations of two human rights advocates and one
journalist in early 2009, but that “the government has failed to investigate security offi-
cers.” This same memo warns of the resurgent threat of violence in the buildup to the 2012
Kenyan elections as well. However, the document also highlights the relatively vital US
interests at stake in relations with Kenya. It leads by noting that Kenya is a top source
of AGOA trade and investment (chiefly apparel-related). It also states that Kenya “is an
active supporter in the global coalition against terrorism,” is “a key player and cooperates
closely with [the US] in promoting peace and regional stability in neighboring Sudan and
Somalia” (particularly with the threat of Al Shabaab jihadists on Kenya’s eastern border),
contributes frequently to regional peacekeeping operations, and “is a leading participant in
[the] US... ACOTA peacekeeping training program.” US business associations, such as the
US Association of Importers of Textiles and Apparel (USA-ITA), lobbied the US Trade Rep-
resentative’s (USTR) office to retain Kenya’s AGOA eligibility, despite the human rights
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debacle, to facilitate its members’ profitable AGOA apparel trade (Odhiambo 2009). As
Table 3 shows, the US at that time had roughly $500 million of AGOA trade and FDI with
Kenya, but virtually zero AGOA trade and investment ties with Guinea. Kenya was sim-
ply “too big to fail,” from the standpoint of US trade, investment, and security interests,
whereas Guinea was expendable in the same terms. Being “expendable” in this way may
mean that human rights linkage can work as it should, but then again, Guinea was gaining
so little from AGOA as the result of this condition that termination could hardly serve as
much of an incentive to improve.

The case of Madagascar’s AGOA suspension demonstrates how powerful economic in-
terests work to limit human rights linkage even when sanctions are imposed. On March
17, 2009 with the backing of the Malagasy military and high courts, the mayor of Antana-
narivo, Andry Rajoelina, deposed president Marc Ravalomanana and declared himself the
leader of Madagascar. Following widespread riots, the new government closed the opposition-
controlled television and radio stations and the police forces responded with harsh repression
against the protesters until Ravalomanana fled to South Africa. Less than a month after the
coup, representatives of US firms and the American Chamber of Commerce in Madagascar
organized a delegation to undertake a full-scale lobbying assault on Washington to “make
sure that relevant... decision-makers were fully informed of industry interests, concerns, and
intentions” and of “the feared catastrophic impact of a suspension” (US Department of State
2009b).39 The lobbying effort by US firms successfully prevented an earlier mid-year removal
of Madagascar’s AGOA eligibility, but Madagascar was ultimately suspended in 2010.

Two themes emerge from these examples. First, US traders and investors actively pres-
sure policymakers to limit enforcement, and US government officials are acutely attuned to
economic and security interests in making these decisions. Second, coups are more likely
to affect AGOA eligibility than human rights concerns. The contrast between Kenya and
Madagascar in 2010 is telling in this regard, and it is also worth noting that Madagascar did
not significantly improve its human rights record prior to its AGOA renewal in 2015. The
political turmoil from the coup, and not the human rights violations, seems to have had the
greatest influence on Madagascar’s AGOA status.

Looking back at Table 3, we can get a sense of some bivariate comparisons between the
two groups of countries (those terminated from AGOA and this selection of those retained).
Those terminated committed an average of 55 state-sponsored killings over the prior 12
months, as per the SCAD dataset (Salehyan et al. 2012), but the table’s selection of coun-
tries not suspended exhibited far higher averages of such killings (324) and had worse CIRI
physical integrity rights scores (Cingranelli and Richards 1999) to boot. Why did they not
get terminated as well? On average, US firms did over a billion dollars of annual AGOA
trade and had over a billion dollars of FDI stocks in the countries not suspended in this
table, while the corresponding figures for those terminated are 20 or 30 times smaller. Plus,
13 of these 16 retained cases effectively served as US security partners by contributing signif-
icantly (100 or more personnel) to UN peacekeeping missions, while only 3 of 14 terminated
cases had done the same. Moreover, only one of the countries in the retained group here had

39US firms producing in or importing from suppliers in Madagascar included Gap, Gloria Vanderbilt, Cot-
tonline, and Jordache. Jordache’s representative told the US ambassador that Jordache would “shut their
operations, relocate to either Egypt or Bangladesh, and never return to Madagascar if AGOA eligibility were
jeopardized” (US Department of State 2009b).
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experienced a recent coup, while 6 of the 14 terminated cases had. The differences in the
table are telling. On the basis of simple descriptive information, AGOA sanctions seem to be
influenced more by political economy concerns than by “gross violations of human rights.”

