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Preface


Puttingtogether thisHandbooktook quite some time and we have to thank many people who helped us along the way. It all began in the framework of the Research College “Transformative Power of Europe?” at the Freie Universität Berlin funded by the German Research Foundation (Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft—DFG). The Research College (Kolleg-Forschergruppeor KFG in German)—a center for advanced studies with senior scholars, postdoctoral fellows, and PhD researchers—began its work in the fall of 2008. We focused initially on the diffusion of institutional solutions and policy ideas from Europe and the European Union (EU) to the world and back. We also worked on Europeanization and domestic changes in Central and Eastern Europe as well as in the European neighborhood in the East and the South. In 2012, we published a special issue ofWest European Politicsentitled “From Europeanization to Diffusion.” At this point in time, we became increasingly interested in comparative regionalism, but the focus was still on the spread of ideas emanating from Europe to other parts of the world.

However, “our” historians Wolfram Kaiser and Kiran Patel constantly reminded us that Europe and the EU are not the center of the universe and that it was necessary to “provincialize” Europe (Patel) in order to truly engage in comparative regionalism. The more we studied instances of regional cooperation and integration in other parts of the world, the more excited we became. It increasingly dawned on us that the EU was not as unique as EU studies scholars claimed—an insight which scholars of the “new regionalism” have advocated for years.

At about the same time, David Levi-Faur from Hebrew University in Jerusalem was a senior scholar at the KFG. He had just completedThe Oxford Handbook of Governanceand he talked us into editing a similar handbook of comparative regionalism. We conceived the first outline of thisHandbookon the hills overlooking the old town of Jerusalem in November 2011. Unfortunately, David had to resign as co-editor for the volume, but we remain extremely grateful to him for persuading us to edit thisHandbookand for his help along the way.

TheHandbookthen came together through three authors’ conferences at the KFG in Berlin, December 13–14, 2013, June 6–7, 2014, and December 12–13, 2014. The three meetings proved to be a tremendous learning exercise helping us and the authors to produce what we hope is a coherent volume. We are extremely grateful to all our authors for their insights, their spirited criticism, their willingness to move beyond their intellectual comfort zone—and for all the fun we had. Moreover, these conferences would not have been possible without the superb organizational skills of our one and only KFG team, above all Astrid Roos, Katja Pomianowicz, and Anne Morgenstern.

[bookmark: pvi](p. vi)Special thanks go to Luisa Linke who served as the editorial assistant to us throughout the work on theHandbook. Without Luisa’s professionalism and editorial skills, we would not have been able to pull this off. We truly owe you, Luisa! We also thank our student assistants—particularly Catherine Craven and Michael Giesen—for checking references, formatting chapters, and the like.

Last but not least, special thanks to the professional team at Oxford University Press. In particular, we are grateful to Dominic Byatt as the press’s editor in charge for his advice and Olivia Wells for her help during the editing process. We also thank Joanna North for excellent copy-editing, Joanna North for doing the index, as well as Sudhakar Sandacoumar, Nishanthini, and Radha for the production management.

Tanja A. Börzel and Thomas Risse

Berlin, June 2015
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INTRODUCTION



1 Introduction

Tanja A. Börzel and Thomas Risse

Thereis no shortage of handbooks in the social sciences these days.1In political science alone, theOxford Handbookwebsite lists around 50 handbooks.2So, why do we need another handbook dedicated to comparative regionalism? The graph in Figure1.1provides the answer. The so-called Google n-grams chart frequencies of the terms “European integration” and “regional integration” in all Google Books from 1950 to 2015.3For European integration, the graph reveals an increase from 1950 to the mid-1960s, followed by a decline until the end of the 1980s, a sharp upturn afterwards, and another decline after 2000, but on a rather high level. This curve roughly follows the ups and downs of the European Communities/European Union (EC/EU) over the years. Overall, European integration appears to be a well-established field of research, to which the publication of various handbooks and compendia on the EU amply testifies (e.g.Aarstad et al., 2015;Jones et al., 2012;Jørgensen et al., 2007;Rumford, 2009).

“Regional integration,” in contrast, indicates a much younger, but growing, scholarship on regionalism beyond Europe, which received a significant boost after the end of the Cold War (see alsoJupille et al., 2013). The curve indicates very little activity up until about 1960, a slow increase from 1960 to 1990, and a substantial growth afterwards before leveling out in 2000 at a medium level.

The rise of regionalism in social science research is also exemplified by various book titles:A World of Regions(Katzenstein, 2005),Regional Orders(Lake and Morgan, 1997),Regional Orders at Century’s Dawn(Solingen, 1998),Globalism and the New Regionalism(Hettne et al., 1999),Regionalism in World Politics(Fawcett and Hurrell, 1995),Theories of New Regionalism(Söderbaum and Shaw, 2003),Building Regions: The Regionalization of the World Order(van Langehove, 2011), to name but a few.

[image: IntroductionFramework of the Handbook and Conceptual Clarifications]Figure 1.1Google N-Gram “European and Regional Integration”4







[bookmark: p4](p. 4)In short, it is about time to take stock of more than 25 years of research on regionalism, regionalization, and regional order. This is what thisHandbookis about. First, it provides an overview and appraisal of this ever-growing field of research. ThisHandbookowes a lot to the pioneers of the field, includingErnst Haas (1958),Karl W. Deutsch et al. (1957),Joseph Nye (1968),Louise Fawcett and Andrew Hurrell (1995),Etel Solingen (1998),Fredrik Söderbaum and Timothy Shaw (2003),Bjorn Hettne (2005),Amitav Acharya and Iain Johnston (2007),Luk van Langehove (2011), andPhilippe de Lombaerde et al. (2011).

Second, theHandbookseeks to promote a research agenda, namely that of trulycomparativeregionalism (see Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume). Empirical studies of regional cooperation and integration have too often stuck to their own region or continent. A lot of research evolved around the EU, and studies of Latin American, Asian, African, or Middle Eastern regionalisms abound. With the comparative turn in area studies (Basedau and Köllner, 2007;Berg-Schlosser, 2012), we do not only findintra-regionalcomparisons, e.g. of states and markets in post-socialist countries (Todoroiu, 2007;Bohle and Greskovits, 2012), butcross-regionalstudies, which compare the political systems of states or their foreign policy in different regions (Kohli, 2004;Bolleyer, 2009;Destradi, 2010).Inter-regionalcomparisons, in contrast, are still rare. To the extent that they exist, they seek to identify regional patterns, for example of democratization (O’Donnell et al., 1986), the rise of nationalism (Anderson, 1991), or strategies of transnational regulatory integration (Bruszt and McDermott, 2014). There are few attempts to compare similarities and differencesofregions as yet.

We demonstrate in thisHandbookthat such inter-regional comparisons yield new insights into the emergence, institutional design, and effectiveness of regionalism by highlighting both similarities and differences of regions (see Parts III and IV of thisHandbook). However, rather than treating regions as “containers,” which exist in splendid isolation of each other, we seek to do justice to mutual entanglements and diffusion processes between regions (see Chapter5by Risse and Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume). Thereby, theHandbooksituates comparative regionalism at[bookmark: p5](p. 5)the intersection of comparative politics, international relations, and (comparative and transregional) area studies.

