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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT
Article History This paper sets out to disprove the German philosopher Hegel's dictum about people learning nothing from history, by looking
Received 08 March 2021 at the lessons to be learned for the African Continental Free Trade Area (AfCFTA) from the European Union’s experience
Accepted 27 August 2021 of regional integration. Since its foundation in 1957, European integration has had a chequered history, with its fair share of
triumphs and setbacks. This paper focuses on the evidence from economic studies and the lessons to be gleaned from the Single
Keywords Market Programme (SMP), which was initiated in 1993 and ushered in the creation of a unified European market. The parallels
AfCFTA are far from perfect: structurally, in the level of development and resources available to support regional integration, there are
European Union major differences between the SMP and the AfCFTA. Nevertheless, this paper highlights nine major lessons for the African
single market programme continent from the SMP, including the scale of benefits to be expected, the role of multinational corporations, the need for an
deep integration effective competition policy and the importance of public buy-in to the process.
© 2021 African Export-Import Bank. Publishing services by Atlantis Press International B.V.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The German philosopher G.W.K. Hegel' once famously said that “the only thing we learn from history is...that we learn nothing from his-
tory? This is one of those dictums which—regrettably—all too often proves to be true. However, there is no need for this to be the case.
In this paper, it is argued that, while accepting that there are limitations to such comparisons—major differences exist in terms of the
respective starting points of the two projects—there are nonetheless important lessons to be gleaned for the African Continental Free Trade
Area (AfCFTA) from the European Union (EU) experience. More specifically, this article will make a comparison between the European
Single Market Programme (SMP), which came into force on 1 January 1993, and the AfCFTA, which entered its implementation stage on
1 January 2021.

Ever since independence, pan-African initiatives have been received with scepticism, both from within the continent and outside. For exam-
ple, in a recent book on African economic development, Cramer et al. (2020:63-65) argue that

“The swell of support for South-South cooperation and initiatives such as the AfCFTA is partly based on a pessimistic view of
possible integration into the wider world economy...while African regional economic integration and greater intra-African trade
may be rhetorically appealing on grounds of economic nationalism or South-South solidarity, as a blueprint for accelerated devel-
opment it is a fantasy—based on exactly the same theories and conditional assumptions as a push for global free trade on compar-
ative advantage grounds.”

Conflating the name ‘Free Trade Area’ with another wave of Washington-inspired liberalization, criticisms have been also voiced that the
AfCFTA is embracing a ‘neo-liberal agenda’ (e.g. Agbakwuru, 2019; Kombo, 2019). Hirschman (1963) once wrote about how Latin America
was afflicted by ‘fracasomania’—the belief that domestic-led initiatives were doomed to failure; it would appear that the African continent
is often similarly stricken by excessive negativism.

Yet criticisms of this nature reflect several key misunderstandings about what the AfCFTA is setting out to achieve. Despite its title, the
AfCFTA is about much more than creating a free trade area—it is about building a framework for much deeper African regional integration
and cooperation, with a view to making the continent economically stronger and more resilient (AU, 2018). It is about boosting the levels of
industrialization, intraregional trade in both goods and services, and investment. In addition, the agreement contains safeguards, including
protocols on competition policy, on investment, on Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) and on the free movement of people and business. In
short, it is about creating a unified continental market that works to the benefit of its citizens (ECA, 2020).
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It is undoubtedly a very ambitious agenda and, as such, its implementation needs to be well informed by both academic research and past
precedent. A major precedent is the EU: since its inception in 1957, the EU has frequently served as a model for other regional organiza-
tions (Schiff and Winter, 2003; Molle, 2016; Lenz, 2018; Juma and Mangeni, 2018). Yet it too has had to contend with cynicism.? A lot of the
internal criticisms spring from genuine disagreements about how the EU project should proceed (James, 2016). For some reason, US-based
economists issue particularly harsh judgments, with the project of monetary union being singled out for especially vehement criticism.’ The
critical voices also cut across political divides, coming from both the political left and right (e.g. Feldstein, 2012; Krugman, 2015; Stiglitz
2020). Rodrik (2017), for instance, claims that

“Today, the [European] Union is mired in a deep existential crisis, and its future is very much in doubt. The symptoms are
everywhere: Brexit, crushing levels of youth unemployment in Greece and Spain, debt and stagnation in Italy, the rise of
populist movements, and a backlash against immigrants and the euro. They all point to the need for a major overhaul of Europe’s
institutions”

There is no denying that the EU project has suffered some severe setbacks—among them, the collapse of the European Exchange Rate
Mechanism in 1992, the ‘Greek’ crisis of 2011 and, most recently, in 2016 the referendum of the UK to leave the EU. The institutions of the
EU are also frequently accused of being in decline, as exemplified by slow decision-making and an excessive bureaucracy, although whether
these arguments are sustainable has been contested (Nugent and Rhinard, 2016).

Yet what surprises many people is the resilience of the idea of a united Europe (Lenz, 2018). Broadly speaking, European citizens are still
attached to many of the freedoms that the EU has bestowed. In a Pew Research (2019) poll held in 2018, a median of 74% of respondents
still believe that the EU promotes peace, and most also think it promotes democratic values and prosperity.* Arguably it is precisely because
the European model of integration can simultaneously celebrate major achievements and needs to address some fundamental flaws that it
makes such an interesting and informative case study. It is a flawed model, but not one without many redeeming features. As a case study on
how to achieve regional integration, then, the EU represents an experience that is unparalleled and impossible to ignore. As a proposition,
it contains many lessons for the AfCFTA, as the continent embarks on the crucial stage of implementation.

A word on the selection of papers for review. The studies in this paper in the main refer specifically to the Single Market period. Otherwise,
the assessment would not compare like with like. Hence the author has tended to ignore excellent studies or reviews like that by Crafts
(2016) or Badinger and Breuss (2004) that cover the period from 1960 to 2000, even although there is significant temporal overlap. In addi-
tion, the paper does not delve into the theory behind the empirical results, but the interested reader can find plenty of relevant literature.”

Some clarifications are also in order about the paper’s analytical scope. It is focused principally on the economic implications and implemen-
tation of the Single Market—beyond flagging the importance of popular support and understanding, it does not delve much into political
dimensions. Yet those political dimensions are difficult to extricate from such discussions. Regional integration is inherently political, with
countries deciding to cede a degree of national sovereignty in exchange for the economic and political benefits stemming from regional
integration.®

There is also an emphasis on reviewing macroeconomic rather than microeconomic papers. There is undoubtedly a wealth of studies to
draw upon. However, because of the vast volume of literature, this review has by necessity been selective, focusing generally on more recent
studies rather than older studies, on the grounds both of more complete data and (presumably) better methodological approaches.”

2. PARALLELS WITH THE SINGLE MARKET PROGRAMME 1992

“Because of the success of the European Union, we are all compelled to unconsciously compare the African experience with
the European experience. We read the European experience in a very teleological sense, in the sense that we assume that
whatever happened in Europe since the Second World War was part and parcel of a deliberate process to build the Europe that we
see today. We interpret every event in the past as if it was a necessary and well thought out activity that led to this integration of
Europe.” Mkandawire (2014:1)

The SMP represented a major acceleration towards the European goal of achieving ‘ever-deeper regional integration. Critics may argue that
the differences between the two projects—the AfCFTA and SMP—are so vast that it renders any comparisons futile, but on reading the main

*See, for instance, Hoffman (1966), Heffernan (2000), Gillingham (2003).

*For example, Feldstein (2012), Krugman (2015).

‘Reflecting the aforementioned crises, however, the same poll reveals that Europeans also tend to describe Brussels as inefficient and intrusive, and believe the EU is out of touch—a median
of 62% say it does not understand the needs of its citizens. More will be said on this matter in Section 3.9 of this paper.

*See inter alia Baldwin and Wyplosz (2016), Flam (2016).

°As Tommaso Padoa-Schioppa, the economist and central banker who played a key role in the birth of the Euro, once wrote: “After experiencing political oppression and war in the first half
of the twentieth century, Europe undertook to build a new order for peace, freedom, and prosperity. Despite its predominantly economic content, the European Union is an eminently political
construct” (cited by Spolarore, 2015). Mkandawire (2014:16) makes a very similar point about the African regional integration: “Bureaucrats, both national and regional, say that we must
depoliticize the debate around regional integration. But regional integration is a political project. When it functions at all, it functions as a political project.

"Thus, although EU Regional Policy had only been in place since 1989, Sala-i-Martin (1996) compared the regional growth and convergence pattern in the EU to that of other federations
that lack a similarly extensive cohesion program and concluded that the EU’s structural policy was a failure. Boldrin et al. (2001) came to similar conclusions. Yet such conclusions are not
only precipitous but require comparability of federations and their regions in all other respects, which is empirically challenging.
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provisions and associated protocols of the AfCFTA, the degree of overlap in terms of objectives is marked. Among the main provisions of
the SMP were:

the removal of border controls (and the attendant delays) for goods transported on land and water;

the liberalization in the provision of services across borders (although the most important measures came later with the so-called
Services Directive);

the establishment of the principle of mutual recognition of national product regulations;
the removal of controls on financial capital movements;

the removed discriminatory rules on direct investment from other member states;
established freedom to reside and work in other member states;

and established a common competition policy (Flam, 2016).

The specific objectives of the AfCFTA, in turn, are spelled out in Article 4 of the agreement, whereby State Parties agree to:

(a) progressively eliminate tariffs and non-tariff barriers to trade in goods;

(b) progressively liberalize trade in services;

(c) cooperate on investment, intellectual property rights and competition policy;

(d) cooperate on all trade-related areas;

(e) cooperate on customs matters and the implementation of trade facilitation measures;

(f) establish a mechanism for the settlement of disputes concerning their rights and obligations; and

(g) establish and maintain an institutional framework for the implementation and administration of the AfCFTA (AU, 2018).

In fact, it could be argued that the most striking differences refer to the initial conditions rather than broad objectives of the two agreements:

The Scale is Different: The EU project evolved gradually, starting with six members and gradually expanding its membership over
the course of six decades. It is now a block of 27 member states and, despite the recent loss of the UK, still has intentions to expand
its membership. The AfCFTA has 54 members signed up—exactly double the number of the EU. In terms of membership alone, this
makes the AfCFTA the world’s largest regional block.?

The Global Economy Has Changed: Since the European SMP was implemented in the 1990s, the global economy has, in many
senses, changed beyond recognition, with the prevalence of global value-chains, the rise of China and India, the rapid emergence of
the digital economy and the heightened importance of services (UNCTAD, 2013; Kaplinsky, 2021). The context is thus very different
now, and economic policies that may have worked effectively during the implementation of the SMP may not prove equally effective
with regard to the AfCFTA.®

The Level of Economic Development Is Much Higher: Going into the SMP, the EU already had a higher level of income per capita,
infrastructure and intraregional trade than that currently prevalent on the African continent. Resources matter for the successful
implementation of any process of regional integration, and the EU has been blessed with enough financial resources to address the
challenges that have inevitably arisen, through creating, inter alia, creating Structural and Cohesion Funds to deal with the problems
of lagging regions. Africa, by contrast, confronts some major financial resource constraints, particularly in the wake of the Covid-19
pandemic.

Previously Established Customs Union: In one important economic aspect, Europe had the advantage that it had already estab-
lished a customs union before embarking on the SMP. The ECC Customs Union was created in 1968 among the original six members
of the then European Economic Community (EEC). For the AfCFTA, although the intention is to move toward the creation of a
continental customs union, at present there is no fixed date for its implementation.

Some of these differences can be laboured, however. For instance, in the early stages of European integration, the so-called ‘periph-
eral’ European economies (Greece, Ireland, Spain, Portugal) exhibited many of the structural characteristics of ‘developing economies),

8Geographically, of course, the difference of scale is enormous. The African continent, at 30.4 million km?, is nearly seven times larger than the European Union (4.5 million km?) and with
much weaker infrastructure for trade. As Mkandawire (2014:5) reminded us, the United States, India, China, Western Europe, Japan all fit into the African continent, “so when you say
‘integrate Africa’, you are saying integrate US, China, India, France.”

