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Figure 8. Log per capita income of the WAEMU members
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The third selected African RIA is the ECOWAS. It was founded in 1975 through 
the treaty of Lagos, and has been a free trade area since 1999. An important cooperation 
field is the sectoral programs which aim at an intra-connection of national electric grids 
and a regional pipeline for the distribution of natural gas, an improvement of the intra-
regional infrastructure as well as a security mechanism.

Due to the overlapping memberships of ECOWAS with CEMAC and WAEMV, the 
developments of some of the ECOWAS members, shown in Figures 9 and 10, have 
already been discussed. Ghana participated after 1983 in an IMF restructuring program 
with a devaluation of its currency. Its export is dominated by gold, diamonds, and 
agricultural goods. The economic growth of Nigeria is based on oil exports but thwarted 
by mismanagement, corruption and a military regime (1993~1998). Today, it has also 
a growing telecommunication sector. Guinea implemented some economic reforms in 
1985, liberalized its rules for FDIs in 1998, and has several joint ventures, especially in 
the mining sector. Gambia acts as a re-exporter as it has hardly any natural resources. 
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Figure 9. The map of ECOWAS members
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Figure 10. Log per capita income of the ECOWAS members

5,5

6

6,5

7

7,5

8

8,5

1975         1979          1983            1987            1991           1995           1999           2003            2007

Benin Burkina Faso Cd’Ivoire Cape Verde
Ghana Guinea Gambia Guinea-B.
Mali Niger Nigeria Senegal
Togo Mauretania Sierra Leone

More than 80% of Sierra Leone’s exports are raw minerals. Since 1991, the 
exploitation of diamonds has decreased due to a civil war, and a main part of its export 
is illegal diamond smuggling. From its independence in 1975 until 1990, Cape Verde 
had been a communist system before it changed to a neoliberal service-oriented market 
economy that mainly relies on tourism and trade. For the African countries, we observe 
no business cycle synchronicity (Oyebade and Alao 1998). 

Time tables provided in the Appendix for the three world regions discussed can 
summarize some of the above mentioned key dates. 

III. The Development of Income Inequality

Not only in poverty and development economics is it today broadly accepted that 
our interest should go beyond the average GDPs when looking at income and growth 
(Ravallion 2001). The common literature would, as a follow-up of Section II, study 
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models of income and growth, and maybe test for beta- and/or sigma-convergence in 
each RIA. Studies which are rather interested in inequality and/or poverty would look at 
particular income quantiles or some inequality measures. A simple and easily available 
indicator of inequality and thus the income distribution is the Gini index. Before we 
look at the convergence of mean incomes (i.e., the GDP per capita) inside each RIA, we 
first study the development of this well-known distribution parameter. This will tell us 
to what extent country specific income dispersions have changed and maybe converged 
towards a similar, hopefully lower, dispersion/inequality level for all members of the 
same South-South RIA.  

For Latin America, the Gini indices10 are summarized in Table 1 for the mid-80s and 
for around 2008.11 First, we see that all Latin American countries have had a relatively 
high12 Gini of more than 40. We also see that there is no unique development where 
some countries’ inequality went up while it dropped down for others. On average, 
inequality has rather shrunken than increased over all countries, from a mean of 52.813 
to 50.1. This average, however, is not weighted by population. For the subset of founder 
states it has slightly increased. In total, we see here a clear convergence; the dispersion 
of 6.5514 in the mid-80s among all considered countries has fallen to 5.28 in 2008. This 
convergence is even stronger if these calculations were repeated for MERCOSUR and 
ANDEAN separately. It is notable that the inequality went up only for Argentina and 
Paraguay after MERCOSUR was founded, where for the latter, this is rather linked to the 
end of the Stroessner era.