Third, theHandbookhopes to encourage students of regionalism to “de-center” or “provincialize” Europe and the EU (Patel, 2013). While the EU is the most developed regional organization and continues to be a model for comparison and emulation, we argue that it is not necessarily one of its kind, if it ever was. Systematic comparisons with regionalism in other parts of the world deconstruct the allegedlysui generis“nature of the beast” (Risse-Kappen, 1996). While the EU certainly remains an important reference point in the study of regionalism, it does not have to be a model or yardstick. In fact, we can learn quite a bit about the EU from looking at other regions. Comparing the EU to other regional orders also allows us to explore how far theories of regional integration originating from the European experience travel (see Chapter3by Börzel, Chapter6by Acharya, and Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume).

Fourth, thisHandbookseeks to lay the foundation of how the study of social, economic, and political exchanges involving market and society actors (regionalization) can be integrated with the study of state-led formal institution-building at the regional level (regionalism). Too much empirical work reduces comparative regionalism to formal institution-building, particularly the comparison of multi-purpose regional organizations. As Etel Solingen and Joshua Malnight point out in their contribution (Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume), domestic coalitions of non-state actors and their transnational equivalents might be significantly more important drivers of regional orders than state-led institutions (Chapter7by Duina, Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, and Chapter18by van der Vleuten, this volume). Informal institutions and practices of regionalization and regionalism are severely under-studied.

To capture the role of non-state actors and informal processes of political, social, economic, and cultural interaction, the study of comparative regionalism could benefit from the “governance turn” in political science (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). The governance framework allows for theorizing “beyond the state” and for including different kinds of actors and different—non-hierarchical—modes of steering and policy-making. It is well suited to conceptualize regional orders as integrating both state-led regionalism and society- or market-driven regionalization.

Fifth, theHandbookintends to broaden the perspective on comparative regionalism by establishing that there is more to it than trade and security. While the end of the Cold War saw an explosive proliferation of preferential trade agreements, established forms of economic or security regionalism have taken on new functions (Börzel, 2013). Long-standing regional organizations, such as the League of Arab States (LAS; Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume), the EU (Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume), the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN; Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume), or the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS; Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume), have experienced the delegation of more authority and new policy competencies. Regional organizations increasingly address “non-traditional” security threats (Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, this volume), including massive human rights violations or coups d’état (Chapter21by Pevehouse and Chapter23[bookmark: p6](p. 6)by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). Geographic, economic, social, and cultural proximity renders the regional level more effective to govern issues such as migration (Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume), environmental pollution (Chapter19by Haas, this volume), development (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume), or social and gender policy (Chapter18by van der Vleuten, this volume). The growing importance of regional governance regimes not only opens up new dimensions for regional comparisons. It also corroborates the increasing relevance of regional orders for global governance (see Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, Chapter15by Kim et al., and Chapter16by McNamara, this volume) and raises questions of their legitimacy and identity (Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, and Chapter24by Checkel, this volume).

Last but not least, we are well aware that such aHandbookcannot do justice to all there is in the growing field of comparative regionalism. The disciplinary background of our authors is political science and, thus, thisHandbookfocuses on political science contributions to comparative regionalism. At the same time, our authors branch out to other disciplines and their contributions, including history, economics, and sociology.

The remainder of this introduction proceeds in two steps. First, we introduce and clarify the various concepts used in thisHandbook, thereby highlighting their theoretical underpinnings. Second, we explain the structure of theHandbookand provide a short roadmap of what lies ahead.



Region, Regionalism, Regionalization, and Regional Order: Conceptual Clarifications


There is no shortage of definitions and conceptualizations of “region,” “regionalism,” and “regionalization” (see e.g.Söderbaum and Shaw, 2003;Farrel et al., 2005;Shaw et al., 2012;De Lombaerde et al., 2010; Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume). In the following, we seek to clarify these concepts and put forward definitions which guide our authors throughout theHandbook.



Region

ThisHandbookis about “regions” located in between the “national” and the “global.” We do not deal with subnational or local entities. But what constitutes a region? “Regions” are not objective categories, they are social constructions. Geographically speaking, Europe might end at the Bosporus, but this does not settle the controversy whether Turkey belongs to Europe or not. A major regional security organization—the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe[bookmark: p7](p. 7)(OSCE)—defines “Europe” as ranging from Vancouver to Vladivostok—with Canada, the United States, Russia, and all post-Soviet states being members. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) defines the transatlantic area as a region (Chapter7by Duina and Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume). So does the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum with regard to the Pacific region (Chapter7by Duina, this volume). Where does the “Middle East” begin, and where does it end (Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume)? The Middle East and North Africa (MENA) “region” encompasses all Mediterranean countries, irrespective of whether they are located in Europe, Africa, or Asia. Finally, the World Trade Organization (WTO) defines “regional” trade agreements (RTA) as any bilateral or multilateral trade accord that is not global and multilateral (Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). A Preferential Trade Agreement (PTA) between Israel and Singapore would, hence, constitute a “regional” trade agreement.

ThisHandbookadopts a broad understanding of a region between the national and the global. We define regions associal constructions that make references to territorial location and to geographical or normative contiguity.Regions usually include more than two countries.5Regions can be continental (Europe, Latin America), sub-continental (West Africa, Southeast Asia) as well as transcontinental (transatlantic area, Eurasia). While we refrain from imposing our “own” definition of a region on the literature, we do exclude the WTO understanding of bilateral agreements of non-contiguous states.



Regionalism

ThisHandbookdistinguishes betweenregionalismandregionalization. We defineregionalismas constitutinga primarily state-led process of building and sustaining formal regional institutions and organizations among at least three states(in most cases, as stated before).

Our understanding ofinstitutionsfollows the conventional wisdom in the social sciences (e.g.Keohane, 1989;March and Olsen, 1989;Powell and DiMaggio, 1991;Hall and Taylor, 1996): accordingly, institutions are sets of norms, rules, and procedures that enable as well as constrain actor behavior with some predictability over time, and may also constitute their identities and preferences. Informal institutions are norms, rules, and procedures that manifest themselves in shared beliefs and common knowledge among groups of actors as well as in behavioral practices.

Organizationsare formal institutions “with a street address,” i.e. with at least some degree of actorness. Accordingly,regional organizations(ROs) are formal and institutionalized cooperative relations among states or sub-state units of different countries and constitute regionalism.

We further distinguish between scope and level of cooperation within ROs (Börzel, 2005). Concerning thescopeof cooperation, regional organizations range on a[bookmark: p8](p. 8)continuum between task-specific and multi- or general-purpose (Lenz et al., 2015). NATO is a task-specific RO, while ASEAN and the EU are multi- or general-purpose organizations.

Concerning thelevelof coordination and collaboration, ROs try to solve collective action problems in a particular region on a continuum between regional cooperation and integration. We understand regionalcooperationas primarily intergovernmental relations that do not entail the transfer of authority to the respective RO. The LAS or the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) constitute such purely intergovernmental ROs (see Chapter12by Valbjørn and Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume).

In contrast, regionalintegrationbegins when states transfer at least some authority and sovereignty rights to the regional level (Nye, 1968;Lindberg, 1970). This is what the literature calls supranationalism. The EU is the quintessential supranational RO. Supranationalism consists of two mechanisms, pooling and/or delegation (see Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume, for details).Poolingrefers to the joint exercise of sovereignty rights, e.g. majority decisions whereby states give up the right to veto particular decisions. In contrast,delegationconcerns the transfer of authority and sovereignty rights to supranational organizations, e.g. with regard to dispute settlement mechanisms including supranational courts (Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume).