°In some senses, the global context may be more propitious to the AfCFTA now than in the 1980s or 1990s. For instance, while the share of intraregional trade in developing and emerging
economies had barely changed between 1960s and 2000 (24% and 27%, respectively), since 2000 it has risen markedly, reaching 42% in 2019 (own calculations, based on IMF DoTs, 2020,
data). Kaplinsky and Kraemer-Mbula (forthcoming) speculate on several reasons for this—including the rapid growth of developing country markets vis-a-vis the sluggish growth of high-
income economies and the fact that the dominance of Chinese-sourced imports into high-income country markets has left little space for exporters from other developing regions, forcing
producers to target sales to neighbouring economies. In addition, the differentiated nature of final consumer markets in low-income countries has tended to give an advantage to firms
from developing countries. All these structural factors have acted to spur the growth of South-South trade and augur well for the AfCFTA.
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Table 1 The scale of ambition — comparing the EU SMP to the AfCFTA™

SMP

AfCFTA

Merchandize trade

Services trade
Intellectual property
Competition policy
Free movement

Monetary union
Financial resources

Full liberalization, Common External Tariff (CET)

Liberalized provision of cross-border services'

European Patent Office formed prior to the SMP (1977)

Predates the SMP, but given greater powers subsequently

Fully established for core members, some constraints on
new members

Only countries signed up to Single Currency

Structural Funds, Cohesion funds. Revenue generated by

implementation of the CET and members’ contributions

‘Substantially all trade’ liberalized, eventual establishment
of CET

Focuses initially on five priority sectors

Under negotiation

Under negotiation

Under negotiation

Eventual objective
Support currently limited to trade facilitation and limited
BoP support under Afreximbank. Plans to boost the 2012

action plan for boosting Intra-African trade

Source: Author’s elaboration.

including low per capita incomes, poor infrastructure, low levels of industrialization, mass outward migration and major governance
issues. One edited volume led by a renowned specialist, Dudley Seers (Seers et al., 1979) on development economics was entitled
‘Underdeveloped Europe: Studies in the European Periphery’.

Even accepting these caveats, this paper nevertheless argues that the European SMP is a helpful exemplar for the AfCFTA. The SMP had a pro-
found impact on the process of EU integration. Not only did it produce a single market with a size close to the US economy, but it also created a
situation whereby further integration became all but inevitable (Sapir, 2011). Embarked upon in 1986, and operative from 1 January 1993, SMP
represented a major step forward for the EU project, in terms of deepening the Common Market to allow for the free movement of capital and
people. The legislative parallels with the AfCFTA, in terms of the main objective of creating a single continental market for goods and services
and the accompanying protocols on free movement, on competition, on investment and intellectual property, are summarized in Table 1.

3. KEY LESSONS LEARNED

In this section of the paper, we will review retrospective empirical studies into the impact of the SMP. These studies provide a guide to the
ballpark gains accruable from the implementation AfCFTA, as well as providing some methodological warnings into the complexity of
assessing potential gains from any regional integration process. The section will also cover reviews of several major institutional and policy
issues which will, in the opinion of this author, require attention if the AfCFTA is to be implemented effectively.

3.1. Lesson #1: Measuring the Welfare Gains from ‘Deep Regional Integration’ is Complex...

“The overall economic verdict is cautiously favourable. Integration has clearly not been a panacea for the Continents
economic ills, as claimed by some of its proponents. But it has bestowed some benefits.” (Boltho and Eichengreen, 2008)

Regional integration is one of those thorny subjects among economists whereby the benefits are often exaggerated by their proponents
and minimized by their detractors. For the non-economist, it can be a minefield to negotiate one’s way through the vast body of literature.
Stressing a belief that ‘trade diversion” will usually outweigh ‘trade creation’ (Viner, 1950), a minority of economists (e.g. Panagariya, 1998;
Bhagwati, 2002) even argue that regional integration is generally damaging to long-term prospects for growth and development, and should
be abandoned in favour of multilateral or unilateral liberalization."

However, as we shall document below, over recent decades there has been a gradual recognition of the value of regional agreements as a
way of catalysing economic growth, trade and investment. This shift in the consensus view is partly the consequence of those agreements
becoming increasingly ambitious in terms of embracing more frequently a ‘deep integration’ agenda (e.g. including investment, labour
mobility and service trade provisions), and also because of the stagnation of the multilateral trading system since the early 2000s (Mattoo
et al., 2020). In the face of growing protectionism globally (Fajgelbaum et al., 2020), the multilateral option may thus no longer be viable.

That said, the truth of the matter is that quantifying the growth benefits from regional integration is a lot more complex than might initially
be anticipated. Ceteris paribus is the chief complicating factor, in the sense it is difficult to separate the benefits derived from integration
from other factors that influence long-term growth performance. For instance, the SMP project coincided with the formation of monetary

10A cautionary note should be made regarding the extent to which this snapshot of European experience fails to reflect a long period of incremental change. For a detailed history of the
gradual development and deepening of European integration, see the collected volume of Jones et al. (2012). For a discussion of the specific provisions of the SMP, see Cowles (2012).
"Although the most important measures came later with the so-called Services Directive in 2006 (Flam, 2016).

12Some empirical evidence exists to support this contention. One early econometric study (de Melo et al., 1993) on 101 countries over the period from 1960 to 1985 failed to find any
significant impact of regional integration on growth. However, the authors of that study noted that this finding should not come as a surprise since trade liberalization was being carried
out multilaterally at the time and benefits were therefore being spread out fairly evenly. Thus there was no apparent effect of membership of a regional block in terms of higher growth for
either the European Community or the European Free Trade Area during the 1960s when intraregional trade was growing rapidly.
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union, culminating in the establishment of the Euro in 1999. An additional consideration in the case of the EU is that its membership has
considerably expanded since the implementation of the SMP—progressive enlargements has meant that empirical studies have the challenge
of dealing with a varying number of member states over time. This obviously complicates the calculation of the benefits derived from the
SMP, as it is difficult to separate the impact derived from the expansion of membership from the impact of membership itself.

On the other hand, the advantage of studying the economic impact of the EU’s SMP programme is not only that it received intense academic
scrutiny but that sufficient time has now passed to do a proper evaluation. Although there are still methodological problems to contend
with, post hoc studies are much more reliable than ex ante assessments.

What we do know is both sobering and encouraging at the same time. Early studies on the potential impact of deepening European inte-
gration showed large variations but the impacts were generally quite modest in magnitude.” Combining both micro- and macroeconomic
approaches to the estimation of potential benefits, the officially commissioned Cecchini Report (Emerson et al., 1988) forecast total static
benefits from removing barriers to trade, technical barriers, economies of scale and greater competition under the SMP ranging from 2.5%
to 6.4% of GDP over the course of a decade. The Commission’s own calculations were framed in the sense of ‘non-Europe’—the cost of
‘doing nothing’ (an approach to the analysis which, incidentally, is worthy of replication for the African continent). Using a Computable
General Equilibrium (CGE) model incorporating increasing returns to scale, changes in price-cost mark-ups and capital stock adjustment,
Harrison et al. (1994) projected that competition and scale effects resulting from the SMP would raise EU GDP by 0.7% and the total impact
on EU GDP would be 2.6%. In addition to this one-off static gain, a flurry of subsequent studies also highlighted the potential of dynamic
gains from the SMP, estimating a permanent GDP growth bonus of between one quarter and nearly 1% point attainable thanks to the higher
income, savings and investment (Baldwin, 1989; Gasiorek et al., 1992; Haaland and Norman, 1992).

With the benefit of hindsight, what do the more recent academic studies show us? Reviewing the available empirical evidence at the time,
Boltho and Eichengreen (2008) concluded that EU GDP was some 5% higher than it would otherwise have been without the establishment
of both the Common Market and the SMP. Using a gravity model, Gil et al. (2008) estimated that the associated GDP gains to date from
the SMP would reach 4.4%, with poorer peripheral countries on average gaining proportionately more than core countries. A more recent
extensive (and presumably much more reliable) ex ante study, using a gravity model, by Mayer et al. (2018) studied the impact of the estab-
lishment of the SMP over the period from 1950 to 2012, and replicated/echoed the results of Gil et al,, i.e. it had increased GDP for member
states on average by 4.4%, although the authors noted quite a large dispersion around the mean, depending on the modelling scenario.'*
These findings were in line with the initial Cecchini Report estimates."?

Nonetheless, Mayer’s study has been disputed in the literature. in’t Veld (2019) looks at both the trade channel (through the elimination of
trade tariffs and reduction in non-tariff barriers), as well as the impact of increased competition (through reduced mark-ups and lowered
prices). The combined impact of these two channels was found to have raised EU GDP by 8-9% on average over the long run (in’t Veld,
2019:803). These findings are larger than both the ex ante estimates reported in the Cecchini report, and the estimates found in Mayer
etal. (2018) and a similar study by Felbermayr et al. (2018).' A more recent contribution to the literature is from Sondermann and Lehtimaki
(2020), using a relatively new methodology called the ‘Synthetic Control Method’ (Abadie and Gardeazabal, 2003) to calculate an explicit
counterfactual to membership of the SMP. They conclude that the SMP raised real GDP per capita by 12-22%, a finding more in line with
the speculative dynamic gains identified by Baldwin (1989).

A final consideration of relevance to current AfCFTA negotiations is the specific role of services sector liberalization in boosting the eco-
nomic gains from the SMP. Services trade liberalization in the EU has lagged far behind the elimination of tariffs in merchandise trade, but
one estimate by Monteagudo et al. (2012) is that it had raised EU GDP by an additional 0.8%. Were services trade integration to be fully
implemented, the same study estimated that the GDP gains would be three times higher than this.

Yet despite the best efforts of macroeconomic and growth economists to measure rigorously the economic benefits of the SMP, they do
nonetheless have to confront one uncomfortable truth: regardless of their findings, it would be difficult to argue that the EU’s macroeco-
nomic performance, as a block, has been stellar subsequent to the SMP’s implementation. Many more academic articles and books talk
about the EU’s growth malaise than its economic dynamism (e.g. Rodrik, 2017; Stiglitz, 2020). Some ascribe this to underlying structural
issues such as adverse demographic trends (Todd, 2003); others because of an inherent lack of competitiveness in certain strategic sectors
of the European economy, with the European Investment Bank (2016:3) claiming that Europe had suffered “a two-decade long decline in
competitiveness”.

*One early econometric study (Landau, 1995) even failed to find any appreciable impact of European Common Market membership on the economic growth of its member countries,
finding no statistically significant difference between the growth of member and non-member economies. The consensus among assessments is generally much more positive. See Crafts
(2016) for a review of earlier studies.

“Pointedly, there was no evidence of smaller or poorer countries being relatively disadvantaged—on the contrary, on average they tended to receive a bigger boost to their GDP than the
larger and richer member states. We will return to this point in Section 3.4.

It is interesting to contrast these results with studies into the economic impact of the North American Free Trade Area (NAFTA), which generally reported much more modest trade and
welfare effects. NAFTA was quite a different proposition to the EU SMP, as it focused exclusively on trade liberalization and did not have a ‘deep integration’ agenda. As Krugman (1993)
pointed out at the time, any benefits from NAFTA were thus likely to be marginal, particularly in terms of job creation, with few studies indicating that NAFTA added much more than
0.1% to US real income. The impact of NAFTA on the Mexican economy has been even more disappointing (Mold and Rozo, 2005), with Weisbrot (2015) noting that growth in Mexico
actually decelerated dramatically during the post-NAFTA period.

!*One possible explanation is the stronger impact on capital accumulation (investment) found in this type of structural macroeconomic model, as well as the additional competitive effect
on firm mark-ups, which added an additional 2% to the GDP effects from lower trade barriers (in’t Veld, 2019:809).
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The counter argument is of course that without the SMP, the EU’s growth performance would have been more disappointing still. Yet another
view would be that the problems have arisen because of policy decisions taken subsequent to the implementation of the SMP: chief among
the potential culprits is the way in which the Euro was introduced. As with all matters associated with European integration, that point has
been hotly debated and contested among economists, with US-based economists generally being much more critical than those in Europe.”

To sum up, the results of all macroeconomic policy analysis crucially depend on the choice of model, the assumptions made and the quality
of the data. To the lay person or someone without a background in this kind of modelling approach, the recognition of these constraints
often results in scepticism towards the whole exercise. Nonetheless, Boltho and Eichengreen’s (2008) conservative assessment probably still
holds: that the growth effects were detectable, but not particularly large, and that some of these growth impacts may well have occurred
even in the absence of the SMP, since underlying economic forces would almost certainly have pushed for freer trade and less regulation in
Europe in any case.

3.2. Lesson #2: But the Trade Impacts are Clearer...

Fortunately, we are on firmer ground when discussing the trade impacts. Ex post empirical analyses of international economic integration
agreements suggest a considerably larger effect of such agreements on members’ trade than typical ex ante CGE models (Bergstrand, 2008).
Indeed, Nilsson (2018:11) makes the crucial point that CGEs are likely to systematically underestimate the gains from regional integration,
particularly for developing countries. As we know from the seminal paper by Hummels and Klenow (2005), the extensive margin (i.e. the
expansion/diversification into new products) accounts for around 60% of the increase in exports of larger economies, rather than the inten-
sive margin (increases in existing export products), something existing trade models are poorly equipped to handle. Kehoe et al. (2017)
note that one of the main such shortcomings of the CGE approach relates to the need to deal with cases where initial levels of trade are low,
especially if trade barriers are prohibitive.