Table 1. Gini indices for Latin America

Argentina Bolivia Brazil Chile Colombia Ecuador Paraguay Peru Uruguay Venezuela

Mid 80s 44.5 59 59 57 59.1 51 -- 46 43.7 55.6

Around 2008 45.8 56.8 53.9 52.3 57.6 49 52 48 42.4 43.5

10 Numbers are taken from the World Development Indicator in 2012.
11 For around 2008 refers always to last available value before 2010 if value for 2008 is not available. 
12 For comparison: in 2000 it was reported for the USA 40.8, for Germany 28.3, and for Switzerland 33.7
13 Paraguay was pretty poor in the 80s but with probably a low Gini of about 40. If so, the mean was 51.6
14 But even of 7.2 if Paraguay is counted with a Gini of 40.
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Table 2 provides the Gini indices of ASEAN for around 2008 and the 80s. We realize 
a lower inequality throughout ASEAN than for Latin America. The average was 42.1, 
going slightly down to 41.4. Even though the Gini changed for all countries over the last 
few decades, the mean is still about the same but has not increased albeit the opening 
of domestic markets. Admittedly, this result is again not weighted by population. What 
can be seen clearly is the strong decrease in the dispersion of the Gini between countries 
which went down from 6.37 to 4.68 during the same period. Therefore, similar to Latin 
America, we see that income distributions in this South-South RIA becoming more 
similar15 without increasing the average inequality within country (i.e., the average Gini).  

Table 2. Gini indices for ASEAN 

Cambodia Indonesia Laos Malaysia PapuaNG Philipp. Singapore Thailand Vietnam

Mid 80s 41.9 36.8 36.7 46.2 50.9 44 42.5 42 37.6

Around 2008 38.2 40 30.4 48.6 50.9 41 43 45.2 35.7

In Table 3, the Gini indices for the African countries are given. As we face three 
South-South RIAs, we have also summarized the descriptive statistics16 in Table 
4. For all RIAs, we see one clear and unique tendency: they do not only converge 
towards similar Ginis shown by the dispersion, last line in Table 4, but at the same 
time have succeeded to reduce inequality inside their countries on average. Again, we 
are considering each country as a global player17, i.e., they do not account for different 
population sizes. Both tendencies are strongest for the WAEMU member states.

15 We are so far neglecting the mean which is reflected in the GDP p.c. and considered in the context of sigma convergence in the next 
Sections.

16 Missing values were replaced by the values ‘2008’ (no data from former dates available). Now available numbers for 2011 say 
that Sierra Leone decreased inequality notably by about 5 points. So we suppose that the found tendencies were even more emphasized if 
calculations could be done with complete data.

17 Alternatively, it could be interesting to see how the entire inequality, say the Gini of each RIA has developed. Note that this cannot 
be obtained by weighting the singular Ginis of each country by its population size. Instead, one could look at the income distributions of 
each country and aggregate them accordingly. This, however, requires the construction of these distributions over a long period. 
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Table 3. Gini indices for West/Central Africa 

Benin BurkinaF Cameroon C.Verde CentralA Chad CongoR C.d’Ivore Gabon Gambia

Mid 80s -- 50.7 46.8 -- 61.3 -- -- 41.2 -- 50.2

Around 2008 38.6 39.6 38.9 50.5 56.3 39.8 47.3 41.5 41.5 47.3

Ghana Guinea GuineaB Mali Mauritania Niger Nigeria Senegal SierraLeone Togo

Mid 80s 35.4 46.8 47.8 36.5 43.9 36.1 38.7 54.1 -- --

Around 2008 42.8 39.4 35.5 39 38.9 34 42.9 39.2 42.5 34.4

Table 4. Summary for Gini indices for West/Central Africa

CEMAC WAEMU ECOWAS

80s 2008 80s 2008 80s 2008

Means 47.3 44.8 42.4 37.7 43.2 40.4

Dispersion 7.56 6.47 6.98 2.55 6.28 4.31

Next, we concentrate on the dispersion between the mean incomes of the members 
inside each RIA. This is done by studying the sigma paths of the different GDPs per 
capita.    

IV. Looking at The Mean Income (Sigma-Convergence)

In order to study the income dispersion between countries and to check for sigma-
convergence, it is recommendable to eliminate business cycle effects. This can be done 
by applying the filter of Hodrick and Prescott (1997) to separate the trend from the 
cyclical component. We consider ln yt = gt  + ct for t = 1. ….T, where yt is GDP per capita, 
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ct the cyclical component to be filtered out, and gt the growth component of interest. As 
only the yt are observed, the trend has to be calculated via a linear programming problem 
of the form
 

tg
min 21
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That is, the filter computes the stochastic trend of interest tg
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 by minimizing 
the sum of squares of its second difference. The parameter, λ, penalizes the variability 
in the time series and is fixed in our context to be 100, following the arguments of 
Hodrick and Prescott.18 Generally, there is no perfect method to eliminate business cycle 
effects, because of the natural distortion in the data. In order to assess the impact of the 
smoothing parameter λ, we repeated the study with the three-year moving averages of 
all unfiltered GDP series to compute the sigma values of all RIAs and country sets under 
consideration. These studies lead to basically the same results. 