Regionalization

The vast part of the research on regionalism focuses on regionalism understood as primarily top-down state-led institution-building. However, area studies and new regionalism approaches rightly criticize the neglect of bottom-up, spontaneous, and endogenous processes of regionalization, which involve a variety of non-state actors organized in formal and informal networks (Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume).Regionalizationthen connotesprocesses of increasing economic, political, social, or cultural interactions among geographically or culturally contiguous states and societies. In other words, regionalization emphasizes transnational relations between non-state actors, such as firms, interest groups, and non-governmental organizations (NGOs)—not merely as drivers of region-building but being directly involved (on the concept of transnational relations seeKeohane and Nye, 1971;Risse, 2013).

While major integration theories such as (neo-) functionalism (Haas, 1958) or neo-liberal intergovernmentalism (Moravcsik, 1998) assume that regionalization is likely to generate regionalism in terms of formal institution-building (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume), this is not necessarily the case. For instance, strong economic regionalization in East Asia has not yet led to strong regionalism including supranational institutions (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). At the same time, sub-Saharan Africa exhibits comparatively strong regionalism without too much economic regionalization[bookmark: p9](p. 9)(Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). In sum, the relationship between regionalization and regionalism is a theme to be explored throughout this volume (Chapter27by Börzel and Risse, this volume).



Regional Order

We defineregional orderasthe various combinations of regionalization and regionalism in a particular region(Solingen, 1998; Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume). Regional orders encompass both bottom-up processes of economic, political, social, and cultural exchange (regionalization) and formal as well informal state-led institution-building (regionalism).Katzenstein’sA World of Regions(Katzenstein, 2005) argues, for example, that regional orders in Europe and in Asia differ fundamentally with regard to the particular relationship between regionalization and regionalism. Acharya makes a similar argument about the “autonomy preserving” characteristics of the Asian regional order (Acharya, 2009). The various regional orders around the world are analyzed in PartIIof this volume.



Regional Governance

Finally, thisHandbooktakes advantage of the “governance turn” in the study of regionalism (for EU studies see e.g.Kohler-Koch and Rittberger, 2006). We define regional governance asinstitutionalized modes of social coordination to produce binding rules and/or public goods and services in one or several issue-areas at the regional level(this understanding builds upon and modifiesBörzel, 2010;Mayntz, 2009;Risse, 2011;Benz, 2004). The governance concept has the advantage of not privileging state over non-state actors and of including both hierarchical (top-down; legislative acts) and non-hierarchical (negotiations, competition) modes of policy-making (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). PartIIIof thisHandbookexamines regional governance arrangements in particular issue-areas.





The Structure of theHandbook


As argued above, thisHandbookintends to foster comparative regionalism as a field of study. Accordingly, the structure of theHandbookfollows the logic of comparison (Lijphart, 1971;Collier, 1993). Each chapter engages in inter-regional (or intra-regional, see PartIIof this volume) comparisons in order to demonstrate the fruitfulness of this approach. Moreover, rather than merely taking stock, the various chapters explore the explanatory power of different theoretical approaches. While the choice of theories is[bookmark: p10](p. 10)largely determined by what is out there, we encouraged our authors to systematically scan the literature for explanations of the emergence, institutional design, and effects of regionalism that go beyond what we call “independent decision-making” (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume) and probe into the relevance of diffusion approaches (Chapter5by Risse, this volume).

TheHandbookis structured as follows. Next to this chapter, the introductory part contains an overview of the history and the scholarly development of the field (Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume).

The first part of theHandbookdiscusses theoretical approaches to comparative regionalism (Chapters 3–6, this volume). Börzel analyzes theories of international cooperation and regional integration, which used to dominate the field (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). They privilege independent decision-making focusing on developments within or external to a region as explanatory factors. In contrast, Risse examines diffusion processes among regions to account for the emergence and the institutional design of regional institutions as well as particular regional governance arrangements (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). Solingen and Malnight develop a theoretical account whereby globalization processes and domestic coalitions as well as the interaction between the two serve as the main drivers for explaining specific regional orders (Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume). Finally, Acharya takes a critical look at the “EU-centrism” of much of the theoretical and empirical work in comparative regionalism and argues in favor of a more inclusive and less Western-biased approach (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume).

PartIIof theHandbookinvestigates particular regional orders around the globe (Chapters 7–13, this volume). Our authors cover all major regions of the world, from North America (Chapter7by Duina, this volume), Latin America (Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume), and Europe (Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume) to Eurasia (Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume), Asia (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume), the Middle East and North Africa (Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume), as well as sub-Saharan Africa (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). For purely pragmatic reasons, we excluded Oceania (Palmer, 1991;Fry, 2004), Antarctica (Jørgensen-Dahl and Østreng, 1991;Beck, 2014;Elliott, 1994), and the Arctic region (Young, 1992,2005;Stokke and Honneland, 2007).

Each chapter starts with mapping the particular region of interest and discussing its social construction. The authors then analyze the emergence of regionalism and the institutional design of the most important regional and sub-regional organizations thereby identifying their major drivers and explanatory factors. Each chapter also looks at the effects of regional institutions and the particular relationship between regionalism and regionalization. The chapters end with identifying research gaps for future scholarship.

While PartIIof theHandbookinvestigates particular regions of the world and compares regional orders within that region, PartIIIengages in comparisons of regional governance across regions according to specific issue-areas. Chapters 14–21[bookmark: p11](p. 11)of theHandbookdeal with regional governance with regard to security (Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, this volume), economic, monetary, and development policies (Chapter15by Kim et al., Chapter16by McNamara, and Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume), social and gender policies (Chapter18by van der Vleuten, this volume), environmental protection (Chapter19by Haas, this volume), migration (Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume), as well as human rights and democracy (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume). Once again, the chapters are structured in a similar fashion: after defining the particular area of regional governance, the authors provide an overview of the various regional governance arrangements. Moreover, each chapter deals with the emergence, the institutional design, and the effects of particular regional governance and discusses the most important explanations and drivers.

PartIVof theHandbookalso engages in inter-regional comparisons, but of a different kind. Here, the focus is on specific institutional aspects of regional orders. Lenz and Marks focus on institutional design with regard to rules and decision-making procedures of—mostly—formal regional organizations (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume). Alter and Hooghe analyze a particular aspect of regional integration, namely the rise of regional dispute settlement systems (Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). Checkel examines critically to what extent regional identities and “imagined communities” (Anderson, 1991) have emerged and the reciprocal relationship between identities and regional institutions (Chapter24by Checkel, this volume). The chapter by Rittberger and Schroeder tackles an aspect of regional orders that has become ever more significant in recent years, namely, the legitimacy and democratic accountability of regional institutions (Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume). Last but not least, Ribeiro Hoffmann analyzes the “international relations” of regionalism, namely inter- and transregional relations (Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume).