Additional Data

In our paper, we operationalize US security interests with the variable UNPK Personnel i,t−1,
which measures the number of peacekeeping personnel (troops, military police, etc.) country
i contributed to United Nations peacekeeping (UNPK) operations in month t−1 (Perry and
Smith 2018). Interestingly, as we note above, none of the top ten UNPK contributors have
been dropped from AGOA, but 4 of 10 contributing zero personnel have been. Figure 4
displays the considerable variation across the SSA countries in this variable, averaged over
the sample period.

In our paper, our main dependent variable is AGOA Termination. Table 4 provides the
full list of changes in AGOA status. Note, our date of record is the date of presidential
proclamation, rather than the date effective, because the proclamation is closer to the date
at which the political decision was finalized. However, our results stand in all respects if we
use the effective date, instead.

Next, Table 5 provides the descriptive statistics for the variables in our Main Analysis.
Figure 5 shows the correlations of the variables in the sample used in our main analysis.

In Table 6, we report the average annual AGOA program imports by product category,
2001–2017. Finally, we provide the average annual US AGOA imports and duties saved by
country, 2001–2015 in Table 7.

Research Design, Models, and Robustness Checks

In our analyses we use monthly rather than annual data. We want to briefly provide a
note explaining why we decided to use this data structure. Some of our primary measures
(regime type, coups, state-sponsored killings, peacekeeping personnel contributions, armed
conflict occurrence, and AGOA eligibility), are available and vary on a monthly basis. Annual
averages would smooth over meaningful month-to-month changes. For example, an outbreak
of post-election violence in October might spark AGOA removal in December but not greatly
raise the year’s average repression index. Furthermore, the effective unit of observation for
Cox models is the “spell,” the continuous period of program eligibility. The Cox likelihood
consists of the relative hazards at each spell’s failure or censoring point, of which there are
a fixed number regardless of how the intervening time is quantized (Box-Steffensmeier and
Jones 2004). Hence using monthly data cannot artificially shrink our standard errors. If we
use more disaggregated time units — 1/100 of a month — the estimates and standard errors
remain identical. This would not be true for a discrete-time duration probit model, but it is
true for Cox regression.
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Figure 4: Average Monthly Contributions of Personnel to UN Peacekeeping Operations,
Sub-Saharan African Countries, 2000–2016
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Table 4: AGOA Eligibility Dates, All 49 Sub-Saharan Africa Countries

Number Country Date Eligible Terminated Terminated Restored
(Effective) (Announced) (Effective) (Effective)

1 Angola Dec 30, 2003
2 Benin Oct 2, 2000
3 Botswana Oct 2, 2000
4 Burkina Faso Dec 10, 2004
5 Burundi Jan 1, 2006 Oct 30, 2015 Jan 1, 2016
6 Cameroon Oct 2, 2000
7 Cape Verde Oct 2, 2000
8 Central African Rep Oct 2, 2000 Dec 30, 2003 Jan 1, 2004 Dec 15, 2016
9 Chad Oct 2, 2000
10 Comoros Jun 30, 2008
11 Congo, Dem Rep Jan 1, 2003 Dec 21, 2010 Jan 1, 2011
12 Congo, Rep Oct 2, 2000
13 Cote d’Ivoire May 16, 2002 Dec 21, 2004 Jan 1, 2005 Oct 25, 2011
14 Djibouti Oct 2, 2000
15 Equatorial Guinea never eligible
16 Eritrea Oct 2, 2000 Dec 30, 2003 Jan 1, 2004 Dec 15, 2016
17 Ethiopia Oct 2, 2000
18 Gabon Oct 2, 2000
19 Gambia, The Dec 31, 2002 Dec 23, 2014 Jan 1, 2015 Dec 22, 2017
20 Ghana Oct 2, 2000
21 Guinea Oct 2, 2000 Dec 23, 2009 Jan 1, 2010 Oct 25, 2011
22 Guinea-Bissau Oct 2, 2000 Dec 20, 2012 Jan 1, 2013 Dec 23, 2014
23 Kenya Oct 2, 2000
24 Lesotho Oct 2, 2000
25 Liberia Dec 29, 2006
26 Madagascar Oct 2, 2000 Dec 23, 2009 Jan 1, 2010 Jun 26, 2014
27 Malawi Oct 2, 2000
28 Mali Oct 2, 2000 Dec 20, 2012 Jan 1, 2013 Jan 1, 2014
29 Mauritania Oct 2, 2000 Dec 22, 2005 Jan 1, 2006 Jun 7, 2007