Figure 11 compares the dispersion of income in Latin America. We see non-
monotonous trends of income dispersion for the set of the MERCOSUR and the 
ANDEAN states. According to the classical growth model, monotonically decreasing 
trends are expected. Both samples indicate some convergence since 1994. Even if 
we compare only the years 1985 and 2008, we find for ANDEAN and MERCOSUR 
(plus associates states), a lower sigma values for 2008, cf. also appendix 4. Together 
with the findings of Sperlich and Sperlich (2011), one can therefore conclude beta and 
sigma convergence in the MERCOSUR and ANDEAN. Poorer countries like Bolivia 
are growing faster (in percentage) than the richer countries causing beta convergence. 
However, in Figure 2 we saw that the gap between the poorest and the richest country 
of the ANDEAN states stayed nearly the same during that period but the income level 
increased for all. Also, if we compare the absolute values or the per capita income of the 
considered Latin American countries over time, we see that the log-income dispersion 
decreased, comparing 1985 with 2008 in Figure 2 albeit for the MERCOSUR founders 
the gap between poorest (Paraguay) and richest (Argentina) increased. In fact, different 
to Blyde (2005), we find a divergent sigma trend for the set of the four MERCOSUR 

18 This parameter should be approximately the ratio of the variance of the cyclical component divided by the variance of the second 
differences of the growth components. This gives a value of 1600 for λ when assuming a 5% cyclical component and a 1/8 of 1% change in 
the growth rate in a quarter. Therefore in STATA this is the default for λ what refers to quarterly data. For our yearly data we tried 100 and 
400 as we partly face emerging markets.   
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founders.
On the other hand, Figure 11 shows that the MERCOSUR founders have had clearly 

lower income dispersion than the enlarged set having the associated members included. 
Summarizing, the (log) income dispersion in Latin America has decreased due to the 
relatively higher growth rates of poorer countries causing beta and sigma (log-income) 
convergence.

Figure 11. Sigma trends for Latin America based on HP filtered log-income
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The empirical outcomes for ASEAN members can be seen in Figure 12 and 
Appendix 5. The income dispersion increased from 0.6211 in 1975 to 1.109 in 2008. 
The upward jump of the sigma at the beginning of the 80s were due to the new members 
entries. In the 90s, these new member states were developing countries like Cambodia, 
Vietnam, and Laos.19 But even if only looking at the five founder states, we realize that 
the dispersion of per capita income rose from 0.6884 to 1.111 during the studied period.

These results are in accordance with those of Lim and McAleer (2004). They also 
considered the development of sigma without Singapore - today the financial centre of 
this area but one of the five founders of ASEAN. Without Singapore, the sigma of the 
ASEAN founders decreased until 1990 before it recovered back to its original state in 

19 Like Burma (Myanmar) which has not been included in the empirical analyses due to the lack of data.
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2003. Lim and McAleer's results differ in this point, because they studied a different 
period and did not eliminate the business cycles. Although we can observe that the 
poorest founder, Indonesia, grew faster than the others, implying beta convergence, 
the income gap between the states slowly widened. In other words, the growth path of 
the poorer countries did not increase sufficiently to cause sigma convergence so we do 
not find any sigma convergence with or without including Singapore or ignoring the 
new entries of poor countries. Fully accounting for these entries is hardly possible as 
the counterfactual exercise, which estimates the sigma-trend if no new members joined 
ASEAN, is empirically not possible, and even its prediction is only possible under strong 
(model) assumptions. 

Figure 12. HP-filtered sigma trends in East Asia
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The empirical results for West and Central Africa are plotted in Figure 13 and also 
Appendix 6.20 Clearly, CEMAC exhibits by far the highest income dispersion among 
the selected African South-South integration areas. For the WAEMU, we observe the 
lowest dispersion. The income dispersion of ECOWAS fell from 1975~1985 but jumped 
upwards immediately afterwards. This was simply due to the inclusion of Cape Verde 

20 Sigma convergence of different African RIAs was also studied by Hammouda, Karingi, Njuguna, and Jallab (2007) but for different 
time periods and data manipulation (treating with business cycles etc.). 
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in 1986, currently the country with the highest per capita income in ECOWAS. The 
dispersion of income continued to increase mainly because of the positive development 
of Cape Verde, and because of the negative economic development of Sierra Leone, now 
the poorest country in ECOWAS. 