The final chapter of theHandbook(Chapter27by Börzel and Risse, this volume) provides conclusions by the editors. We argue that the rise of regionalism after the end of the Cold War exemplifies not merely a proliferation of regional (trade) cooperation. More importantly, it embodies a broadening and deepening of existing forms of regionalism. Mainstream theories of regional cooperation and integration can explain the emergence of regionalism in Europe and beyond. However, they have great difficulties in accounting for its institutional varieties. Nor have they much to say about why we find different combinations of regionalism and regionalization resulting in three different types of regional orders. Diffusion and governance approaches can help explain institutional similarities and differences of regionalism. Its effects, by contrast, are still not well understood and require more systematic research, particularly with regard to the “dark sides of regionalism.” Finally, while comparative regionalism provides a fruitful middle ground between comparative politics, international relations, and (comparative and transregional) area studies, it needs to tackle the methodological challenge of how to model regions as interdependent rather than conceptually independent observations.
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Notes:

(1.) We thank the participants of the three authors’ workshops for their inspirations and particularly Liesbeth Hooghe, Arie Kacowicz, Gary Marks, Luisa Linke, and Stefano Palestini for their detailed comments on the draft of this chapter.



(2.) See<http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/browse?btog=book&pageSize=10&sort=titlesort&t1=ORR%3ASOC02270> (accessed March 27, 2015).



(3.) We opted for the term “regional integration” rather than “regionalism” or “regional cooperation.” The latter notions can also be used for subnational units of governance which thisHandbookdoes not cover.



(4.)Source:<https://books.google.com/ngrams/graph?content=European+integration%2Cregional+integration&case_insensitive=on&year_start=1950&year_end=2008&corpus=15&smoothing=3&share=&direct_url=t4%3B%2CEuropean%20integration%3B%2Cc0%3B%2Cs0%3B%3BEuropean%20integration%3B%2Cc0%3B%3BEuropean%20Integration%3B%2Cc0%3B%3BEUROPEAN%20INTEGRATION%3B%2Cc0%3B.t4%3B%2Cregional%20integration%3B%2Cc0%3B%2Cs0%3B%3Bregional%20integration%3B%2Cc0%3B%3BRegional%20Integration%3B%2Cc0%3B%3BRegional%20integration%3B%2Cc0%3B%3BREGIONAL%20INTEGRATION%3B%2Cc0> (accessed May 14, 2015).



(5.) An exception is the regional organizations encompassing, e.g., several Canadian provinces and US states, see Chapter7by Duina, this volume.
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2 Old, New, and Comparative Regionalism: The History and Scholarly Development of the Field

Fredrick Söderbaum

Oneof the main characteristics of the study of regionalism is that regionalism means different things to different people in different contexts and time periods.1Even if we may speak of an emerging academic community of comparative regionalism, the existing divisions in the field are often reinforced in ways that undermine further generations of cumulative and cross-regional knowledge. Indeed, there are too many contestations, among both academics and policy-makers, about the meaning of regionalism, its causes and effects, how it should be studied, and not least why and how to compare.

This chapter argues that the future progress of comparative regionalism requires better understanding of the intellectual roots and the scholarly development of the field. The claim is that scholars of comparative regionalism need to engage more deeply with ideas about regions and regionalism from different time periods, discourses, disciplines, and regional specializations which is still somewhat rare in the current debate.

Fawcett (2015, 1) is correct in that “work on regionalism rarely adopts a sustained historical perspective except in an introductory and incomplete way.” The common but somewhat misleading notion that regionalism is a phenomenon that commenced after World War II has prevented scholars from understanding the deep historical roots and “the global heritage” of regionalism (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume). The short time horizon in most scholarship has also resulted in an exaggeration of formalized regional organizations at the expense of more fluid types of region-building and regionalism.

Even if the distinction between old and new regionalism has inserted some historicity into the debate, there is also a considerable degree of confusion about what is “old” and what is “new” in the study of regionalism. The problem is that the different meanings have been both badly misunderstood as well as misused, which has reinforced existing divisions in the field.

[bookmark: p17](p. 17)It is therefore plausible to distinguish between old and new regionalism in a temporal, empirical, as well as theoretical sense (Söderbaum, 2004). There are both continuities and similarities between old and new regionalism, which obviates rigid temporal distinctions. Many regional projects and regional organizations were initiated during the era of old regionalism (1950s–1970s) but were then renewed or re-inaugurated during the new regionalism in the late 1980s and 1990s (often under a new name or with an expanded membership). Under such circumstances, it is difficult to separate the historical from the contemporary. One of the pioneers of new regionalism,Björn Hettne (1999, 8), argued that instead of identifying a new era or new wave of regionalism, “I find the identification of new patterns of regionalization (co-existing with older forms) more relevant,” that is, new regionalism in the empirical instead of the temporal sense. A third meaning of new regionalism is related to theory. Often the prefix “new” is added in order to distinguish theoretical novelties from older frameworks, as seen in the usage of new political economy, new political science, new security studies, and so forth. “New regionalism” is employed by a wide range of scholars from different theoretical traditions (Söderbaum and Shaw, 2003;Shaw et al., 2011), who try to move beyond “old” (classical and orthodox) assumptions and methodologies. It follows that contemporary scholars who continue to draw on earlier and orthodox approaches only rarely adhere to this meaning of the new regionalism. In some ways, orthodox scholars would want to distance themselves from new regionalism in the theoretical sense.

As will become clear in this chapter, ideas and theories (and to some extent even concepts) of regionalism need to be related to the political context in which they develop. Indeed, they are, at least to some extent, historically contingent. For instance, the origins of the most influential theory during old regionalism, neo-functionalism, should be understood in the context of two European world wars and skepticism of the nation-state. This is not at all to deny the continued relevance of neo-functionalism in Europe or in a broader and comparative sense (Mattli, 2005). Ideas and theories may obviously diffuse in time and across regions (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). From this assertion it follows that it is necessary to distinguish between ideas of regionalism and the “real world” history of regionalism. But even if ideas and practice influence one another, this chapter is essentially about the former rather than the latter.

A study such as this can be organized in different ways. Emphasis is placed on the evolution and the intellectual history of the field in a general sense rather than particular theorists, themes, and regions. Four general phases in the scholarly development of the field are identified: early regionalism, old regionalism, new regionalism, and the latest and current phase of regionalism, tentatively referred to as “comparative regionalism.” With the exception of early regionalism—which covers a vast array of ideas and traditions from different spaces and times—the three remaining intellectual discourses are described in a similar way. First, the political context and the policy content are outlined (policy direction, institutions, and agents). Then the analysis focuses on theoretical and conceptual issues, the research agenda, the modes of knowledge production, and methodology.



[bookmark: p18](p. 18)Early Regionalism


The construction of assorted regions and regional communities can be traced far back in history, as seen in a rich variety of geographically confined empires, kingdoms, alliances, trade leagues, pacts, unions, and confederations between a range of assorted political units. Perhaps the most explicit historical trajectories can be identified in Europe, where visionaries and observers refer to centuries of shared history and political thought, dating back to ancient Greece. The many and diverse early visions and projects for European cooperation and unity were made up of divergent views about the importance of culture and identity, security, political economy, and law. Some ideas about European unity were inward-looking and concerned with intra-European aspects, while others were outward-looking and usually tried to protect Europe from the outside world. In addition, in contrast to most of the theories that were subsequently developed during the old regionalism, these early ideas were seldom based on a competition between the unification of Europe and the strengthening of the nation-state. As explained by Jönsson, Tägil, and Törnqvist,

hundreds of plans for the peaceful unification of Europe have been presented throughout history. In the sixteenth century, humanists of various nationalities demanded that the European rules unite, primarily as a response to the then imminent Turkish threat. In the late seventh century, an outline was drawn from a European league of nations. Some hundred years later, the German philosopher Immanuel Kant argued that a lasting peace in Europe required a federation of states based on the principles of international law. In the revolutionary year 1848, the idea of a unified Europe gained a broader following. French writer Victor Hugo advocated for the creation of a United States of Europe based on political democracy and respects for the rights of man. The outbreak of world war in 1914 shattered any such hopes, however. Between the First and the Second World Wars, new plans were drafted for integrating Europe.