Dec 19, 2008 Jan 1, 2009 Dec 23, 2009
30 Mauritius Oct 2, 2000
31 Mozambique Oct 2, 2000
32 Namibia Oct 2, 2000
33 Niger Oct 2, 2000 Dec 23, 2009 Jan 1, 2010 Oct 25, 2011
34 Nigeria Oct 2, 2000
35 Rwanda Oct 2, 2000
36 Sao Tome and Principe Oct 2, 2000
37 Senegal Oct 2, 2000
38 Seychelles Oct 2, 2000 Sep 30, 2015 Jan 1, 2017
39 Sierra Leone Oct 23, 2002
40 Somalia never eligible
41 South Africa Oct 2, 2000
42 South Sudan Dec 20, 2012 Dec 23, 2014 Jan 1, 2015
43 Sudan never eligible
44 Swaziland Jan 18, 2001 Jun 26, 2014 Jan 1, 2015 Dec 22, 2017
45 Tanzania Oct 2, 2000
46 Togo Apr 17, 2008
47 Uganda Oct 2, 2000
48 Zambia Oct 2, 2000
49 Zimbabwe never eligible
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Table 5: Descriptive Statistics for Main Analysis Sample

Statistic N Mean Min Max St. Dev.

State-Sponsored Killings (SCAD, ln) 6,120 0.917 0 8 1.616
State-Sponsored Killings (ACLED, ln) 6,120 0.288 0 5 0.618
VDEM Freedom from Political Killings 6,120 0.651 −1.786 2.740 1.074
Successful Coup 6,120 0.013 0 1 0.115
VDEM Electoral Democracy 6,120 0.467 0.085 0.803 0.178
Armed Conflict 6,120 0.192 0 1 0.394
GDP Per Capita (ln) 6,120 6.890 5.251 9.268 0.970
GDP (ln) 6,120 23.051 20.258 26.864 1.358
UNPK Personnel 6,120 0.757 0 8 1.323
FDI Data Suppressed 6,120 0.283 0 1 0.451
FDI Stocks (ln) 6,120 2.572 0 9 2.797
Duties Saved by AGOA (ln) 6,120 1.105 0 5 1.436
AGOA Imports (ln) 6,120 2.267 0 10 2.776
Tariff Increase on Imports from US 6,120 −0.203 −34 19 3.035

Table 6: Average Annual AGOA Program Imports by Product Category, 2001–2017

US General Imports
AGOA Program

Product Category HS Codes (2017 USDs)

Crude & refined petroleum & other fuels 27 13,056,560,481
Apparel, footwear, leather goods 61–65,41,42,57 1,194,183,264
Motor vehicles & parts 87–89 499,352,353
Iron & steel & other base metals 71–73,76,78,80,81 186,634,335
Fruit & nuts 08,20 127,698,493
Chemical products 28,29,32–35,38 50,010,169
Beverages & coffee 09,22 44,280,496
Tobacco 24 31,519,709
Cereals & edible preparations 04,07,10–19,21 13,713,412
Other (misc manufactured items, etc.) all others 6,195,826

Average Annual Total AGOA Imports 15,218,466,954

Source: USITC (2018a)
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Figure 5: Correlations in the Main Analysis Sample
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Table 7: Average Annual US AGOA Imports and Duties Saved by Country, 2001–2015

US General Imports MFN Duties Saved
AGOA Program Under AGOA

Rank Partner Country (2017 USD millions) (2017 USD millions)