Figure 13. HP-filtered sigma trends in West- and Central Africa
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The WAEMU shows sigma convergence until 2001, and a slight divergence 
afterward. Taking this together with the findings of Sperlich and Sperlich (2011), 
we conclude that here poorer countries indeed grew faster than richer ones (beta 
convergence) in such a way that the log-income gap among the member states decreased 
notably. As it can be seen in Figure 8, the distance of the log per capita income between 
the richest and the poorest partners became smaller. However, we can not observe a 
homogenous development. Nations like Senegal and Benin have caught up to the initial 
regional economic leader Cote d’Ivoire. Some other countries like Niger have stagnated 
since the mid 80s, and that of Guinea-Bissau since the mid 90s.

For CEMAC, we first find a decreasing sigma until 1993. But then there is a change 
in the trend and the income dispersion rises. Figure 6 exhibits the reason: the economic 
boom of Equatorial Guinea, driven by oil, compared to the relative low growth rates in 
the other five member states, resulting in a strongly increasing dispersion. For a better 
comparison, we also calculated the sigma trend without Equatorial Guinea as shown 
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in Figure 13. Then one finds clear and steady sigma convergence, demonstrating that 
the sigma increase inside CEMAC was indeed only due to the oil fields in Equatorial 
Guinea. 

V. Sigma-convergence to Beta-convergence

Sperlich and Sperlich (2011) found unconditional and conditional beta convergence 
in all South-South RIAs considered in this paper. Moreover, the analysis showed that 
the membership has had a positive impact on both beta convergence and growth for all 
RIAs considered here. In order to compare these results with sigma development, we 
have used the same data sets. As it is known from the literature, in a linear separable 
Solow growth model, beta convergence can lead to either a monotone decrease or 
increase of the standard deviation when neglecting the business cycles. In other words, 
sigma divergence is not in contradiction to beta convergence, and thus, sigma divergence 
would not be in conflict with our findings. Several concerns exist regarding the sigma 
convergence criterion, heterogeneity and most of the natural dynamics are ignored. 
Country or group specific shocks are thus neglected; sigma trends simply capture the 
evolution of cross-section income distribution towards an invariant measure (Durlauf, 
Johnson, and Temple 2005). Or, as Quah (1993) mentioned, sigma convergence 
means that each country eventually becomes as rich as all the others – the cross section 
dispersion diminishes over time. As a consequence, no information is obtained about 
distribution dynamics within the considered group(s), such as mobility, stratification, 
and polarization (Quah 1996, 1997, or Durlauf, Johnson, and Temple 2005). Moreover, 
it is well-known that a main effect of regional integration is its impact on infrastructure 
and institutions (Sperlich and Sperlich 2012), which in turn have an important impact on 
development and growth. 

Let us revise the relation between beta and sigma convergence starting from the 
classical unconditional Solow model, with ln yi,t denoting the logarithm of per capita 
income of country i and time t, a constant a, a parameter γ which is proportional to the 
sum of labor force growth, technological progress, and depreciation rate, and finally a 
mean zero disturbance term ε i,t to capture heterogeneity over time and between countries:
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ln yi,t 
−

 ln yi,t−1= a − (1−e− γ)  ln(yi,t−1)+ε i,t , where i = 1,2,...,N , t = 1,2,...,T  

For each period then, yi,t−1 is the initial per capita income. Replacing )1( γ−− e  by -β  
one has  

ln yi,t  = a + (1+β) ln yi,t−1+ε i,t                                            (1)

For the ease of calculus, the shocks ε i,t with E(ε i,t ) = 0  are typically assumed to 
be independently distributed over time and space and also homoscedastic, that is 
they have the same variance σε

2 for each country i and time t. Clearly, this is a strong 
and unrealistic simplification with some important implications. The cross-sectional 
dispersion of log income is σ t

2= Var(ln yt), can be estimated via
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                                     is the average of ln(yi,t) in year t. The variance decomposition of (1), 
gives 
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If we do not assume that income dispersion tends to zero but consider a steady state 
of the Solow model instead, in which σ t−1= σ t = σ*, then 

	   22*22* )()1()( εσσβσ ++= [ ] 222 *)()1(1 εσσβ =+−                (4)

which is only defined for -2 ≤β ≤0. Thus, the steady state variance depends on the 
shock dispersion and on β with σε  = σ* for β = −1 and σε  ≤σ* otherwise. Plugging-in 
gives

   22222
1

2 *)()1(*)()1( σβσβσσ +−++= −tt [ ]22
1

222 *)()1(*)( σσβσσ +=− −−tt   (5)

If 0 >β > -2 (β -convergence), then one has convergence of the log income dispersion 
toward the steady state σ* which is not necessarily smaller than the present sigma. 
So beta convergence may require sigma divergence. For other cases, the Equation (4) 
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are not even defined. Moreover, Equation (3) shows that as the shock dispersion σε 

is never negative, sigma convergence requires β -convergence. For the unconditional 
Solow model this means that RIAs with sigma-divergence despite beta-convergence, the 
income dispersion is above the steady state level. If income convergence is a target of the 
RIA, then it is natural to assume that the steady state sigma is rather small and definitely 
smaller than the present dispersion. Both beta and sigma convergence would then be an 
objective.