(Jönsson et al., 2000, 22–3)





There are thus deep roots behind the many plans for European unity and integration that were later developed after the end of World War II and that led to the formation of the European Communities (EC). These historical trajectories are often overlooked in the debate about more recent forms of regionalism, at least in the comparative and theoretical discussions.

Most of the European nation-states, especially the most powerful ones, were at the same time colonial powers. Colonialism influenced and shaped ideas about region-building and regionalism both in Europe and in the periphery, and these trajectories continue to influence more recent regionalist ideas and projects, not only in the post-colonial world but also in contemporary Europe. European colonial empires were sometimes organized regionally, but anti-colonial struggles also took a regional form.

[bookmark: p19](p. 19)Africa is a case in point. The “scramble for Africa” and the attempt to gain control over mineral resources had strong regional implications, which has continued to influence the theory as well as the practice of African regionalism. Indeed, it is in the colonial quest for mineral exploitation that we find the link between state-building and the temporal “beginning” of regions in Africa, such as Southern Africa (Niemann, 2001, 69). For instance, the Southern African Customs Union (SACU) is the world’s oldest custom union currently in existence, and its origin dates back to 1889 and the Customs Union Convention between the British Colony of Cape of Good Hope and the Orange Free State Boer Republic. With the creation of the Union of South Africa (in 1910) the agreement was revised and extended to the British High Commission Territories (HCTs) in current Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, and Swaziland. All the way until the 1980s and even well into the 1990s, politics in Southern Africa was then dominated by the struggle between a colonial/apartheid bloc, on the one hand, and an anti-colonial/apartheid bloc, on the other hand. The anti-colonial/apartheid bloc was gradually strengthened from the 1980s onwards, and also gained its strength through what was then the Organization for African Unity (OAU) and the Southern African Development Coordination Conference (SADCC); a legacy that continues to affect the self-image and practice of their predecessors, the African Union (AU) and the Southern African Development Community (SADC; seeSöderbaum, 2004; Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume).

Colonialism shaped the formation of regions in other parts of Africa as well. The “special” relationship between France and the Francophone African colonies/countries has worked both ways and it has impacted on ideas and practices of regionalism in Francophone Africa. On the one hand, the relationship has sustained French imperial dreams, and, on the other hand, the former colonies have used their Francophone legacy to foster Francophone regionalism among themselves, sometimes as a counterweight against the hegemonic aspirations of Nigeria. The CFA Franc Zone (CFA) was a colonial construct, dating back to 1945, and it still impacts on regionalization in contemporary Africa. Other still existing economic integration arrangements in Francophone Africa, such as the West African Economic and Monetary Union (UEMOA) and the Central African Customs and Economic Union (UDEAC) also have imperial and colonial origins.

Regionalism in Latin America is another example of the deep roots and trajectories of regionalism (Fawcett, 2005). The struggle for independence in Latin America in the early nineteenth century evoked a sense of unity, leading up to pan-Americanism and then also inspiring regionalism throughout the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. Simon Bolívar (1783–1830) played a key role in Latin America’s struggle for independence from the Spanish Empire as well as in the efforts to create a league of American republics, with a common military, a mutual defense pact, and a supranational parliamentary assembly. Bolívar’s vision at the Congress of Panama in 1826 never succeeded, particularly due to the growing strength of Latin American military nationalism and national rivalry during long periods of the nineteenth century. Regional cooperation in the Americas returned to the forefront at the First International Conference of American States held[bookmark: p20](p. 20)in Washington, DC in 1889–90, when 18 nations founded the International Union of American Republics (later the Pan-American Union) and decided to meet periodically. There is a direct link from these Pan-American Conferences to today’s Organization of American States (OAS), which is the oldest (existing) regional organization in the world. Hence, there are deep roots of regionalism in Latin America and throughout the post-independence period many visionaries, politicians, and intellectuals in Latin America have considered regionalism a source of strength (Fawcett, 2012; see Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume).

Other pan-continental/regional movements—such as pan-Europeanism, pan-Africanism, pan-Asianism, and pan-Arabism—also emerged around this time, in the late 1800s and first part of the 1900s (Fawcett, 2015). These pan-regional movements were usually made up of a mixture of geopolitical, socio-economic and cultural (sometimes even racial), and to some extent also functional beliefs and goals. They were multidimensional and reflected shared ideas and goals of political and inter-societal unity rather than intergovernmental regionalism in a more narrow sense (Acharya, 2012, 5). The pan-regionalist movements took somewhat different shapes in different regions depending on the historical context, including the character of colonialism and external domination, but all of them “offer vital insights into regionalism’s trajectory past and present” (Fawcett, 2015, 13).



Old Regionalism


According to many scholars voluntary and comprehensive regionalism is predominantly a post-World War II phenomenon. It emerged in Western Europe in the late 1940s and subsequently spread to the developing world. In Europe, the old regionalism lost much of its dynamism in the early 1970s and gradually also in the developing world. As will become evident in this section, it is relevant to try separating the European-centered debate from the debate in the developing world.



Regional Integration in Europe and Beyond

The debate about old regionalism in Europe needs to be contextualized in relation to the devastating experience of inter-war nationalism and World War II. Both policy-makers and scholars usually viewed the (Westphalian) nation-state as the problem rather than the solution, and the purpose of “regional integration” was to avoid war. A series of initiatives were launched, which resulted in the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) in 1951. The long-term goal was more ambitious, and in 1958 the European Economic Community (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Community (EAEC) were integrated into the European Communities (EC) through the Treaty of Rome.

[bookmark: p21](p. 21)The most influential theories in the European context were federalism, functionalism, neo-functionalism, transactionalism, and intergovernmentalism (Rosamond, 2000; see Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). Federalism, which in many ways inspired the pioneers of European integration, was less a theory than a political program; it was skeptical of the nation-state, although its project was in fact to create a new kind of “state.” Two Italian anti-fascist communists, Altiero Spinelli and Ernesto Rossi, drafted the “Ventotene Manifesto,” which later led to the European Federalist Movement. Even if Spinelli continued to be one of the figures of European federalism until his death in 1986, there was no obvious theorist associated with federalism.

Functionalism was primarily a strategy (or a normative method) designed to build peace, constructed around the proposition that the provision of common needs and functions can unite people across state borders. This school of thought has been strongly associated with the works ofDavid Mitrany (1943). Form, in the functionalist view, was supposed to follow function, whereas for the federalists it was primarily form that mattered (especially a constitution). Usually, the nation-state should be bypassed, and international cooperation was preferred to regional cooperation. Mitrany criticized both federalism and neo-functionalism on the basis that both were primarily based on territory and form rather than function.