1 Nigeria 10,007.5 63.5
2 Angola 3,700.5 24.5
3 South Africa 1,014.2 54.4
4 Congo, Republic of 527.4 7.6
5 Gabon 485.9 4.5
6 Lesotho 381.2 50.6
7 Kenya 295.1 33.6
8 Madagascar 221.7 28.5
9 Mauritius 160.0 28.3
10 Chad 147.7 6.2
11 Cameroon 132.2 4.3
12 Swaziland 118.6 16.6
13 Malawi 49.2 29.5
14 Ghana 38.4 2.1
15 Cote d’Ivoire 30.9 2.3
16 Democratic Republic of the Congo 25.5 0.7
17 Namibia 18.9 2.7
18 Botswana 16.4 2.4
19 Ethiopia 13.0 1.8
20 Tanzania 6.5 1.4
21 Togo 5.9 0.1
22 Senegal 3.5 0.2
23 Guinea-Bissau 2.6 0.0
24 Mauritania 2.3 0.0
25 Uganda 1.3 0.2
26 Mozambique 1.0 0.5
27 Cape Verde 0.8 0.1
28 Rwanda 0.1 0.0
29 Djibouti 0.1 0.0
30 Zambia 0.0 0.0
31 Mali 0.0 0.0
32 Niger 0.0 0.0
33 Burkina Faso 0.0 0.0
34 Guinea 0.0 0.0
35 Gambia, The 0.0 0.0
36 Sierra Leone 0.0 0.0
37 Benin 0.0 0.0
38 Burundi 0.0 0.0
39 Central African Republic 0.0 0.0
40 Comoros 0.0 0.0
41 Eritrea 0.0 0.0
42 Liberia 0.0 0.0
43 Sao Tome and Principe 0.0 0.0
44 Seychelles 0.0 0.0
45 South Sudan 0.0 0.0

Total 17,408.3 366.6

Source: USITC (2018a) and World Bank (2018a). Averages count AGOA-eligible years only.

A10



Table 8: Cox Model Estimates of Main Models including President Bush

Dependent variable: AGOA Termination Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
SCAD ACLED VDEM

State-Sponsored Killings (SCAD, ln) 0.644
(0.524)

State-Sponsored Killings (ACLED, ln) 0.644
(0.404)

VDEM Freedom from Political Killings 0.268
(0.434)

Successful Coup 1.988 2.241∗ 2.148∗

(1.296) (1.013) (1.075)
VDEM Electoral Democracy −7.799∗∗∗ −8.424∗∗ −11.251∗

(2.265) (3.008) (5.636)
Armed Conflict 0.290 −0.153 0.078

(0.834) (0.644) (0.677)
GDP Per Capita (ln) −0.222 −0.657 −1.077

(0.779) (0.447) (0.684)
GDP (ln) −1.063 −0.601 −0.369

(0.816) (0.415) (0.367)
UNPK Personnel −0.906∗ −1.124∗∗ −1.729∗∗

(0.390) (0.402) (0.650)
FDI Data Suppressed −2.030 −1.726 −1.581

(1.149) (1.024) (1.051)
FDI Stocks (ln) −0.518∗∗ −0.504∗ −0.409∗

(0.189) (0.233) (0.193)
Duties Saved by AGOA (ln) −1.331∗∗∗ −1.217∗∗ −1.462∗∗∗

(0.394) (0.404) (0.280)
AGOA Imports (ln) 0.730∗ 0.668 0.680∗∗

(0.340) (0.357) (0.243)
Tariff Increase on Imports from US 0.186∗∗∗ 0.167∗∗ 0.146∗∗

(0.053) (0.056) (0.046)
Bush in Office/Republican Administration −0.107 −0.594 −0.792

(0.751) (0.661) (0.589)

Observations 6,120
Sample Period Nov 2000–Dec 2016
Number of Countries 38
Mean Months Per Country 161.1
Number of AGOA Spells and Terminations 46 and 14
Wald χ2 181.060∗∗∗ 168.690∗∗∗ 110.540∗∗∗

Notes: Cox proportional hazards model coefficients, not hazard ratios; robust SEs clustered by country.
∗, two-tailed p < 0.05; ∗∗, p < 0.01. Breslow Method for ties. All explanatory variables are from prior

calendar year (if annual) or prior 12 months (if monthly).
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Table 9: Cox Model Estimates of Main Models including Previous AGOA Termination

Dependent variable: AGOA Termination Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
SCAD ACLED VDEM

State-Sponsored Killings (SCAD, ln) 0.624
(0.519)

State-Sponsored Killings (ACLED, ln) 0.659
(0.426)

VDEM Freedom from Political Killings 0.305
(0.437)