In the previous section we cited a recent extensive (and presumably more credible) ex ante study by Mayer et al. (2018) assessing the impact
of the establishment of the SMP over the period since its formation up until 2012. In their preferred simulation, based on an OLS estimator,
these authors found that the SMP had increased trade between EU members by 109% on average for goods, and 58% for tradable services.
These magnitudes broadly confirmed earlier results by Gil et al. (2008) who also used a gravity model to measure the impact of the different
phases of EU integration on trade, with their results showing that both trade growth between the original member states and successive
enlargements boosted intra-bloc trade. Moreover, their results suggested that the deepening in the integration process led to more trade
creation among members. Using a similar modelling approach, Baier et al. (2008) presented evidence showing that after accounting for
all bilateral and multilateral price changes as a result of liberalization, the (partial) effect of the SMP on members’ trade was larger than in
traditional gravity equations, raising trade by as much as 127-146% after 10-15 years. By contrast, the same authors compute that member-
ship in the European Free Trade Association raised trade only 35%, again driving home the benefits ascribable to a deeper, more ambitious
regional integration agenda.'®

Once again, however, different methodological approaches provide different results. As noted in the previous section, the results of Mayer
et al. have been disputed by in't Veld (2019). Based on the Poisson pseudo-maximum likelihood (PPML) estimator (which corrects for
potential bias related to heteroscedasticity arising through log-linearization and is better able to deal with zeros in product lines where
there is no existing trade), the trade effects are reduced, although they are still significantly positive. The PPML estimator puts more weight
on pairs of countries with large levels of trade and yields a total effect of EU trade integration of 55% for goods and 33% for services.”
A further contribution to this literature is provided by Costinot and Rodriguez-Clare (2014), who undertook a more disaggregated analysis,
introducing multiple sectors and intermediate goods into the modelling. They compute much smaller gains compared with the aforemen-
tioned studies by Baier et al. (2008), Gil et al. (2008) and Mayer et al. (2018)—just a 20.1% increase for total trade and a 34.8% increase in
intermediate goods.”

The larger trade impact is also disputed in an earlier study by Gil et al. (2008), who note that it is difficult to reconcile large trade effects,
based on the OLS estimator, with observed intra- and extra-EU trade flows. In particular, they note that there was little strong evidence of
faster intra-EU15 (i.e. EU with 15 member states) trade growth (due to the SMP: intra-EU15 imports increased by just 40% between 1990
and 2000, while their extra-EU28 imports rose by 60% over the same period. The authors recognize that this discrepancy could partly be
explained by a price rather than a quantitative effect, through lower prices of non-EU imports,* offsetting the effects from stronger trade
integration within the EU. However, it is also conceivable that the large OLS-based trade effects reported in Mayer et al. are mostly driven
by the Central and Eastern European member states that joined since 2004.

1See, for instance, the earlier cited articles by Feldstein (2012), Krugman (2015), Rodrik (2017).

18]t is notable that the studies into the gains from NAFTA, reported earlier, were very wide of the mark in terms of underestimating the rate of export growth between Mexico and the
United States (Kehoe, 2003). Caliendo and Parro (2015) estimate that tariff reductions under NAFTA increased Mexico’s intra-bloc trade by 118%, 41% for the United States and a more
modest 11% for Canada. This divergence—between large trade impacts and only very modest welfare impacts—is worthy of further study. The models did so poorly, in fact, that the
predictions of the models were often negatively correlated with the actual changes observed post-NAFTA (Kehoe et al., 2017).

“One factor in which the models differ is the higher trade elasticity used in trade models. Mayer et al. use an elasticity of 5.03, taken from the preferred value reported in Head and Mayer
(2014). The macro studies on which macro models base their trade elasticities find generally much lower values, as these also capture a (lower) sensitivity to exchange rate changes. in’t
Veld sets the trade elasticity at 3.

»The effect on intermediate goods is amplified under monopolistic competition a la Krugman (1980): rising to an increment of 48.7% when firm heterogeneity is also considered.

2'This result is no doubt driven by the ‘China effect, which has driven down the price of manufactured goods (Kaplinsky, 2005).
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An additional level of complexity is added by the trade impact of the European Monetary Union (EMU). It is not a simple matter to extricate
this impact, partly because of the overlapping implementation periods, but also because not all members of the SMP also signed up to mon-
etary union (including relatively large economies such Denmark, Hungary, Poland, the UK and Sweden). Most trade economists believe
that the existence of a common currency greatly facilitates trade.? Glick and Rose (2016) found that the EMU boosted exports by around
50%. Yet their strong positive result for the ‘net EMU effect’ has been questioned and recent advances in econometric techniques show that
the impact of currency unions on trade may be more uncertain than previously thought. When applying a more advanced gravity model
using the PPML estimator to more than 200 countries trading over a long time frame (65 years), Larch et al. (2018) find that the benefits of
possessing a common currency are a lot less compelling. Most relevant for this review, their estimates for the Euro effect are economically
small and statistically insignificant.”®

To sum up, there is a clear consensus that the SMP has positively impacted on intraregional trade in the EU, but the range of estimates is
large—from around 20% to as high as 146%. Moreover, by contrast to the shallow integration achieved for Canada, Mexico and the United
States within NAFTA, extraregional trade growth was in fact greater than intraregional trade growth in the EU. This has an especial rele-
vance for the African continent, where the objective of the AfCFTA is not only to increase intra-African trade but also raise the continent’s
competitiveness and capacity to export vis-a-vis the rest of the world. The EU experience suggests this is an achievable goal.** However,
given the acute infrastructural deficits on the African continent, it is clear that to produce similar results a lot of efforts will need to be made
in trade facilitation.”® We will come back to this point at the end of this paper.

3.3. Lesson #3: Deep Regional Integration is a Long-Term Goal

The African continent is understandably in a hurry—its aspirations for establishing a unified continental market can be traced back at least
to the Abuja Treaty of 1991 (Juma and Mangeni, 2018). At that time, the economic and political circumstances in Africa were arguably not
propitious to embark on such an ambitious programme—it was a period characterized by structural adjustment, low commodity prices and
a peak in civil unrest and conflicts across the continent, so much so that the 1980s and 1990s are often considered in developmental terms
as ‘lost decades’ (Mkandawire and Soludo, 1998).

Two decades later, after a period of prolonged economic growth, the continent now seems intent on moving ahead with the regional inte-
gration agenda as rapidly as possible. Africa is also better placed now for successfully effecting such a change, because its productive base
is much more developed, with a significant, if still insufficient, economic diversification into newer, high value-added sectors (McKinsey
Global Institute, 2010). When the AfCFTA came into force on 1 January 2021, countries that had already deposited their ratifications (cur-
rently 36 of them) started implementation, with a linear reduction in their existing intra-African tariffs on 90% of tariff lines. The ultimate
objective is the liberalization of 97% of tariff lines, but this will take a slightly longer time frame—for non-Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) a decade, and for LDCs, 13 years (Table 2).

Some observers take these timelines as evidence that the continent is not yet ready for the AfCFTA (e.g. Pilling, 2020), yet it is often not
realized the extent to which building a regional market is a long-term project. The reduction in transaction costs involved in border formal-
ities is often more important to trade than customs duties but eliminating these costs can be a complex process; it took 11 years from the
establishment of the EEC in 1957 to establish a customs union and, as Schiff and Winters (2003:72) remind us, it took until the mid-1990s
to get close to having ‘invisible borders’ between a subset of its members.

Moreover, not all member states implemented at the same pace. By 1997, 4 years into the Single Market, nearly 30% of directives were
not yet implemented by at least one member state and a number of the original 279 measures had not even been adopted by the Council
of Ministers (Phelps, 1997:3). While in clear cases the Commission (backed by the European Court of Justice) started infringement

Table 2 Schedule for the elimination of tariffs under the AfCFTA

Tariff reductions
For non-sensitive products For sensitive products For excluded products
Country classification ~ Developing countries Fully liberalized over 5 years Fully liberalized over 10 years No cut
(linear cut) (linear cut)
Least developed countries Full.y liberalized over 10 years FI:IHY liberalized over 13 years No cut
(linear cut) (linear cut)

Source: Adapted from ECA (2020).

*Mason and Patillo (2005) review these arguments and evidence related to the African continent.

#De Sousa (2013) argues that the importance of a common currency for trade has generally fallen over time due to increased globalization, with the surprising lack of an EMU effect being
part of a broader trend.

#One final caveat is that it is important to take into account the extent to which the EU’s aggregate external competitiveness and trade performance has hinged on the German economy.
This has, according to many analysts (e.g. Bernanke, 2015) been at the root of some significant macroeconomic imbalances both within the EU and globally.

»The World Bank (2020) impact analysis of the AfCFTA stresses how much the final outcome in terms of trade growth and welfare benefits will be dependent on accompanying trade
facilitation measures. Their simulation results suggest that such benefits could be multiplied by a factor of 3 by ambitious trade facilitation.
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procedures, in the first years of the Single Market the number of unimplemented or partially implemented directives remained high
(Sondermann and Lehtimaiki, 2020).

Two decades after its official completion, the EU internal market was still not fully established. Reflecting on the 25 years since the instiga-
tion of the SMP, in 2012 Italian economist Monti produced a report for the European Commission that laid out in clear terms the ‘missing
links’ and ‘bottlenecks’ In many areas, the report concluded, the Single Market existed on paper but in practice multiple barriers and regula-
tory obstacles continued to fragment intra-EU trade and hamper economic initiative and innovation. These included persistent barriers in
product and services markets, but also in the areas of digital and capital markets and banking unions. In the services sector, Monti (2010:53)
drew attention to the fact that

“Services markets remain strongly fragmented with only 20% of the services provided in the EU having a cross-border
dimension. As a result, the productivity gap between the US and the Euro area remains much wider than acceptable (about 30%)”

In sum, all of this should serve as a reminder that profound and lasting processes of regional integration take time to set up and implement.
The AfCFTA is no different. But as long as there is persistence in efforts to implement the agreement, over the course of a decade it should
profoundly change the way the continent does business and trades internally.

3.4. Lesson #4: Regional Integration does not Necessarily Lead to Unequalizing Outcomes

All countries wish to gain from regional integration, but in general the outcome most sought after is that the least developed countries gain
the most. Many regional integration agreements start with considerable differences in wealth levels among participating countries. At their
beginnings, the ratio of per capita income between the richest and the poorest member country was 4 for the Andean Community, 5 for
Mercosur, 7 for NAFTA and about 100 for ASEAN (between Singapore and Laos) (Molle, 2016:394).

What can be expected from the AfCFTA? Initial per capita income differences are very large on the continent, with the per capita income
of the poorest country (Burundi) being 67 times smaller than that of the richest (Seychelles) in 2019.% Most modelling exercises into the
impact of the AfCFTA do not reveal any tendency toward divergence under the AfCFTA—on the contrary, while larger members benefit
more in absolute terms, smaller, poorer economies tend to gain more proportionately (Mevel and Karingi, 2012; Abrego et al., 2020; World
Bank, 2020). Yet one of the abiding concerns in any regional integration agreement is that some members will lose out.”

The theoretical perspectives on this are once again inconclusive. Schiff and Winters (2003:70) claim that, from a developing country per-
spective, “the same basic forces...mean that regional integration between rich countries causes their incomes to converge, whereas integration
between poor ones causes divergence.” Their argument is based on the premise that North-South Agreements allow low-income economies
to specialize more in sectors where they have a comparative advantage, along Heckscher-Ohlin lines, in primary commodities, agriculture
and low-tech manufacturing. This then allows the higher-income partner to specialize on more technologically advanced sectors in manu-
facturing and services. For South-South Agreements like the AfCFTA, by contrast, Schiff and Winters argue there is little scope for rising
specialization and hence few mutual gains from integration.?

Such arguments are the product of a static, rather than a dynamic, approach to comparative advantage (Lin and Chang, 2009) and are not
necessarily borne out by the empirical evidence (see, inter alia, te Velde, 2011; Santos-Paulino et al., 2019).% It should also be stressed that
Schiff and Winter’s argument partly hinges on the extent to which there is a dichotomy between ‘North-North’ integration, based on ambi-
tious goals of ‘deep integration, aiming to eliminate all barriers to the movement of goods, services, people and capital, and the perceived
‘shallow integration of South-South regional blocks (Schiff and Winter, 2003:115). Such arguments do not really apply to the AfCFTA, as it
also is aiming, like the EU, at a high degree of integration, including the liberalization of investment flows, services, free movement, and the
eventual establishment of a customs union and common currency.