Neo-functionalism enjoyed an enormous reputation during the 1960s. The central figure was Ernst Haas, and he was accompanied by a number of leading or soon-to-be leading political scientists at the time, such as Leon Lindberg, Philippe Schmitter, and Joseph Nye, who contributed a vast number of articles for leading academic journals, especiallyInternational Organizationand theJournal of Common Market Studies. Neo-functionalists challenged the functionalists and claimed a greater concern for the centers of power (Haas, 1958,1964). Haas in fact theorized the “community method” pioneered by Jean Monnet (a French diplomat and considered as one of the chief architects of the EC). Even if the outcome of this method could be a federation, it was not to be constructed through constitutional design.

Much of the debate about the old regionalism in Europe centered around the concept of regional integration, which was defined byHaas (1958, 16) as “the process whereby political actors in several distinct national settings are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations and political activities toward a new center, whose institutions possess or demand jurisdictions over the pre-existing national states.” Neo-functionalists emphasized the deliberate design of regional institutions, which were seen as the most effective means for solving common problems in strategic economic sectors. These institutions and supranational authorities were to be initiated by states, but then the regional bureaucrats and self-organized interest groups would become important actors in the process. The regional institutions were, in turn, instrumental for the creation of functional, political, and cultivated spill-over, which would ultimately lead to a redefinition of group identity “beyond the nation-state” around the regional unit and regional institutions (Hurrell, 1995, 59; cf.Haas, 1964).

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the neo-functional description (and prescription) became increasingly remote from the empirical world, now dominated by Charles de[bookmark: p22](p. 22)Gaulle’s nationalism.Stanley Hoffmann (1966)became the key figure of the intergovernmental approach to regional integration. In contrast to neo-functionalists, Hoffmann explained that regional integration would not spread from low politics (economics) to the sphere of high politics (security). Regional integration happened only as long as it coincided with the national interest and “by taking along the nation with its baggage of memories and problems” (Hoffmann, 1966, 867). Hence, the image of the EC began to diverge.

Karl Deutsch’s security communities approach also needs to be mentioned in any discussion about regional integration. Just like Ernst Haas, Karl Deutsch was one of the most highly acclaimed political scientists of his time. Deutsch’s main hypothesis was that the sense of community and trust were directly related to the level of transaction and communication between peoples and states (Deutsch et al., 1957). In this sense there was no fundamental difference between national and regional community, and Deutsch was therefore somewhat less skeptical of nationalism and the nation-state compared to many other regional integration scholars during the old regionalism. Although Deutsch’s approach was often referred to in the debates about security and regional integration, it was not the center in terms of empirical research.

Intellectual controversies in the late 1960s and the early 1970s were first and foremost conceptual and ontological rather than epistemological. Joseph Nye referred to a fundamental conceptual confusion (1968), whereas Donald Puchala famously used the fable of the elephant and the blind men, complaining that “[m]‌ore than fifteen years of defining, redefining, refining, modelling and theorizing have failed to generate satisfactory conceptualizations of exactly what it is we are talking about when we refer to ‘international integration’ and exactly what it is we are trying to learn when we study this phenomenon” (Puchala, 1971, 267). The conceptual discussions were sometimes framed in terms of finding the “best” definition for a given phenomenon, especially the dependent variable “regional integration.” ForCaporaso (1971, 228), this lack of agreement on definitions indicated that studies on regional integration were still in the “pre-paradigm stage” of the development of science.Haas (1970)responded to his critics by labeling the study of regional integration “pre-theory” on the basis that it relied on teleological assumptions of progress and that there was no clear idea about dependent and independent variables. A few years later Haas referred to the field in terms of “obsolescence,” and ended up suggesting that the study of regional integration should cease to be a subject in its own right (Haas, 1976). As a result, the study of regional integration was deserted in favor of wider and non-territorial logics and patterns of integration and interdependence.

Many controversies could have been avoided if scholars had appreciated that they were not, to paraphrase Puchala, dealing with the same “part” of the elephant, or not even the elephant at all. Some scholars focused on regional sub-systems, regions, or regional cooperation rather than international and regional integration (Thompson, 1973, 95). For instance,Binder (1958)used the term “subordinate international system” to capture the position of the Middle East in the global system. Inspired by the systems approach, a series of other scholars in the 1960s and 1970s tried to develop a[bookmark: p23](p. 23)more comprehensive framework for comparative analysis, which focused on regions and regional sub-systems.Cantori and Spiegel (1970, 6–7) identified the following characteristics of a region: geographic proximity, common bonds (historical, social, cultural, ethnic, and linguistic), a sense of identity, and international interactions (seeRussett, 1967). However, neo-functionalists such asHaas (1970, 612) criticized the regional systems approach as merely descriptive and stressed that the concerns of the “regional integration” scholars were different from those of the regional systems scholars.

The early debate was always centered on Europe (arguably less so for the regional sub-systems approach). Neo-functionalists such as Haas and Nye were conscious of the ambiguous and complex character of the EU and the problem of comparability of the regional integration experiences in other regions, but they never rejected comparison (which many scholars of European integration did later). Yet, even if they were conscious of the European origins of their theories, they searched above all for those “background conditions,” “functional equivalents,” and “spill-over” effects that were derived from the study of Europe. All too often (but not always) the European Community was seen and advocated as the model. As Haas stated in the early 1960s: “Integration among discrete political units is a historical fact in Europe, but disintegration seems to be the dominant motif elsewhere. Cannot the example of successful integration in Europe be imitated?” (Haas, 1961, 657). Haas explained that the lack of regional integration elsewhere actually strengthened the neo-functionalist approach since it could explain as well as predict the reasons for non-integration. One important reason for the lack of integrative dynamics, according to Haas, was that “countries dominated by a non-pluralistic social structure are poor candidates for participation in the integration process. Even if their governments do partake at the official level, the consequences of their participation are unlikely to be felt elsewhere in the social structure” (Haas, 1961, 149–150). For similar reasons,Nye (1971)developed a slightly revised neo-functionalist model, which inter alia could accommodate the higher degree of politicization in less developed societies such as those in Africa. Yet, the neo-functionalist approach had difficulties in identifying comparable cases, or anything that corresponded to the particular definition of “regional integration.” This has led many scholars to criticize the neo-functionalists for their narrow focus on regional integration as well as for using “the European experience as a basis for the production of generalizations about the prospects for regional integration elsewhere” (Breslin et al., 2002, 2).



Old Regionalism in the Developing World: Development and Nation-Building

There was also an “old” debate in the developing world, especially in Latin America and Africa, but to some extent also in Asia and some other developing regions. Although it was certainly influenced by the debate and “real-world” regionalism in Europe, the[bookmark: p24](p. 24)keywords in the developing world were regional cooperation, economic development, and nation-building (rather than regional integration and avoidance of war).

Many of the discussions about regionalism in the developing world, especially in Latin America, were heavily influenced by the structuralist tradition of economic development, pioneered by Gunnar Myrdal, Arthur Lewis, and Raúl Prebisch. The structuralist discussion about underdevelopment that took place in the case of Latin America reflected specific economic experiences in various countries, particularly terms of trade problems. The depression of the 1930s also had a severe impact on Latin American development, creating pressure for change. Encouraged by the United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America (ECLA) and its dynamic Executive Secretary, Raúl Prebisch, the vision was to create an enlarged economic space in Latin America in order to enhance import substitution regionally when it became exhausted on the national level. Liberalized intra-regional trade in combination with regional protectionism seemed to offer large economies of scale and wider markets, which could serve as a stimulus to industrialization, economic growth, and investment (Prebisch, 1959).