Due to our linear model, the sigma evolution to the steady state is supposed to run 
monotonically, especially when the series have been cleaned from business cycles. In 
general, however, the sigma should rise or fall depending upon conditional steady states, 
thinking if the conditional Solow model that includes human capital, investment or simply 
because of heteroscedasticity. In either case, σε in Equations (3) and (4) has to be replaced 
by a positive function of conditioning variables, say x. In case of correlation between 
these conditioning variables and the past income, Equations (3) and (4) have further to 
be enlarged by a term containing covariances which might be negative. But notice that 
already heteroscedasticity of σ t(x) and σ t−1(x) will allow for an oscillating adjustment of 
sigmas to their steady state, no matter whether that is a conditional one or not. 

If we assume that all member states of one RIA face the same steady state, that it is 
sufficient to consider the unconditional growth model, then the upwards shape of sigma 
curves can be explained by higher steady state dispersion, and oscillating sigmas by 
heteroscedasticity. If we additionally allow for conditional steady states, then income 
dispersion can simply increase due to divergent x inside a RIA. Not surprisingly, for 
income convergence of a RIA, it is therefore essential to homogenize the conditions for 
growth. But this is exactly what we claim South-South RIAs are good for, recall our 
discussion in the first section and the official targets of the considered RIAs.

VI. Conclusion  

Reviewing the theories about regional integration and growth, one finds ambiguous 
predictions with pro and contra arguments for the so-called South-South areas. 
Somewhat, in contrast to the exclusively theory based criticism, Sperlich and Sperlich 
(2011) found empirical evidence for enhanced growth and convergence for the members 
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of these agreements. An argument that may explain the apparent contradiction is that the 
theoretical studies often abstract from conditions other than trade, technological transfer 
or very specific economic factors. As we have seen in Section II, obstacles for economic 
growth and sustainable development in the Southern hemisphere are of political nature 
like stability, infrastructure, and regional coordination. Those are often promoted by 
South-South agreements, and can therefore have a positive impact on growth and 
development (Glaeser, La Porta, Lopez-De-Silanes, and Shleifer 2004). 

Based on empirical evidence, this paper answers quite important question politically, 
on the convergence of income distributions in South-South RIAs. The former papers did 
not say much about the dispersion of income, neither within nor between countries; the 
classical growth model predicts only that if there is beta convergence, then the sigma 
falls or rises what refers only to the convergence of means between countries. As such, 
a mean income (GDP per capita) is a quite limited parameter, our study comprises also 
a parameter of income dispersion, namely the Gini index. We find that inside most 
RIAs, the member states tend to converge in the sense that they become more similar 
concerning their income distributions when looking at inequality and mean. Moreover, 
it turned out that all RIAs succeeded in both reducing the inequality in average and 
convergence towards similar income structures. This contradicts the hypothesis that this 
kind of RIAs may promote growth but also inequality: this is neither the case within nor 
between member states. Maybe surprisingly, the less evident is the sigma-convergence 
which is not confirmed when just taking the pure data. However with figures in Section 
II, we can typically detect a simple explanation such as oil-fields in a member state or 
new entries of poor countries. 

Policy implications are as follows;

• The revision of the individual GDP (per capita) growth paths reveals that the 
negative shocks are mostly provoked by political instability, and that this is 
probably the main stumbling block for the development of the considered countries. 
The second one, again revealed from the careful study of the individual growth 
paths, is the strong dependency on the world market for certain good. In both issues 
South-South-RIAs can significantly help to improve economies. So integration 
agendas should also concentrate on "behind-the-border-issues" like infrastructure 
and institutional projects, not focusing only on trade facilitations. Concerning the 
latter, it is probably rather the bargaining power than the free-trade per se that 
makes South-South-RIAs attractive for their members.
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•  Together with related work, e.g. Sperlich and Sperlich (2011), Sperlich and Sperlich 
(2012), one can conclude from this study that, contrary to many theoretical studies, 
there is empirical evidence that the member countries do economically benefit from 
South-South-RIAs. 