What can Europe’s experience tell us about the likelihood of equalizing economic forces predominating over unequalizing ones? Historically,
the EU integration narrative has been based on the argument that deeper economic integration would inevitably lead to faster income
convergence (Sapir, 2011; Alcidi, 2019). Yet at the beginning of the process of establishing the SMP, the European Commission had an uphill
struggle to convince citizens and EU member states, particularly on the periphery (e.g. Greece, Spain, Portugal and Ireland), to fully support
its implementation. Echoing contemporary concerns in Africa that the lion’s share of benefits from the AfCFTA will accrue to continent’s
largest economies, the peripheral countries were worried about the consequences of opening their weaker national markets to the high-
productivity firms of northern Europe (Amin and Tomaney, 1995; Mold, 2000). There were widespread fears that the forces of divergence
would be stronger than those of convergence within the block, leading to a difficult adjustment to slower growth, an inability to compete
and a corresponding loss of employment.

*With per capita incomes measured at market exchange rates and current prices.

?Although there were many other contributory factors, the first iteration of the East African Community, for instance, collapsed in 1977 against a backdrop of concerns that Kenya,
the most developed country in the block was gaining disproportionately from the integration process. Similarly, since the inception of the AfCFTA, some people express their concerns
that the African market will be dominated by players from the larger countries (Egypt, Nigeria and South Africa), leaving smaller countries vulnerable to economic domination and
marginalization.

#A similar argument is made by Venables (2003).

#The latter study (Santos-Paulino et al., 2019) does find, however, that while both income convergence and poverty are positively impacted in developing countries by efforts toward
regional integration, there are regional differences, with the impact being strongest in developing Asia, followed by Latin America.



A. Mold / Journal of African Trade 8(2) 115-132 123

These concerns germinated, intellectually speaking, in the form of the ‘New Economic Geography’ (Krugman, 1991a; Venables, 2007),
whereby it was posited that, as countries specialize to reap the gains of trade integration, there could be an increasing agglomeration of
production and concentration of income in higher-income countries. This outcome was contingent on a combination of the three principal
variables: the prevalence of scale economies, the degree of market density and the geographic distance from core markets, as well as the
external economies (or spillovers) arising from co-location of industries in industrial hubs (Fujita et al., 1999). The stylized facts seemed to
initially lend some credence to this view—whereas during the 1970s, the distribution of industries across European countries became more
similar, in the following two decades (and coinciding with the implementation of the SMP) there was increasing divergence, suggesting
growing specialization. Between 1980-83 and 1998-2001 all countries except the Netherlands experienced an increase in specialization in
their industrial structure (Venables, 2007:42).

Yet in retrospect it seems that convergence and ‘centripetal’ forces have tended to dominate over divergence and centrifugal forces.
Econometric results cited earlier (Gil et al., 2008; Mayer, 2018; Sondermann and Lehtimaki, 2020) have tended to show that, in terms of eco-
nomic growth, smaller countries benefited more from deeper regional integration in Europe. Between 1980 and 2000, European economic
integration was accompanied by falling inequality between countries (although not within countries) (Puga, 2001; Venables, 2007).*° There
are some additional theoretical reasons why this should be the case. For one thing, trade liberalization allows smaller economies to gain
through access to the larger market (Scitovsky, 1960). But also, as stressed by Sondermann and Lehtiméki (2020), by establishing a common
market, smaller economies get access to production factors, such as capital and high-skilled labour, from other EU partner countries. Due
to the expectation of higher marginal returns, incentives for investment and migration increase.

More recent trends in income convergence across the EU add some complexity to this picture, however, and highlight three different
patterns (Alcidi, 2019): first, a strong average convergence across member states since the turn of the century, essentially driven by the
dynamics of faster growing newer Eastern European members; secondly, many Southern regions, both in old and new EU member states,
struggle to keep pace with the rest of the EU. This is particularly true since the 2008-9 financial crisis, when austerity policies in Greece,
Spain and Italy led to extremely high levels of public debt and unemployment, rising to 25% of the working population.*' Finally, in the case
of Eastern European member states, a very pronounced trend has existed toward internal income divergence. What is driving these new
trends is a salient point, and beyond the scope of the present paper, but it is probably related as much to domestic policies and countries’
differing abilities to recover from the 2008-9 financial crisis as it is to do with the EU’s regional policies.*> That said, as noted earlier, a lot
of criticisms have been voiced over the Eurozone’s post-crisis monetary and fiscal policy and whether this could have been handled better
(Stiglitz, 2020; Weisbrot, 2015; Varoufakis, 2015).

Regardless of the emerging complexity of trends in income convergence, one reason why Europe may have been relatively successful in
the initial stages of the SMP in mitigating any centrifugal forces was that it was able to effect fiscal transfers to poorer members. Prior to
the SMP, in the mid-1970s, Community expenditure on regional policy constituted just 5% of the total budget, but by the beginning of the
2010s, this figure is closer to 36%, making cohesion the second most important category of expenditure after the Common Agricultural
Policy (Hodson, 2012:496). Although still small in absolute terms,” for some member states (particularly Ireland, but also for Greece and
Portugal) these funds represented a significant complement and helped them build their infrastructure. Major increases in infrastructural
spending were facilitated by the establishment of EU Structural and Cohesion Funds in 1975 and 1994, respectively. Thanks largely to EU
structural funds, for instance, Spain’s spending on its train network (the AVE) and Portugal’s road networks were improved immeasurably
during the 1990s and early 2000s compared with before the SMP. Greece saw large improvements in highways and ports. It has been esti-
mated that EU support accounted for almost 15% of total investment in Greece in the 1994-99 period, for around 14% in Portugal, 10% in
Ireland and 6% in Spain (European Commission, 2001). Barry et al. (2001) discuss how structural funds contributed to facilitating Ireland’s
‘economic miracle’ so that, whereas in the early 1990s Ireland was one of the poorest countries within the EU, by the mid-2000s, it had
become a relatively high-income country, with a per capita income significantly higher than in the UK.**

To sum up, while full income convergence was never a realistic objective (Alcidi, 2019), it may be concluded that fears of regional integration
driving economic divergence have not been well founded in the European case. There are divided opinions among academics about the
degree to which any convergence was due to the active policy of the EU.** To some extent, these arguments about the effectiveness of regional
policy in mitigating any unequalizing forces may be somewhat academic in the case of the African continent. Despite its resource wealth,
in terms of per capita income the African continent is still a poor one. Thus, while the EU was able to effect fiscal transfers to poorer and

*Nonetheless, by the turn of the century, about 25% of citizens of the EU still lived in regions below 75% of the average EU income. Unemployment rates in the 10 subnational regions with
the highest unemployment were more than twice the EU-wide average (Puga, 2001).

*!In Spain, half of all young people became unemployed in the aftermath to the financial crisis (Jenkins, 2018).

*There is, however, a school of thought that puts the blame for the inability of some nations to escape from economic crisis and structurally high unemployment squarely at the door of the
Euro project and the way it was implemented (Varoufakis, 2015; Wiesbrot, 2015).

»Begg (1995) reminded readers that although increasing in scale, Structural Funds still only amounted to less than 0.5% of EU GDP, paling in comparison with public spending of member
states, which accounted for between 40% and 60% of GDP. He concluded that “because the available resources have to be thinly spread, EU policies as at present constituted cannot realistically
be expected to play a major role in promoting regional convergence” (Begg, 1995:121).

*There are several important caveats to this achievement. Firstly, Irish real incomes are not as high as they initially appear because of the intensive profit-shifting activities of multinational
companies based in Ireland that are attracted by the country’s low corporate tax rates. As a consequence, the Irish economy stands out in terms of the gap between GNI and GDP per
capita: by 2011, Eurostat figures showed that GDP per capita was 25% higher than GNI. Secondly, the Irish economy was hit extremely hard by the 2008-9 financial crisis, with GDP
declining by 14% by 2011 and growth resuming only in 2015, reflecting an underlying degree of fragility in the ‘Celtic Tiger’

*For a survey of the empirical evidence, see Combes and Overman (2004), Schelkle (2012), Jones (2012) and Flam (2016).
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smaller new members, transfers will inevitably be more modest in the case of the African continent. One positive development at the Fourth
Meeting of the AfCFTA Council of Minister in February 2021 was an agreement to establish an AfCFTA Adjustment Facility, with a resource
base of US$ 7.7 billion over the next 10 years. The objective is to cushion African governments from the AfCFTA-induced fiscal losses and
allow all countries and their private sectors to make smooth adjustments to the AfCFTA. Nonetheless, embracing other approaches to sup-
porting poorer member states during the implementation period will still be necessary.*

3.5. Lesson #5: Disputes are Inevitable during Implementation—and Need Managing

In much of the media, periodic trade disputes in Africa are often taken as evidence that regional agreements will not work, as they will not
be properly implemented and respected by the trading partners.” Yet in fact such disputes are commonplace in all regional blocks. The EU
experience is replete with examples of clashes of this kind. Trade in agricultural produce in Europe was periodically a focus for disputes. In
1990, for instance, French farmers attacked trucks carrying imported cattle, lamb and meat, with British, Dutch and German truckers saying
they felt terrified even to drive through France (Greenhouse, 1990). Such visceral conflicts persisted for a considerable period of time.*
Moreover, disputes have gone beyond merchandise trade and have included confrontations in areas like financial services and investment
where some member states accused others of unfair competition and that the European market was not a ‘level playing field’ (see Ramsey,
1995; Mold, 2000).

The quarrels have not been only cross-border in nature. The EU has often been vexed in terms of the policies of its member states towards
third parties. This is well illustrated by the EU’s experience over non-tariff barriers on trade with non-member countries. For example,
in 1983 the French government threatened controls on imports of videocassette recorders from Japan. Similarly, in 1988 France and Italy
sought protection from Korean and Taiwanese footwear and were allowed national Voluntary Export Restraints—the EU authorities essen-
tially accepting the adoption of national trade policies despite their mission to create a Single European Market. The impasse was eventually
overcome by extending the policy towards imports from Korea and Taiwan to the whole of EU. According to Alan Winters (1997:904), the
EU has thus been forced into a position whereby at times it has adopted policies based on those of the most protectionist members and
propagated them over the whole EU.

Similar issues are already raising their head on the African continent, with, for instance, differing interpretations as to the wisdom of indi-
vidual member states signing up to trade deals with third parties during the implementation period of the AfCFTA; the case of Kenya, for
instance, which has recently been negotiating bilateral trade agreements with both the United States and the UK. In principle, of course,
this should not represent an excessive problem if rules of origin are applied effectively. Although there are ambitions to move toward a
continental-wide customs union, the AfCFTA is currently a free trade area, and hence allows individual member states to reach agreements
with third party trading partners. However, the liberal application of rules of origin significantly raises the cost of trade and, at a time when
countries are trying to prime the intra- African component in trade, it is important that member states align their policy toward third parties
as far as possible. To conclude, the lesson from the EU example in this domain is that trade disputes will be inevitable between AfCFTA
signatories but need to be dealt with as expeditiously as possible in order to maintain the coherence and integrity of the continental market.

3.6. Lesson #6: The Business Community must Play a Major Role in AfCFTA Implementation

“Today there are African businessmen and women interested in regional markets... The failure to bring on board these interests
is tantamount to a performance of Hamlet without the prince. We are talking here as bureaucrats and academics, and the actual
big actors are not involved. And we don’t fully understand what their interest is.” Mkandariwe (2014:14)

An extremely important lesson coming from the European experience is the pivotal role of private sector actors. The establishment of the SMP
was essentially driven by business interests. It has even been argued (Cowles, 2012:112) that a key transnational business organization—the
European Roundtable of Industrialists (ERT)—encouraged the European Commission to support a single market initiative in the first place.
In fact, the ERT’s creation marked the first time that major companies openly mobilized to influence the regional integration agenda, issuing
a memorandum entitled ‘Foundations for the Future of European Industry, calling on political action to create a unified European market.

Throughout the period of negotiations, the business sector continued to be instrumental in pushing the SMP agenda forward. In January
1985, the Chief Executive Officer of Philips, Wisse Dekker, unveiled a plan ‘Europe 1990} before 500 commission and industry officials in
Brussels. The ‘Dekker Plan’ laid out steps in four key areas: the elimination of border formalities, the opening up of public procurement
markets, the harmonization of technical stands, and fiscal harmonization to create a European market within 5 years. Just a few days later,

*Abrego et al. (2020:28-29) provide a good discussion of measures that African governments could take to mitigate any negative distributional impacts arising from the creation of a
continental market under the AfCFTA, including (1) improving the functioning of product markets; (2) improving the flexibility of the labor market; (3) enhancing social protection
programs; and (4) encouraging greater investment and innovation.

’See, for instance, Anyanzwa (2019) on repeated trading disputes between Kenya and Uganda, despite both being founding members of the East African Community.