From this perspective the rationale of regional cooperation and integration among less developed countries was not to be found in functional cooperation or marginal economic change within the existing structure as stipulated by neo-classical economics and customs union theory, but through the fostering of “structural transformation” and the creation of productive capacities (i.e. industrialization). This school thus shifted focus away from neo-classical trade theory and the European concern with economic integration as a means to avoid war towards an approach whereby regional economic cooperation/integration was considered a means for economic development and state-formation. In contrast to the functionalist logic, this required a deliberately political approach to regionalism. Indeed, weak regional political efforts would only result in regional disintegration (Axline, 1977). With regard to theory, Axline later clarified that the dependent variable as well as the underlying conditions for regionalism was so different that it called for a different theory, according to which Europe and the developing world were not comparable cases (Axline, 1994, 180).

The structuralist ideas about regionalism resulted in the creation of the Latin American Free Trade Association (LAFTA) in Montevideo in 1960. LAFTA was a comprehensive and continental trade project, and included all countries on the South American continent plus Mexico. However, in spite of some early progress and the lively theoretical discussion, the old regionalist projects in Latin America were never implemented on a larger scale and made little economic impact. The limited track-record was due to internal conflicts, a general failure among states to cooperate, and the whole structure of dependence. The member countries of the various partly overlapping regional schemes were politically and/or economically unstable and not willing to or capable of pursuing viable regional cooperation. Furthermore, the smaller member countries claimed that LAFTA mainly benefited the “Big Three,” Mexico, Argentina, and Brazil, and opted for a more radical and ambitious strategy, with focus on a jointly planned industrialization strategy. This was the basic foundation for the establishment of the Andean Pact in 1969, but the widely stated ambitions were never achieved.[bookmark: p25](p. 25)Military dictatorships were established throughout the continent during the 1970s, and these regimes were poor partners in regional cooperation schemes. The return to democracy in the mid-1980s subsequently provided a big boost for the new regionalism in Latin America from the late 1980s (see also Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume).

Debates about regionalism in Africa must be situated in the post-colonial context of the continent, even if the African debate was also loosely influenced both by the intellectual debates in Latin America as well as by European integration theory and practice. The general ideological foundation of regional cooperation and integration in Africa was first and foremost formulated in the visions and series of treaties developed within the framework of what was then the Organization of African Unity (OAU), now the African Union (AU). In the past the pan-African visions stressed collective self-reliance and introverted and mercantilist strategies based on protectionism, planned and import-substitution industrialization in a similar manner to regionalism in Latin America—whatMittelman (2000, 112) refers to as “autocentric regionalism” (territorially based autarchies).

A large number of assorted types of states-led regional frameworks and organizations were created in Africa after independence. As noted in the section on early regionalism, some projects had colonial origins, whereas other regional organizations were explicitly designed in order to work against dependence, colonialism, and apartheid. Even if the relevance and efficiency of the OAU has been widely discussed, it cannot be denied that the organization was important for coordinating a common African stand against colonialism and apartheid.

The Southern African Development Coordination Conference (SADCC) (the predecessor of today’s SADC) was created in 1980 in order to work against apartheid and external dependence. The SADCC approach was loosely influenced by the Latin American tradition and on paper it favored a strategy of dirigiste import-substitution industrialization coupled with the equitable distribution of costs and benefits. In practice, however, the SADCC was limited to a project coordination and implementation scheme, funded mainly by the European donors, the Nordics in particular. One of the fundamental problems with the radical and structuralist approach was that it became politically irrelevant due to the increasing importance of structural adjustment and neo-liberalism throughout the 1980s (see also Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume).

As far as Asia is concerned, the meaning of regionalism changed in relation to the question of what sub-regions to include and exclude, what dimensions of regionalism to investigate (such as security, economics, politics, and culture), and which particular theoretical perspectives to employ. A considerable body of literature was concerned with the study of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), which was established in 1967. A major reason for this emphasis appears to be that ASEAN has been one of the few sustainable regional organizations in the larger East/Southeast Asian region. ASEAN was understood as a joint attempt to consolidate the nation-states and to enhance stability by a rather narrow but strong political elite in recent and shaky state formations. Hence, similarly to most other regional debates in what was then the developing world, state-building and nation-building were the primary aims. Even if security[bookmark: p26](p. 26)was not explicitly mentioned in the treaties, communism was the primary threat, irrespective of whether it was internal or external. In the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s there were many “politically steered” policy declarations and attempts to create joint industrial ventures and to achieve preferential trading schemes. However, the development impact of these attempts was usually low, and the economic development in Southeast Asia during this time can hardly be attributed to the policies of ASEAN as a regional organization. ASEAN has subsequently consolidated and to some extent even flourished as a regional organization, a fact that has been analyzed during the new regionalism (see also Chapter11Jetschke and Katada, this volume).





New Regionalism


Scholars of new regionalism referred to a number of novel trends and developments, such as the rise of a more multidimensional and pluralistic type of regionalism, which was not primarily centered around protectionist trading schemes or security cooperation. The new types of regionalism also had a more varied institutional design and a more active role of business and civil society actors (de Melo and Panagaryia, 1995;Fawcett and Hurrell, 1995;Hettne et al., 1999;Mansfield and Milner, 1997;Schulz et al., 2001). In contrast to the time in which Haas, Nye, Deutsch, and the early regional integration scholars were writing, it became evident that there were many regionalisms and many regional agencies, and thus a very different base for comparative regionalism.

Most scholars trying to understand the new wave of regionalism emerging from the mid-1980s and picking up speed from the early 1990s realized that the phenomenon needed to be related to the multitude of often interrelated structural changes of the global system. They referred to the end of bipolarity, the intensification of (economic) globalization, the recurrent fears over the stability of the multilateral trading order, the restructuring of the nation-state, and the critique of neo-liberal economic development and political system in the developing countries as well as in the post-communist countries.

The increasing multidimensionality of regionalism in the “real world” resulted in an expanded research agenda and a proliferation of theories and perspectives. This included varieties of neo-realist and neo-liberal institutional theories, new trade theories and new institutionalist theories, multilevel governance approaches, a variety of constructivist and discursive approaches, security complex theory, and assorted critical and new regionalism approaches (Laursen, 2003;Wiener and Diez, 2003;Söderbaum and Shaw, 2003). The richness of theorizing, both in Europe as well as in the rest of the world, can be seen as intellectual progress. Yet, the field of study was also characterized by a significant degree of confusion and rivalry between different theoretical standpoints and regional and thematic specializations.

The fragmentation was enhanced by the fact that many scholars did not share the same understanding of what constituted “good” theory (or even what was theory at all).[bookmark: p27](p. 27)Some theories were strictly causal and “objective,” in which “facts” and “theories” should be separated, while others were based on radically different meta-theoretical foundations. This divide was closely related to the distinction between “rationalist” and “reflectivist” approaches to international theory, with (various types of) social constructivism occupying the “middle ground” (Adler, 1997).