Successful Coup 1.415 1.584 1.449
(1.101) (0.854) (1.084)

VDEM Electoral Democracy −10.320∗∗ −10.658∗ −13.923
(3.483) (4.732) (8.076)

Armed Conflict 0.430 −0.028 0.297
(0.822) (0.549) (0.527)

GDP Per Capita (ln) −0.507 −1.002 −1.508
(0.850) (0.556) (0.893)

GDP (ln) −1.200 −0.715 −0.523
(0.842) (0.380) (0.375)

UNPK Personnel −1.275∗ −1.553∗∗ −2.358∗

(0.626) (0.521) (1.030)
FDI Data Suppressed −2.197∗ −1.811 −1.644

(1.107) (0.932) (0.966)
FDI Stocks (ln) −0.439∗ −0.412∗ −0.321∗

(0.181) (0.193) (0.138)
Duties Saved by AGOA (ln) −1.478∗∗∗ −1.337∗∗∗ −1.650∗∗∗

(0.381) (0.398) (0.353)
AGOA Imports (ln) 0.848∗ 0.766∗ 0.821∗∗∗

(0.346) (0.351) (0.236)
Tariff Increase on Imports from US 0.197∗∗∗ 0.164∗∗ 0.151∗∗

(0.055) (0.054) (0.048)
Previous AGOA Termination 2.952 3.486∗ 3.729∗

(1.681) (1.579) (1.897)

Observations 6,120
Sample Period Nov 2000–Dec 2016
Number of Countries 38
Mean Months Per Country 161.1
Number of AGOA Spells and Terminations 46 and 14
Wald χ2 159.770∗∗∗ 166.800∗∗∗ 116.470∗∗∗

Notes: Cox proportional hazards model coefficients, not hazard ratios; robust SEs clustered by country.
∗, two-tailed p < 0.05; ∗∗, p < 0.01. Breslow Method for ties. All explanatory variables are from prior

calendar year (if annual) or prior 12 months (if monthly).
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Table 10: Cox Model Estimates of Main Models Including Any Coup Attempt

Dependent variable: AGOA Termination Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
SCAD ACLED VDEM

State-Sponsored Killings (SCAD, ln) 0.792
(0.576)

State-Sponsored Killings (ACLED, ln) 0.717
(0.409)

VDEM Freedom from Political Killings 0.297
(0.443)

Successful Coup 2.379∗ 2.378∗∗ 2.175∗

(1.044) (0.914) (0.947)
VDEM Electoral Democracy −8.366∗∗∗ −8.011∗∗ −11.258∗

(2.307) (2.992) (5.734)
Armed Conflict 1.071 0.016 0.160

(1.115) (0.625) (0.678)
GDP Per Capita (ln) −0.220 −0.707 −1.141

(0.765) (0.485) (0.681)
GDP (ln) −1.062 −0.566 −0.347

(0.841) (0.400) (0.326)
UNPK Personnel −0.728∗ −1.111∗∗ −1.785∗∗

(0.295) (0.380) (0.669)
FDI Data Suppressed −2.612 −1.865 −1.613

(1.605) (1.115) (1.150)
FDI Stocks (ln) −0.653∗∗ −0.567∗ −0.434∗

(0.235) (0.261) (0.210)
Duties Saved by AGOA (ln) −1.420∗ −1.238∗ −1.494∗∗∗

(0.587) (0.485) (0.329)
AGOA Imports (ln) 0.779 0.681 0.699∗∗

(0.448) (0.394) (0.256)
Tariff Increase on Imports from US 0.261∗∗ 0.185∗∗ 0.150∗∗

(0.090) (0.066) (0.054)
Coup Attempt −2.334 −0.794 −0.339

(1.694) (1.198) (1.625)

Observations 6,120
Sample Period Nov 2000–Dec 2016
Number of Countries 38
Mean Months Per Country 161.1
Number of AGOA Spells and Terminations 46 and 14
Wald χ2 101.510∗∗∗ 155.100∗∗∗ 105.100∗∗∗

Notes: Cox proportional hazards model coefficients, not hazard ratios; robust SEs clustered by country.
∗, two-tailed p < 0.05; ∗∗, p < 0.01. Breslow Method for ties. All explanatory variables are from prior

calendar year (if annual) or prior 12 months (if monthly).
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