*As recently as 2011, farmers from Southern France stopped lorries carrying Spanish fruit and vegetables across the Spanish border and destroyed all the produce. As a reaction, Catalan
farmers threat to block French vehicles returning to France (ACN, 2011).
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the new Commission President, Jacques Delors, announced the Commission’s intention to create a single market by 1992. As Delors himself
noted, the SMP came about “thanks to many people and actors in what became a process ... the 1992 process. And I must admit the business
actors mattered; they made a lot of it happen” (Cowles, 2012:114).

For the African continent, some key business sector organizations have similarly expressed their enthusiasm for the AfCFTA (e.g.
Afrochampions, East African Business Council). Some prominent businesspeople have also made public pronouncements about the poten-
tial of a unified continental market under the AfCFTA. But awareness about the AfCFTA is still relatively limited among the broader busi-
ness community,* who are far from being in the driving seat regarding moving the agenda forward. This is something that needs to change.
As noted earlier, Mkandawire (2014:14) stressed “the failure to bring on board these interests is tantamount to a performance of Hamlet
without the prince”.

3.7. Lesson #7: Large Firms are Major Drivers of Regional Integration Processes

African businesses are predominantly very small, with Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) said to account for 95% of all African firms
(Cramer et al., 2020:67). Many analysts argue that ‘SMEs are central to wealth creation by stimulating demand for goods, investment and
trade’ in Africa, through their contribution to job creation, their discovery of new markets, and their capacity for innovation. In the public
discourse on the AfCFTA, some observers are putting SMEs centre stage (e.g. Vir, 2021).%

This may be mistaken. For solid reasons, smaller firms tend not to trade—they are unable to reap advantages of scale economies, are often
understandably risk adverse and cannot confront the fixed costs related to trade across borders. By contrast, precisely because of the inten-
sity of their cross-border transactions, larger firms already with a regional presence have potentially a major role in integrating markets
within a regional block (Thomsen and Woolcock, 1993; Blomstrom and Kokko, 1997).

It is often not fully appreciated the extent to which global trade is driven by such multinational corporations. Multinational enterprises are
responsible for around 80% of global trade, and half of that is intracompany trade (i.e. transactions between affiliates and/or the parent com-
pany) (UNCTAD, 2013). The implications are clear—any regional project that has, as a goal, to raise both intraregional trade and investment
needs to count on the cooperation of large firms and multinationals as drivers of the integration process. There is a political economy angle to
this too: as noted above, large companies were particularly instrumental in pressuring for reform within the EU and driving the SMP process.

Multinationals are often feared because of their intrinsic market power. We noted earlier the economic geography literature and concerns
that the SMP could catalyse a concentrating effect of regional integration, as firms rationalized their production and shifted their prefer-
ences in terms of the way they chose to serve their core markets (Krugman, 1991b; Venables, 2007). Krugman’s arguments are particularly
pertinent to multinational firms, with an initial presence in many markets, but with a strong rationale to reorganize their productive and
marketing operations as barriers to trade and transactions decline under regional integration.

Nonetheless, as noted in Section 3.4, fears of a growing concentration of economic activity by multinationals were not substantiated in the
case of the European SMP. On balance most companies did not opt to relocate their operations closer to the larger higher income markets
and instead often ended up decentralizing some of their productive functions to take advantage of lower costs in the European periphery.
The reasons were tied up with the fact that scale economies are rarely so prevalent, distance costs remain stubborn, and different industries
inevitably adopt different strategies for serving the integrated market (Mold, 2000; 2003).

However, what is clear is the initial incentive that deeper regional integration gave to Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) inflows within the
Single Market. The European Commission (1998) found that intra-EU FDI rose more rapidly than investment outside the EU following the
introduction of the SMP. Germany and the UK, typically the two largest outside FDI investors in the EU, switched their investment from
the United States to the EU, beginning in the late 1980s (Schiff and Winter, 2003:120). Not only did the Single Market induce greater intra-
regional FDI, it also made member countries more attractive to investment from US, Japanese and other third-country firms (Motta and
Norman, 1996; Mold, 2000).*" Even before the coming into force of the SMP, the European Commission (1998) noted that the EU’s share of
worldwide inward FDI flows increased from 28% to 33% during 1982-93.

However, the Commission’s early evaluations have to be tempered by the fact that the impetus given to greater FDI inflows by the SMP—
very notable in the 1990s up until the mid-2000s—was not sustained, and eventually declined to more ‘normal’ levels (Dellis et al., 2017).
The figures also must be put in the context of a global surge in FDI in the 1990s and early 2000s—measured as a share of the global total of
FD], after peaking in 1991, when the EU15 were responsible for around half of global FDI totals and declining thereafter.*? In his review of
the evidence, Flam (2016:64) is quite categorical on this matter, arguing that “there is no empirical evidence that the Single Market Program
has stimulated FDI between EU countries more than FDI from outside countries”

*One business sector survey carried in Rwanda by Vanguard (2020) found that while 90% of firms likely to trade under the AfCFTA saw it as an opportunity for their business to grow,
only 30% of firms actually believed they had a good understanding of the agreement.

"According to Page and Soderbom (2015), some of this is the consequence of a donor-led discourse which glorifies the role of SMEs, at the expense of considering wider issues related to
the underlying drivers of competitiveness.

Motta and Norman (1996) argue that the higher FDI from Asia may have also been a consequence of the stricter application of antidumping legislation in the EU beginning about 1985.
“Tariff-jumping FDI of this kind is indeed a major incentive for investment by external investors.

]t should be noted that later peaks in the EU share of global FDI were partly product of the expanded membership of the EU, shifting from the 15 members of the EU in 1995 to 28
members by 2019.
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The conclusion from the data would seem to be that processes of deep integration can indeed provide a stimulus to greater FDI, but that
stimulus does not last indefinitely. In global terms, the most robust determinants of FDI are still market size and income—and, on that score,
as the world’s largest integrated market, the EU conserves some intrinsic advantages.*’ A lack of investment in productive assets is perhaps
one of the binding constraints for African countries. This is often the product of excessively small market size. The AfCFTA will remove that
constraint—something that should in principle benefit most some of the continent’s smaller economies.

To sum up, the European experience does indeed show that deep regional integration can provide a significant, if temporary, boost to FDI
inflows. Of course, outside a few select sectors (e.g. banking, automobile manufacturer, cement), the firms that will have a truly continental
reach will be few and far between. Most companies are likely to have a regional base and still focus on their sub-regional markets. And if only
from a balance of payments perspective,* it is to be hoped that the majority of that investment will be intra-African in nature. This would
surely be one of the most effective ways of increasing the degree of connectivity between African economies.

3.8. Lesson #8: Competition Policy and Consumer Protection are Essential

The extent to which the African market is profitable is often not sufficiently appreciated. According to the IMF (2019), average firm profitability
in sub-Saharan African countries is significantly higher (by 10-20%) compared with other emerging market and developing economies. Firm
mark-ups are also about 11% higher in sub-Saharan African countries relative to other countries at a similar level of development, thereby
implying a lower degree of competition. It has long been recognized that measures of concentration (reflecting firms’ market power) in manu-
facturing sectors in large developing countries are typically between 50% and 100% higher than in developed countries (Rodrik, 1988).

Mold and Atsin (forthcoming) note that in 2017 the largest 387 firms in Africa, ranked by sales, recorded a total of US$ 41.5 billion in prof-
its, reflecting an average return on sales of 8.4%. More impressive still was the average profitability (expressed as reported profits as a share of
total sales) of the largest African firms—the top 100 most profitable firms reported an average profitability of 29.5%—a level of profitability
around three times higher than that reported by the S&P 500 in the same year. The services sector, in particular, seems to be particularly
lucrative, with high rates of return reported in sectors like ICT, distribution and banking (ECA, 2020).

High rates of return are a double-edged sword—they provide of course a strong incentive to investors, but usually reflect high barriers to
entry, a lack of market competition and high prices for consumers. In principle, by combining markets, regional integration makes it pos-
sible to reduce monopoly power, as firms from different countries are brought into more intense competition with each other (Schiff and
Winters, 2003:49). This is precisely one of the main channels through which welfare benefits are generated for consumers through regional
integration. Making sure that the benefits do not accrue solely to producers and traders but materialize in the form of reduced prices for
consumers is fundamental if the AfCFTA is to be a success. The findings of several past studies (Raff and Schmitt, 2009; Francois and
Wooton, 2010) suggest that there are risks that the gains from trade liberalization in merchandise goods can lead to higher concentration
and oligopolistic pricing in the retail or transport sectors. In other words, some services sectors could effectively hijack the gains from
greater trade derived from the AfCFTA if they are also not sufficiently competitive (Francois and Hoekman, 2010:652).

On this point, the European experience is particularly instructive. The SMP has been accompanied by competition policies that have on
occasions displayed their legislative teeth. The European Commission has considerable powers to investigate suspected abuses of EU com-
petition law and prohibit anti-competitive practices. Most famously, the Commission has the right to make on-site inspections without
prior warning (which the media often call ‘dawn raids’). It does this by issuing injunctions against firms. To back up these demands, the
Commission has the right to impose fines on firms found guilty of anti-competitive conduct. The fines vary according to the severity of the
anti-competitive practices, with a maximum of 10% of the offending firm’s worldwide turnover (Baldwin and Wyplosz, 2015).

What is the evidence of the effectiveness of these policies? As expected, price dispersion—a good indicator of the degree of integration and
competition within a unified market—decreased across the EU under the influence of increased competition: the EU’s price dispersion
index declined by one third between 1993 and 1996 and by one fifth between 1995 and 2000 (EC, 2001). In some European countries, for
instance, prices of international and national long-distance calls fell by 30% or more, with price declines of mobile phone services being
particularly significant.* In fact, the European telecommunications sector provides a good example where liberalization actually boosted
total output, improved the product range, reduced prices and supported net job creation.* Although employment in some sectors may have
initially been reduced because the former monopolists had to rationalize activities due to greater regional competition, it has been argued
that these losses were more than compensated by the creation of employment by new entrants into the sectors (Molle, 2016).

“This is precisely one of the advantages that the UK has lost with Brexit, with many investors previously using the UK as a platform to access the wider European market. It has been
estimated (Bruno et al., 2021) that UK FDI will decline by 37% post-Brexit.

“FDI almost inevitably has a long-term negative impact on the current account, as profit repatriation exceeds the size of the original investment, as investors seek to derive income from
their investments. For a discussion of the related issues, see Dunning and Lundan (2008:471).

*However, Molle (2016:100) notes prices for local calls (a market still dominated by the former monopolists) had scarcely decreased at all.

“Note that just three decades ago, the European telecommunications sector was completely dominated by national—often state-owned—companies. It was commonly considered by
policymakers that these sectors represented ‘natural monopolies. Yet both regulatory and technological developments have completely changed the situation. Networks for cable television
or electricity distribution can be used for telecommunication services, while satellites offer even more versatility. In view of these changed circumstances, national monopolies were often
no longer considered tenable.
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In aggregate, it is estimated that the competition channel added an additional 2% to the GDP effects of the SMP (in’t Veld, 2019:809).
However, the degree of integration of markets has clearly been uneven. In a review of the empirical evidence of the impact of the SMP on
firm mark-ups, Badinger (2007) found that reductions were found for aggregate manufacturing and construction. By contrast, mark-ups
had gone up in most service industries since the early 1990s, confirming the weak state of the Single Market for most services and suggesting
that defensive anti-competitive strategies had emerged in some EU service industries.

The conclusion would seem to be that in matters of competition policy, the AfCFTA Secretariat will need to be empowered and carry a big
stick. Whether the AU member states are prepared at present to countenance such a situation and concede a degree of sovereignty in these
matters is a matter of conjecture, but it is a logical corollary of creating a unified continental market. Integration can only confer substantial
institutional benefits if real authority is delegated to central institutions (de Melo et al., 1993:37).

There is one final nuance to this lesson. The European experience suggests that it is probably wiser to avoid institutional regulatory over-
reach in the beginning and start by formulating common competition policies with respect to only the most extreme cases (monopolies,
state aids). But there will still be a need to make sure that the liberalization of markets under the AfCFTA is not distorted by so-called behind
the border measures. For instance, a company that has a strong position in its domestic market may be able to accumulate the financial buf-
fers it needs to compensate for losses incurred by dumping its products on the markets of neighbour countries. In such cases, there is clearly
a need for effective anti-dumping or competition policy.”

3.9. Lesson #9: The Importance of Keeping the General Public Well Informed

One final lesson from the European experience for the AfCFTA is the importance of keeping the general public well informed about the
integration process. As Hobolt (2012:716) notes, for decades European citizens were viewed as largely irrelevant to the process of integra-
tion. But the times when elites could pursue European integration with no regard to public opinion are long gone. As the EU has evolved
from an international organization primarily concerned with trade liberalization to an economic and political union with wide-ranging
competences, public opinion has become more important. At no time in the EU’s history has the importance of public opinion become more
evident than during the campaign of Brexit. Arguably, the poor level of knowledge among the British public about what membership of the
EU entails and the benefits it confers was partly responsible for Brexit.*

The current state of public opinion across the EU shows some worrying trends (Figure 1). While in most countries the majority of the popu-
lation still has a generally favourable view of the EU (with a median level of positive views at 62%), on a wide range of issues with regards to
how the EU has handled economic and social issues such as economic management, Brexit and migration, public opinion is highly critical.
What this means for the future of the Union is a matter for debate.