•  Inequality between members is decreasing in almost all RIAs. But it remains 
important to build up efficient compensation mechanisms. 

•  On the other hand, this implicates also that some members benefit much more than 
others, i.e. the benefit is heterogeneous what has already led to dissatisfaction in 
countries that believe to benefit less. This means that compensation mechanisms, 
have to be applied carefully.

•  However, inequality within countries in South-South RIAs is still very high (e.g. 
in Brazil, Central African Rep. and Colombia etc.) - here political measures 
are necessary and urgent as increasing inequality bears the danger of political 
instability.

•  Rationalization of overlapping RIAs in Sub-Sahara-Africa and Asia needs a 
forward-looking integration agenda. We cannot say whether several small or a 
few large RIAs are better for countries but we see that many overlapping RIAs are 
rather hindering than fostering. 

•  More detailed studies are necessary about (a) potential effects of  RIA-
rationalizations, especially in Africa, (b) the heterogeneity of RIA-membership 
effects over the different states in order to deal with the concerns of countries, 
believing they have been disadvantaged.
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Appendices  

Appendix 1. ANDEAN and MERCOSUR

1969 ..... 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2005 2008
Foundation ANDEAN

Oil crises 1979-1980, debt-crisis by high interest policy of industrialized countries

   End of military dictatorships in Brazil and Argentina mid of 80s
National stabilisation programmes as Argentina -Plano Austral

High inflation → Hyperinflation 1988/89 e.g. Brazil, Argentina, Peru

Brady-Bonds & consolidation programmes

Foundation MERCOSUR

Plano Real Argentina & Currency reform

Increasing intra-regional trade

                                   EU-MERCOSUR negotiations
                                                 Crisis in Argentina

Appendix 2. ASEAN

1967 ..... 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2005 2008
Foundation ASEAN

End of Vietnam War and oil crises 1979-1980

   Several new entries as Brunei, Vietnam and Laos Recession in Thailand

Catching up of “Tiger states” like for example Singapore, Thailand

Economic reforms in Vietnam and Laos

                                      Asian Financial Crisis

                          Negotiations for different FTA               

                                                      ASEAN-FTA                                                                                                                              
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Appendix 3. ECOWAS, CEMAC, WAEMU

1960 ..... 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2005 2008
Since 1947 CFA Franc – XAF and XOF 
Independence of West- and Central African states

Foundation of Organization of African Union, later AU
Foundation of the ECOWAS in 1975

Oil-discovery in Gabon in the 70s and in Equatorial Guinea 91
Oil crisis 1979/80

               Liberian Civil War

                                Foundation of the CEMAC and WAEMU

                                                   Civil War Sierra Leone

                                                   Civil War Cote d’Ivoire

                                                     War in Darfur                                                 
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Appendix 4. Log-income dispersion (HP-filtered data) in MERCOSUR & ANDEAN

All Founders ANDEAN

1985 0.4158 0.3074 0.4244

1990 0.4398 0.3194 0.4325

1995 0.4721 0.3584 0.4244

2000 0.4585 0.3709 0.3600

2005 0.4042 0.3643 0.2747

2008 0.3847 0.3750 0.2496

Appendix 5. Log-income dispersion (HP-filtered data) for ASEAN

ASEAN Founders Founders without Singapore

1975 0.6211 0.6884 0.5565

1980 0.6431 0.6853 0.4912

1985 0.7971 0.6755 0.4146

1990 0.8652 0.6763 0.3763

1995 0.8868 0.7147 0.4194

2000 0.8982 0.8042 0.4888

2005 1.0660 0.9866 0.6005

2008 1.1091 1.1115 0.6776
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Appendix 6. Log-income dispersion (HP-filtered data) for West- and Central Africa

CEMAC \EGuinea WAEMU ECOWAS

1975 1.0323 0.4525 0.3881

1980 0.9143 0.4174 0.3733

1985 0.7586 0.3837 0.3601

1990 0.7077 0.3488 0.4351

1995 0.7335 0.3124 0.4742

2000 1.0021 0.2895 0.2895 0.5144

2005 1.2397 0.3127 0.3127 0.5967

2008 1.3140 0.3523 0.3523 0.7126

(Note) \EGuinea indicates that the values after 1995 were calculated without Equatorial Guinea, i.e., when its oil 
boom started.