The lesson for the AfCFTA would seem to be that technocratic exercises in regional integration rarely stand the test of time. Either you carry
the general public with you on these journeys, or eventually a backlash will occur. As Mkandawire (2014:11) puts it,

Economic Issues Brexit Migration Views of EU
Median | 20% I 3z I 62%
Greece M 14% I 32% M 7% 37%

ltaly [l 20% s 31% B 6% 58%

uk I 28% S 36% I 3% 48%

spain [ 38% S 35% I 269% 67%
Sweden [ 39% I 39% B 3% 62%
France [ 40% I 46% I 2% 62%
Hungary [ 43% I 3% I 5% 57%

Netherlands [N 52% I 52% I 37% 63%
German [N 52% I 51% I 27% 63%
Poland [N 58% . 45% I 23% 72%

0% 50% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 0% 20% 40% 0% 50%  100%

Figure 1 Public opinion of the European Union’s handling of economic and social issues (2018). Percentage of the population that believes the EU has
handled these issues well or very well. Views of the EU reflects the percentage of the population with an overall favourable view of the EU. Source: Pew
Research (2019).

"The same is true for social protection. Low levels of protection mean low production cost, giving rise to claims of social dumping by competitors faced with the high cost of high levels
of social protection. A possible solution for members of the AfCFTA may be to refrain from complex negotiations of common policies and to refer to global standards; for instance, the
International Labour Organization (ILO) standards on labour protection.

“Lichfield (2021) argues that “The pro-EU, pro-single-market argument was always difficult to sell in Britain. Because trade barriers had vanished within the then EU28, it was easy to forget
that they had once existed and by what mechanisms the convenient status quo was being enforced”
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“Pan-Africanism of the population finds no room for expression. There has never been a referendum to consult on whether
the country should join this regional or exit a regional arrangement. If the head of state gets angry with one of his/her colleagues,
the country pulls out. There’s no sense that this should be explained to and approved by the people.”

According to the academic literature, the costs of a lack of information could be particularly high for the African continent. Africa is rightly
proud of its high degree of ethnic and linguistic diversity. However, there are costs associated with such diversity. A general finding of the
political economy literature is that more heterogeneous populations typically face higher political costs in the provision of public goods like
the funding of processes of regional integration (e.g. Alesina et al., 2003; Spolaore, 2015). The African continent starts this ambitious project
of regional integration from a good place—according to an opinion poll carried out by Rockefeller Foundation of over 2000 African citizens
across the continent, 77% of the respondents believed that the AfCFTA was an important initiative in supporting economic development.*
That level of enthusiasm needs to be maintained, by making sure that the general public is well aware of the benefits that the AfCFTA will
confer, and making sure that misconceptions and misinformation do not take root.

4. CONCLUSION

This paper started by alluding to Hegel’s rather pessimistic claim that humankind learns nothing from history and, by implication, is con-
demned to keep repeating the same mistakes. It argues that there is no reason for this to be the case, particularly with regard to regional
integration—there is now a large body of literature and research and an accumulated knowledge of practical experience in regional integra-
tion, and policymakers in Africa can draw on this knowledge to avoid the pitfalls.

The paper has focused on the evidence from the EU, undisputedly, one of the most advanced and ambitious examples of regional integra-
tion in the world. The review of evidence contained herein has by necessity been selective: the breadth and depth of the research into the
economic impacts of the EU would be impossible to review comprehensively in a single journal article. But the author has tried to select the
most representative strands and commonly cited articles in the respective literatures.

After more than six decades of existence, the EU is still very much a project in progress, with no distinct end goal beyond achieving ‘ever
closer union. Former Commission President Romano Prodi once compared the process of European integration to riding a bike; one had
to keep pedalling forward to avoid falling (Sala, 2012). This paper highlights the fact that the SMP has not followed a linear path of progress
but has suffered many setbacks—and often fallen off the bicycle.

The AfCFTA can expect to suffer similar setbacks, but fortunately has a large degree of political consensus to support it. Translating that
political consensus into action is the true challenge. This article has highlighted the fact that there are some valuable lessons to learn about
both what to do and what not to do from the European experience. The parallels are especially pertinent in the sense that, like the SMP, the
AfCFTA covers not only trade but also investment in the free movement of people and that it established a common external tariff. In other
words, they are both projects of ‘deep integration, with all the corresponding benefits and risks that this entails.

In a profound reflection on the lessons from the EU’s experience of regional integration, Molle (2016) focuses in on both the things it did do, but
should not have done, and the things it failed to do.”® Of the former, he stresses two main areas—a tendency to overregulate the economy, and the
protective regime for agriculture.” The second type of failures applies to things the EU has not done but should have done. Many things come to
mind in this category, including incomplete tax harmonization leading to tax evasion and fraud; the non-existence of a European corporate stat-
ute, preventing firms from organizing themselves efficiently; and the piecemeal and slow integration of the service sectors (Molle, 2016:349).%

For the African continent, things are rather different. With the benefit of hindsight, the African continent can avoid some of the more obvious
pitfalls. That is the basic premise of this paper. As stressed at the beginning of the paper, the AfCFTA is in many senses unique, in that nothing
has been attempted on this scale before—a market of more than 1.2 billion people and incorporating 55 member states (if the final member
signs up). It will inevitably have to find its own path. Moreover, African integration is not a tabula rasa, and despite scepticism in some quarters
about the achievements of regional blocks across the continent, some of them have proved fairly effective in achieving their initial goals.”

To conclude, in making the case for the implementation of the AfCFTA, Africa currently finds itself at a similar juncture to Europe in the
late 1980s. With the backing of its UN partners like UNECA and UNCTAD, the regional development banks (AfDB and Afreximbank) as
well as the donor community (including the EU, GIZ, TMEA, etc.), widespread needs for technical support can be met in areas like impact
evaluation and capacity building, as member states finalize negotiations and enter into the implementation stages of the AfCFTA. Studies
such as that produced by the World Bank (2020) point to the extent to which a successful outcome will be dependent on trade facilitation
measures, and here the donor community’s support will be crucial too. There is also a pressing need to raise awareness among stakeholders

“The online opinion poll consisted of 2052 respondents from 42 African countries, conducted between 24 October and 30 November 2018.

*An earlier but equally interesting article covering lessons for developing countries from the EU experience can be found in Alan Winters (1997).

*'The latter, embodied in the Common Agricultural Policy, occasioned considerable distortions in markets, leading to an inefficient allocation of resources, large losses of welfare and
international tensions. The latter has, of course, been a major bone of contention for the African continent because of the way it has made market access, beyond particular niche
horticultural products, extremely difficult for African farmers and exports.

*2To be fair, in all these matters the EU started out with the distinct disadvantage of being regarded as an experiment, so it could neither use historical examples nor a solid theoretical base
to guide its actions. In other words, a high degree of improvization was inevitable.

*3See, inter alia, AU (2019), Juma and Mangeni (2018) and Mkandawire (2014).
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and civil society about the nature and the scale of ambition of the project. Above all, as Alan Winters (1997) points out, the EU experience
teaches us that it is necessary to be realistic about what integration will actually achieve: excessive expectations of what can be achieved has
cast a shadow over previous regional processes, both in Africa and beyond. This time must be different—we should learn the lessons from
history—and prove Hegel wrong.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

The author declares no conflicts of interest.

FUNDING

There has been no funding for this study. The author worked on his own schedule voluntarily.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The author would like to thank Augustin Fosu, Raphie Kaplinsky and Francis Mangeni for their invaluable comments on an earlier draft of
this paper, as well as two anonymous reviewers. Any errors remain the responsibility of the author.

REFERENCES

Abadie A., Gardeazabal J., 2003. The economic costs of conflict: a case study of the Basque country. Am. Econ. Rev. 93, 113-132.

Abrego L., de Zamaréczy M., Gursoy T., Issoufou S., Nicholls G.P,, Perez-Saiz H., et al., 2020, The African Continental Free Trade Area: Potential
Economic Impact and Challenges, IMF Staff Discussion Notes, 20/04, Washington.

African Union, 2018. African Continental Free Trade Area Agreement, African Union, Addis Ababa, Available from: https://au.int/sites/default/
files/treaties/36437-treaty-consolidated_text_on_cfta_-_en.pdf.

African Union, 2019. Report on the Status of Regional Integration in Africa, Available from: https://www.tralac.org/documents/resources/
african-union/2649-report-on-the-status-of-regional-integration-in-africa-executive-summary-february-2019/file.html.

Agbakwuru J., 2019. Buhari Inaugurates AfCFTA implementation C’ttee, Vanguard, Available from: https://www.vanguardngr.com/2019/12/
buhari-inaugurates-afcfta-implementation-cttee/.

Agencia Catalana de Noticies (CAN), 2011. Catalan farmers angry with the French boycott of fruit and vegetables, Available from: https://www.
catalannews.com/business/item/catalan-farmers-angry-with-the-french-boycott-of-fruit-and-vegetables.

Alan Winters L., 1997. What can European experience teach developing countries about integration?, World Econ. 20, 889-912.

Alcidi C., 2019. Economic integration and income convergence in the EU, Intereconomics 54, 5-11.

Alesina A., Devleeschauwer A., Easterly W., Kurlat S., Wacziarg R., 2003. Fractionalization, J. Econ. Growth 8, 155-194.

Amin A., Tomaney J. (Eds.), 1995. Behind the Myth of the European Union - Prospects for Cohesion, Routledge, London.

Amin A., Tomaney J. 1995. The Challenge of Cohesion, in: Amin A., Tomaney J. (Eds.), Behind the Myth of the European Union - Prospects for
Cohesion, Chapter 1, Routledge, London, pp. 10-47.

Anyanzwa J., 2019. Disputes push countries into bilateral deals to ensure seamless flow of trade, The East African, Available from: https://www.
theeastafrican.co.ke/tea/business/disputes-push-countries-into-bilateral-deals-to-ensure-seamless-flow-of-trade-1433784.

Badinger H., 2007. Has the EU’s Single Market Programme Fostered Competition? Testing for a Decrease in Mark-up Ratios in EU Industries,
Oxford Bulletin Econ. Stat. 69, 497-519.

Badinger H., Breuss F, 2004. What has determined the rapid post-war growth of intra-EU trade?, Rev. World Econ. 140, 31-51.

Badinger H., Nitsch V. (Eds.), 2016. Routledge Handbook of the Economics of European Integration, Taylor and Francis (Kindle Edition), London.

Baier S.L., Bergstrand J.H., Egger P, McLaughlin P.A., 2008. Do economic integration agreements actually work? Issues in understanding the causes
and consequences of the growth of regionalism, World Econ. 31, 461-497.

Baldwin R., 1989. The growth effects of 1992. Econ. Policy 4, 247-281.

Baldwin R., Wyplosz C., 2015. The Economics of European Integration 5th Revised edition (Kindle Edition), McGraw Hill, New York.

Barry E, Bradley J., Hannan A., 2001. The single market, the structural funds and Ireland’s recent economic growth, J. Common Market Stud. 39,
537-552.

Begg 1., 1995. Threats to Cohesion, in: Amin A., Tomaney J. (Eds.), Behind the Myth of the European Union - Prospects for Cohesion, Chapter 4,
Routledge, London, pp. 110-124.

Bergstrand J., 2008. How much has European economic integration actually increased members’ trade?, VoxEU CEPR, Available from: https://
voxeu.org/article/european-economic-integration-and-trade-how-big-was-boost.

Bernanke B.S., 2015. Germany’s trade surplus is a problem, Brookings Institute, blog, Available from: https://www.brookings.edu/blog/
ben-bernanke/2015/04/03/germanys-trade-surplus-is-a-problem/.

Bhagwati J.N., 2002. Free Trade Today, Princeton University Press, Princeton.


https://doi.org/10.1257/000282803321455188
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781513542379.006
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781513542379.006
https://au.int/sites/default/files/treaties/36437-treaty-consolidated_text_on_cfta_-_en.pdf
https://au.int/sites/default/files/treaties/36437-treaty-consolidated_text_on_cfta_-_en.pdf
https://www.tralac.org/documents/resources/african-union/2649-report-on-the-status-of-regional-integration-in-africa-executive-summary-february-2019/file.html
https://www.tralac.org/documents/resources/african-union/2649-report-on-the-status-of-regional-integration-in-africa-executive-summary-february-2019/file.html
https://www.vanguardngr.com/2019/12/buhari-inaugurates-afcfta-implementation-cttee/
https://www.vanguardngr.com/2019/12/buhari-inaugurates-afcfta-implementation-cttee/
https://www.catalannews.com/business/item/catalan-farmers-angry-with-the-french-boycott-of-fruit-and-vegetables
https://www.catalannews.com/business/item/catalan-farmers-angry-with-the-french-boycott-of-fruit-and-vegetables
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9701.00108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10272-019-0783-6
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024471506938
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203194478
https://www.theeastafrican.co.ke/tea/business/disputes-push-countries-into-bilateral-deals-to-ensure-seamless-flow-of-trade-1433784
https://www.theeastafrican.co.ke/tea/business/disputes-push-countries-into-bilateral-deals-to-ensure-seamless-flow-of-trade-1433784
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0084.2007.00447.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0084.2007.00447.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02659709
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9701.2008.01092.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9701.2008.01092.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1344471
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5965.00302
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5965.00302
https://voxeu.org/article/european-economic-integration-and-trade-how-big-was-boost
https://voxeu.org/article/european-economic-integration-and-trade-how-big-was-boost
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/ben-bernanke/2015/04/03/germanys-trade-surplus-is-a-problem/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/ben-bernanke/2015/04/03/germanys-trade-surplus-is-a-problem/

130 A. Mold / Journal of African Trade 8(2) 115-132

Blomstrom M., Kokko A., 1997. Regional Integration and Foreign Direct Investment, NBER Working Paper 6019, Available from: https://www.
nber.org/papers/w6019.

Boldrin M., Canova E, Pischke J.S., Puga D., 2001. Inequality and convergence in Europe’s regions: reconsidering European regional policies, Econ
Policy 16, 205+207-253.

Boltho A., Eichengreen B., 2008. The Economic Impact of European Integration, Center for Economic Policy Research (CEPR) Discussion Papers
No. 6820.

Bruno R.L., Campos N.E, Estrin S., 2021. The Effect on Foreign Direct Investment of Membership in the European Union, J. Common Market
Stud. 59, 802-821.

Caliendo L., Parro F, 2015. Estimates of the trade and welfare effects of NAFTA, Rev. Econ. Stud. 82, 1-44.

Combes P.P,, Overman H.G., 2004. The spatial distribution of economic activities in the European Union, in: Henderson J.V., Thisse J.E. (Eds.),
Handbook of Regional and Urban Economics, first edition, vol. 4, Chapter 64, Elsevier, Amsterdam, pp. 2845-2909.

Costinot A., Rodriguez-Clare A., 2014. Trade theory with numbers: quantifying the consequences of globalization, in: Handbook of International
Economics, vol. 4, Elsevier, Amsterdam, pp. 197-261.

Cowles M.G., 2012. The Single European Act, in: Jones E., Menon A., Weatherill S. (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the European Union, Oxford
University Press, Oxford.

Crafts N., 2016. West European economic integration since 1950, in: Badinger H., Nitsch V. (Eds.), Routledge Handbook of the Economics of
European Integration, Chapter 1, Taylor and Francis (Kindle Edition), London.

Cramer C., Sender J., Oqubay A., 2020. African Economic Development: Evidence, Theory, Policy, Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Dellis K., Sondermann D., Vansteenkiste I., 2017. Determinants of FDI inflows in advanced economies: does the quality of economic structures
matter?, European Central Bank Working Paper No. 2066, Available from: https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/scpwps/ecb.wp2066.en.pdf.

de Melo J., Panagariya A., Rodrik D., 1993. The new regionalism: a country perspective, Policy Research Working Paper Series No. 1094, The World
Bank, Washington.

De Sousa L., 2013. Understanding European cross-border cooperation: a framework for analysis, J. Eur. Integr. 35, 669-687.
Dunning J.H., Lundan S.M., 2008. Multinational Enterprises and the Global Economy, Second Edition, Edward Elgar Publications, London.
Economic Commission for Africa (ECA), 2020. Creating a unified regional market: towards the implementation of the African Continental Free
Trade Area in East Africa, Office for Eastern Africa, Kigali, Rwanda, Available from: https://repository.uneca.org/handle/10855/43754.
European Commission, 1998. The Single Market Review. Subseries IV: Impact on Trade and Investment, vol. 4, Foreign Direct Investment,
Luxembourg.

European Commission (EC), 2001. Price Levels and Price Dispersion in the EU, Eur. Econ. Suppl. A, 72-20.

European Investment Bank, 2016. Restoring EU competitiveness, Available from: https://www.eib.org/attachments/efs/restoring_eu_competitiveness_
en.pdf.

Emerson M., Aujean M., Catinat M., Goybet P., Jacquemin A., 1988. The Economics of 1992, European Economy.

Fajgelbaum P.D., Goldberg P.K., Kennedy P.J., Khandelwal A.K., 2020. The return to protectionism, Quart. J. Econ. 135, 1-55.

Felbermayr G., Groschl J., Heiland I., 2018. Undoing Europe in a new quantitative trade model, IFO Working papers 250-2018, University of
Munich, Germany.

Feldstein M., 2012. The Failure of the Euro: The Little Currency That Couldn’t, Foreign Affairs 911.

Flam H., 2016. The economics of the single market, Chapter 4, in: Badinger H., Nitsch V. (Eds.), Routledge Handbook of the Economics of European
Integration (Routledge International Handbooks), Taylor and Francis (Kindle Edition), London, p. 57.

Francois J., Hoekman B., 2010. Services trade and policy, J. Econ. Lit. 48, 642-692.

Francois J., Wooton 1., 2010. Market structure and market access. World Econ. 33, 873-893.

Fujita M., Krugman P., Venables A.J., 1999. The spatial economy: cities, regions and international trade. MIT Press, Cambridge MA.

Gasiorek M., Smith A., Venables A., 1992. ‘1992’: Trade and Welfare—A General Equilibrium Model, CEPR Discussion Paper No. 672, London.

Gil S, Llorca R., Martinez-Serrano J.A., 2008. Assessing the enlargement and deepening of the European Union, World Econ. 31, 1253-1272.

Gillingham J., 2003. European Integration, 1950-2003: Superstate or New Market Economy?, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Glick R., Rose A.K., 2016. Currency unions and trade: a post-EMU reassessment, Eur. Econ. Rev. 87, 78-91.

Greenhouse S., 1990. French Protest of Sheep Imports Turns Ugly, New York Times, Available from: https://www.nytimes.com/1990/09/17/world/
french-protest-of-sheep-imports-turns-ugly.html.

Haaland J., Norman V., 1992. Global Production Effects of European Integration, in: Winters L.A. (Ed.), Trade Flows and Trade Policy After ‘1992
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp. 67-88.

Harrison G., Rutherford T., Tarr D., 1994. Product standards, imperfect competition and completion of the market in the European Union, Policy
Research Working Paper 1293, World Bank, Washington.

Head K., Mayer T., 2014. Gravity equations: workhorse, toolkit, and cookbook, in: Gopinath G., Helpman E., Rogoff K. (Eds.), Handbook of
International Economics. Vol. 4. Elsevier, Amsterdam, pp. 131-195.

Heffernan R., 2000. Beyond Euro-Scepticism? Labour and the European Union since 1945, in: Brivati B., Heffernan R. (Eds.), The Labour Party,
Palgrave Macmillan, London, pp. 383-401.

Hirschman A., 1963. Journey toward Progress, Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Hobolt S.B., 2012. Public opinion and integration, in: Jones E., Menon A., Weatherill S. (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the European Union
(Oxford Handbooks) (Kindle Edition), Oxford University Press, Oxford, p. 716.

Hodson D., 2012. Regional and structural funds, in: Jones E., Menon A., Weatherill S. (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the European Union (Oxford
Handbooks), Chapter 35 (Kindle Edition), Oxford University Press, Oxford.


https://www.nber.org/papers/w6019
https://www.nber.org/papers/w6019
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13131
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13131
https://doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdu035
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1574-0080%2804%2980021-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1574-0080%2804%2980021-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-54314-1.00004-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-54314-1.00004-5
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199546282.013.0008
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199546282.013.0008
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315796918
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315796918
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/scpwps/ecb.wp2066.en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2012.711827
https://repository.uneca.org/handle/10855/43754
https://www.eib.org/attachments/efs/restoring_eu_competitiveness_en.pdf
https://www.eib.org/attachments/efs/restoring_eu_competitiveness_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjz036
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9701.2010.01234.x
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/6389.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9701.2008.01120.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511610004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2016.03.010
https://www.nytimes.com/1990/09/17/world/french-protest-of-sheep-imports-turns-ugly.html
https://www.nytimes.com/1990/09/17/world/french-protest-of-sheep-imports-turns-ugly.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-444-54314-1.00003-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-444-54314-1.00003-3
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230595583_23
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230595583_23
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230595583_23
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199546282.013.0050
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199546282.013.0050
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199546282.013.0035
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199546282.013.0035

A. Mold / Journal of African Trade 8(2) 115-132 131

Hoffman S., 1966. Obstinate or Obsolete? The fate of the nation-state and the case of Western Europe. Daedulus 95, 862-915.
Hummels D., Klenow P.J., 2005. The variety and quality of a nation’s exports, Am. Econ. Rev. 95, 704-723.
IME, 2019. Competition, Competitiveness and Growth in Sub-Saharan Africa, Chapter 2, IMF Regional Economic Outlook: Sub-Saharan Africa,

Washington.

IME, 2020. Direction of Trade Statistics (DOTs), IMF, Washington. Available from: https://data.imf.org/?sk=9d6028d4-f14a-464c-a2f2-
59b2cd424b85.

in’t Veld J., 2019. Quantifying the Economic Effects of the Single Market in a Structural Macromodel, European Economy - Discussion Papers,
No. 94.

James H., 2016. The History of European Economic and Monetary Union, Chapter 2, in: Badinger H., Nitsch V. (Eds.), Routledge Handbook of the
Economics of European Integration, Routledge International Handbooks (Kindle Edition), Taylor and Francis, p. 25.

Jenkins S., 2018. A Short History of Europe, Penguin Books, London.

Jones E., 2012. Identity and solidarity, in: Jones E., Menon A., Weatherill S. (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the European Union (Oxford
Handbooks), Chapter 48 (Kindle Edition), Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Juma C., Mangeni E, 2018, Emergent Africa: Evolution of Regional Economic Integration (Kindle Edition), Headline Books, Terra Alta, WV.

Kaplinsky R., 2005. Globalization, Poverty and Inequality: Between a Rock and a Hard Place, Polity Press, Cambridge, UK, London.

Kaplinsky R., 2021. Sustainable Futures — An Agenda for Action, Polity Press, Cambridge, UK.

Kaplinsky R., Kraemer-Mbula E., forthcoming, Innovation and Uneven Development: The Challenge for Low and Middle-Income Economies,
Mimeo.

Kehoe T.J., 2003. An evaluation of the performance of applied general equilibrium models of the impact of NAFTA, Staff Report, No. 320, Federal
Reserve Bank of Minneapolis, Minneapolis.

Kehoe T.J., Pujolas P.S., Rossbach J., 2017. Quantitative trade models: developments and challenges, Annu. Rev. Econ. 9, 295-325.

Kombo B.K., 2019., What are the alternatives to neoliberal trade? Africa is a country. Available from: https://africasacountry.com/2019/05/
what-are-the-alternatives-to-neoliberal-trade.

Krugman P, 1980, Scale economies, product differentiation, and the pattern of trade, Am. Econ. Rev. 70, 950-959.

Krugman P, 1991a. Increasing returns and economic geography, J. Polit. Econ. 99, 483-499.

Krugman P, 1991b. Geography and Trade, Leuven University Press, Leuven.

Krugman P, 1993. The Uncomfortable Truth about NAFTA: It’s Foreign Policy, Stupid, Foreign Affairs 72, 13-19.

Krugman P, 2015. Europe’s Impossible Dream: Why did Europe ignore the “Euroskeptics”?, Available from: https://economistsview.typepad.com/
economistsview/2015/07/paul-krugman-europes-impossible-dream.html.

Landau D., 1995. The contribution of the European Common Market to the growth of its member countries: an empirical test, Rev. World Econ.
es. 131, 774-782.

Larch M., Wanner J., Yotov Y.V,, Zylkin T., 2018. Currency unions and trade: a PPML re-assessment with high-dimensional fixed effects, Oxf. Bull.
Econ. Stat. 81, 487-510.

Lenz T., 2018. Frame diffusion and institutional choice in regional economic cooperation, Int. Theory 10, 31-70.

Lichfield J., 2021. A Brexit Lesson: EU’s Benefits, Largely Invisible, Hurt to Lose, Politico. Available from: https://www.politico.eu/article/a-brexit-
lesson-eus-benefits-largely-invisible-hurt-to-lose-single-market-boris-johnson/.

Lin J., Chang H.J., 2009. Should industrial policy in developing countries conform to comparative advantage or defy it? A debate between Justin Lin
and Ha-Joon Chang, Dev. Policy Rev. 27, 483-502.

Mason P, Pattillo C., 2005. The Monetary Geography of Africa, Brookings Institution, Washington.

Mattoo A., Rocha N., Ruta M., 2020. The Evolution of Deep Trade Agreements, Policy Research Working Paper, No. 9283, World Bank, Washington, DC.

Mayer T., Vicard V., Zignago S., 2018. The Costs of Non-Europe, Revisited, Working Paper, No. 673, Banque de France, Paris.

McKinsey Global Institute, 2010, Lions on the move: the progress and potential of African economies. June 2010. Available from: https://www.
mckinsey.com/featured-insights/middle-east-and-africa/lions-on-the-move.

Mevel S., Karingi S., 2012. Deepening regional integration in Africa: a computable general equilibrium assessment of the establishment of a con-
tinental free trade area followed by a continental customs union, 7th African Economic Conference, Kigali, Rwanda, Available from: https://
aec.afdb.org/sites/default/files/2019/12/04/deepening_regional_integration_in_africa_a_computable_general_equilibrium_assessment_of_
the_establishment_of_a_continental_free_trade_area_followed_by_a_continental_customs_union.pdf.

Mkandawire T., 2014. On the Politics of Regional Integration, Keynote Address at the TRALAC Annual Conference, Cape Town, South
Africa. Available from: http://www.mandelaschool.uct.ac.za/sites/default/files/image_tool/images/78/News/ MKANDAWIRE_Regional _
Integration_Transcript.pdf.

Mkandawire T., Soludo C.C., 1998. Our Continent, Our Future: African Perspectives on Structural Adjustment, Council for the Development of
Social Science Research in Africa, Dakar.

Mold A., 2000. Empresas Multinacionales, Integracion Economica Europea y Las Economias Perifericas: Un Analysis de la Dinamica Espacial
del Mercado Unico” [Multinational Companies, European Economic Integration and the Peripheral Economies: A Dynamic Analysis of the
Spatial Dynamics of the Single Market], Doctoral Thesis, Complutense University, Madrid.

Mold A., 2003. The impact of the single market programme on the locational determinants of US manufacturing affiliates: an econometric analysis,
J. Common Market Stud. 41, 37-62.

Mold A., Rozo C., 2005. Liberalisation growth and welfare - The maquiliacion of the mexican economy, in: Sharma K., Morrissey O. (Eds.), Trade,
Growth and Poverty in Developing Countries, Chapter 12, Routledge, London.

Mold A., Atsin J., (forthcoming). An Analysis of Firm Profitability on the African Continent — Drivers and Potential, Mimeo, Kigali.


https://doi.org/10.1257/0002828054201396
https://data.imf.org/?sk=9d6028d4-f14a-464c-a2f2-59b2cd424b85
https://data.imf.org/?sk=9d6028d4-f14a-464c-a2f2-59b2cd424b85
https://doi.org/10.21034/sr.320
https://doi.org/10.21034/sr.320
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-080614-115502
https://africasacountry.com/2019/05/what-are-the-alternatives-to-neoliberal-trade
https://africasacountry.com/2019/05/what-are-the-alternatives-to-neoliberal-trade
http://doi.org/10.3386/w3275
https://doi.org/10.2307/20045808
https://economistsview.typepad.com/economistsview/2015/07/paul-krugman-europes-impossible-dream.html
https://economistsview.typepad.com/economistsview/2015/07/paul-krugman-europes-impossible-dream.html
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02707941
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02707941
https://doi.org/10.1111/obes.12283
https://doi.org/10.1111/obes.12283
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1752971917000136
https://www.politico.eu/article/a-brexit-lesson-eus-benefits-largely-invisible-hurt-to-lose-single-market-boris-johnson/
https://www.politico.eu/article/a-brexit-lesson-eus-benefits-largely-invisible-hurt-to-lose-single-market-boris-johnson/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7679.2009.00456.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7679.2009.00456.x
https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/middle-east-and-africa/lions-on-the-move
https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/middle-east-and-africa/lions-on-the-move
https://aec.afdb.org/sites/default/files/2019/12/04/deepening_regional_integration_in_africa_a_computable_general_equilibrium_assessment_of_the_establishment_of_a_continental_free_trade_area_followed_by_a_continental_customs_union.pdf
https://aec.afdb.org/sites/default/files/2019/12/04/deepening_regional_integration_in_africa_a_computable_general_equilibrium_assessment_of_the_establishment_of_a_continental_free_trade_area_followed_by_a_continental_customs_union.pdf
https://aec.afdb.org/sites/default/files/2019/12/04/deepening_regional_integration_in_africa_a_computable_general_equilibrium_assessment_of_the_establishment_of_a_continental_free_trade_area_followed_by_a_continental_customs_union.pdf
http://www.mandelaschool.uct.ac.za/sites/default/files/image_tool/images/78/News/MKANDAWIRE_Regional_Integration_Transcript.pdf
http://www.mandelaschool.uct.ac.za/sites/default/files/image_tool/images/78/News/MKANDAWIRE_Regional_Integration_Transcript.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5965.00410
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5965.00410

132 A. Mold / Journal of African Trade 8(2) 115-132

Molle W., 2016. The Economics of European Integration: Theory, Practice, Policy; fifth edition (Kindle Edition), Routledge, London.

Monteagudo J., Rutkovski A., Lorenzani D., 2012. The Economic Impact of the Services Directive: A First Assessment Following Implementation,
European Economy, Economic Papers, No. 456.

Monti M., 2010. A New Strategy for the Single Market at the Service of Europe’s Economy and Society, Report to the President of the European
Commission. Available from: https://ec.europa.eu/docsroom/documents/15501/attachments/1/translations/en/renditions/pdf.

Motta M., Norman G., 1996. Does economic integration cause foreign direct investment?, Int. Econ. Rev. 37, 757-783.

Nilsson L., 2018. Reflections on the economic modelling of free trade agreements, J. Glob. Econ. Anal. 3, 156-186.

Nugent N., Rhinard M., 2016. Is the European Commission Really in Decline?, J. Common Market Stud. 54, 1199-1215.

Page J., S6derbom M., 2015. Is small beautiful? Small enterprise, aid and employment in Africa, Afr. Dev. Rev. 27, 44-55.

Panagariya A., 1998. The Regionalism Debate — an Overview, Available from: https://econwpa.ub.uni-muenchen.de/econ-wp/it/papers/0309/
0309007.pdf.

Pew Research, 2019. Europeans Credit EU with Promoting Peace and Prosperity, but say Brussels is out of Touch with its Citizens, Available from:
https://www.pewresearch.org/global/2019/03/19/europeans-credit-eu-with-promoting-peace-and-prosperity-but-say-brussels-is-out-of-
touch-with-its-citizens/.

Phelps N.A., 1997. Multinationals and European Integration - Trade, Investment and Regional Development, Jessica Kingsley Publishers, London.

Pilling D., 2020. African countries not ready to implement free trade from January, Financial Times, Available from: https://www.ft.com/content/
bc612590-d38e-4d08-alel-0e7f5e19be30.

Puga D., 2001. European Regional Policies in Light of Recent Location Theories, CEPR Discussion Paper No. 2767.

Raff H., Schmitt N., 2009. Imports, Pass-Through, and the Structure of Retail Markets, CESifo Working Paper Series No. 2817, Available from:
SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=1488009.

Ramsey H., 1995. Le Defi Europeen — Multinational restructuring, labour and EU policy, in: Amin A., Tomaney J. (Eds.), Behind the Myth of the
European Union - Prospects for Cohesion, Routledge, London, pp. 174-199.

Rodrik D., 1988. Imperfect competition, scale economies, and trade policy in developing countries, NBER Chapters, in: Trade Policy Issues and
Empirical Analysis, National Bureau of Economic Research, pp. 109-144. Available from: https://www.nber.org/.

Rodrik D., 2017. How much Europe can Europe take?, Available from: https://www.socialeurope.eu/how-much-europe-can-europe-take.

Sala-i-Martin X.X., 1996. The classical approach to convergence analysis, Econ. J. 106, 1019-1036.

Sala V.D,, 2012. Leaders and followers: leadership amongst member states in a differentiated Europe, in: Jones E., Menon A., Weatherill S. (Eds.),
The Oxford Handbook of the European Union (Oxford Handbooks), Chapter 22 (Kindle Edition), Oxford University Press, p. 306.

Santos-Paulino A.U., DiCaprio A., Sokolova M.V,, 2019. The development trinity: how regional integration impacts growth, inequality and poverty,
World Econ. 42, 1961-1993.

Sapir A., 2011. Europe after the crisis: less or more role for nation states in money and finance?, Oxf. Rev. Econ. Policy 27, 608-619.

Schelkle W, 2012. Rich versus poor, in: Jones E., Menon A., Weatherill S. (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the European Union (Oxford Handbooks),
Chapter 20 (Kindle Edition), Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Schiff M.W.,, Winters L.A., 2003. Regional Integration and Development, World Bank and Oxford University Press, Washington, DC.

Scitovsky T., 1960. International trade and economic integration as a means of over-coming the disadvantages of a small nation, in: Robinson
E.A.G. (Ed.), Economic Consequences of the Size of Nations, International Economic Association Conference Volumes, Palgrave Macmillan,
London, pp. 282-290.

Seers D., Schaffer B., Kiljunen M.L. (Eds.), 1979. Underdeveloped Europe: Studies in Core-Periphery Relations, Harvester, London.

Sondermann D., Lehtiméki J., 2020. Baldwin vs. Cecchini revisited: the growth impact of the European single market, ECB Working Paper No. 2392.
Available from: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3577673.

Spolaore E., 2015. The Political Economy of European Integration, NBER Working Paper No. w21250, Available from SSRN: https://ssrn.com/
abstract=2618641.

Stiglitz J.E., 2020. Rewriting the Rules of the European Economy, W.W. Norton & Company, New York.

te Velde D.W., 2011. Regional integration, growth and convergence, J. Econ. Integr. 26, 1-28.

Thomsen S.E., Woolcock S., 1993. Direct Investment and European Integration: Competition among Firms and Governments, Chatham House
Papers, London.

Todd E., 2003. After the Empire: The Breakdown of the American Order, Columbia University Press, New York.

UNCTAD, 2013. Trade and Development Report, 2013 - Adjusting to the changing dynamics of the world economy. Available from: https://unctad.
org/system/files/official-document/tdr2013_en.pdf.

Vanguard Economics, 2020. Rwanda African Continental Free Trade Area Strategy- Data Presentation from Survey of Likely Trading Businesses to
Inform Strategy for AfCFTA for Rwanda, Mimeo, Kigali.

Varoufakis Y., 2015. Europe after the Minotaur: Greece and the Future of the Global Economy, Zed Books, London and New York.

Venables A.]., 2003. Winners and losers from regional integration agreements, Econ. J. 113, 747-761.

Venables A.J., 2007. European integration: a view from spatial economics, in: Fujita M. (Ed.), Regional Integration in East Asia, IDE-JETRO Series,
Palgrave Macmillan, London, pp. 35-63.

Viner J., 1950. The Customs Union Issue, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, New York.

Vir P, 2021. Benefits of the African Continental Free Trade Area (AfCFTA) Agreement to African SMEs, Available from: https://www.linkedin.
com/pulse/benefits-african-continental-free-trade-area-afcfta-smes-vir-obe/.

World Bank, 2020. The African Continental Free Trade Area: Economic and Distributional Effects, World Bank, Washington, DC, Available from:
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/34139

Weisbrot M., 2015. Failed: What the “Experts” Got Wrong about the Global Economy, Oxford University Press, Oxford.


https://doi.org/10.2307/2527310
https://doi.org/10.21642/JGEA.030104AF
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12358
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8268.12138
https://econwpa.ub.uni-muenchen.de/econ-wp/it/papers/0309/%0A0309007.pdf
https://econwpa.ub.uni-muenchen.de/econ-wp/it/papers/0309/%0A0309007.pdf
https://www.ft.com/content/bc612590-d38e-4d08-a1e1-0e7f5e19be30
https://www.ft.com/content/bc612590-d38e-4d08-a1e1-0e7f5e19be30
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203194478_chapter_7
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203194478_chapter_7
https://www.nber.org/
https://doi.org/10.2307/2235375
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199546282.013.0022
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199546282.013.0022
https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12788
https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12788
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/grr027
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199546282.013.0020
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199546282.013.0020
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-15210-0_18
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-15210-0_18
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-15210-0_18
https://ssrn.com/abstract%3D3577673
https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/tdr2013_en.pdf
https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/tdr2013_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0297.t01-1-00155
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230626607_3
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230626607_3
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0003055400060755
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195170184.001.0001