Clearly, the study of regionalism during this period was dominated by a variety of rationalist theories (assorted types of realist, liberal and liberal institutionalist, and liberal intergovernmentalist approaches; seeLaursen, 2003;Mansfield and Milner, 1997;Mattli, 1999;Moravcsik, 1993). This is in fact one way to define what is “mainstream” in the study of regionalism, and from this point of view it is less clear what the difference is between old and new regionalism. Furthermore, even if rationalists may disagree about power versus the independent effects of institutions, the various rationalist approaches moved closer together during the 1990s compared to what was the case during the old regionalism. Not only do rationalists, broadly speaking, agree on a common epistemology and a set of core ontological assumptions, they also share a similar research agenda, which is focused on the origins, shape, and consequences of assorted regional organizations and arrangements. The research agenda circled around questions such as: Why do states choose to enter regional arrangements? Why has integration proceeded more rapidly in some policy domains than it has in others? What institutional forms are most effective? When and why are they deepened, and with what effects on trade, finance, development, security, and so on?

Another main characteristic in the field since the 1990s is the emergence of a multitude of constructivist and reflectivist approaches to regionalism which challenged core rationalist assumptions, such as the separation of subject and object, fact and value, the state-centric ontology of most rationalist approaches, as well as the role of norms and identities in the formation of informal and formal regions. The diversity of both constructivist and reflectivist approaches needs to be acknowledged in this context. Some constructivists are first and foremost engaged in a debate with the rationalists and mainstream discourses (such as liberalism and realism; seeAdler, 1997;Katzenstein, 1996;Acharya, 2004), whereas others are more engaged with more radical and critical approaches. Regarding the former, it may be somewhat difficult to draw the line between constructivism and reflectivism (Neumann, 1994;Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000;Paasi, 2001;Söderbaum, 2004).

Reflectivist approaches had a deeper concern for structural transformation as well as for whom and for what purpose regionalism is put into practice. Many critical scholars in the 1990s investigated whether the new regionalism represented the “return of the political” in the context of economic globalization. Some were skeptical and argued that regionalism primarily was a manifestation of economic globalization and prevailing forms of hegemony (Gamble and Payne, 1996) whereas many others were more optimistic about the positive effects of regionalism (Hettne et al., 1999).

One main point of contestation during the new regionalism was about the relative importance of regionalism as a states-led project compared to regionalization in the sense of “the growth of societal integration within a region and the often undirected[bookmark: p28](p. 28)processes of social and economic interaction” (Hurrell, 1995, 39). While most scholars clearly emphasized the importance of state-led and formal regionalism, particularly new regionalism/regionalisms approaches also underlined the importance of non-state actors. As pointed out byBøås, Marchand, and Shaw (2003, 201), “regionalism is clearly a political project, but it is obviously not necessarily state-led, as states are not the only political actor around [. . .] we clearly believe that, within each regional project (official or not), several competing regionalizing actors with different regional visions and ideas coexist” (also seeSchulz et al., 2001).

Whereas most (but not all) rationalist scholarship focuses on pre-given regional delimitations and regional organizations, reflectivists and constructivists are more concerned with how regions are constituted and constructed (Murphy, 1991;Neumann, 1994;Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000). One of the more influential approaches, the new regionalism approach (NRA), claims there are no “natural” regions, but these are made, remade, and unmade—intentionally or non-intentionally—in the process of global transformation, by collective human action and identity formation (Söderbaum, 2004). Since regions are social constructions, there are no “given” regions, and no given regionalist interests either, but the interests and identities are shaped in the process of interaction and inter-subjective understanding. This type of theorizing leads to different answers and methodologies compared to the mainstream and rationalist research agenda regarding why and how regions are formed and consolidated, by whom and for what purpose.

Iver B. Neumann’s (1994)region-building approach (RBA) is rather similar to the NRA. It also rejects fixed and pre-given definitions of regions as well as the territorial trap of the nation-state. The RBA is based on the notion that regions are preceded by region-builders—that is, political actors who, as part of some political project, see it in their interest to imagine and construct a region. All theories make assumptions about what a region is, but according to Neumann, the mainstream and rationalist approaches tend to neglect the “politics of defining and redefining the region.” The point is that “this is an inherently political act, and it must therefore be reflectively acknowledged and undertaken as such” (Neumann, 2003, 166). In this sense the RBA seeks to go to the root of where, by whom, and for whom region-building statements and strategies are formulated and made relevant; in other words: whose region is being constructed.

A final distinction in this context is between structural and macro-oriented approaches compared to the agency- and micro-oriented ones. To some extent this distinction obviates or at least cuts across the rationalist–reflectivist divide. Some scholars are particularly concerned with historical structures and the construction of world orders, while other analysts are more interested in the particularities of agencies and lived social spaces. There is no need to be dogmatic about how to balance structure and agency (macro versus micro; outside-in versus inside-out), because to a large extent it is closely related to differences in meta-theoretical position as well as the nature of the research question. Structural analysis may, for instance, be more plausible when the research focus is put on the role of regions in world order transformation, whereas a stronger emphasis on agency is necessary for a better understanding/explanation[bookmark: p29](p. 29)of the specificities and details of agents and micro-processes on the ground. Here it is important to recognize that different assumptions may be chosen to illuminate different aspects of regional politics, and different perspectives and their concomitant narratives often tend to be complementary rather than mutually exclusive (Neumann, 2003).



Beyond the New Regionalism: Towards Comparative Regionalism


This chapter attempts to contribute to the consolidation of a fragmented field in search of its own intellectual history. One of the main advantages of a long time perspective is to reveal the intellectual richness but also to make it possible to trace the various ways by which earlier ideas about regions and region-building (sometimes) have influenced more recent ideas and projects. The fact that many important ideas and theories of regionalism have been elaborated by others earlier has been ignored for too long by too many.

The section on early regionalism was included to draw attention to the deep roots and diverse trajectories of regionalism. Early regionalism underlines, among other things, the interaction rather than the competition between regionalist and statist ideas, which at least in some respects resemble more recent debates about multilayered global governance. Early regionalism also draws attention to the various pan-regionalist movements that developed during early regionalism, usually consisting of a mixture of geopolitical, cultural, and functional beliefs that played out somewhat differently in different continents and regions around the world. Some of these pan-regionalist ideas continue to influence contemporary regionalist projects, especially in Africa, Latin America, and the Middle East.

Apart from early regionalism, this chapter identifies three subsequent phases in the scholarly development of the field: old regionalism, new regionalism, and the current phase of regionalism, here referred to as comparative regionalism. This final section defines the meaning of comparative regionalism by contrasting it to old and new regionalism.

As stated byHettne (2005), after two to three decades of “new” regionalism it is time to move “beyond the new regionalism.” The fact that something has happened with the nature and study of regionalism since around the turn of the millennium or shortly after, is seen in a diverse set of new concepts and labels, such as “post-hegemonic regionalism” (Riggirozzi and Tussie, 2012;Telò, 2013), “post-neoliberal regionalism” (Riggirozzi, 2012), “heterodox regionalism” (Vivares, 2013), “porous regional orders” (Katzenstein, 2005), “regional worlds” (Acharya, 2014), “converging regions” (Lenze and Schriwer, 2014), and “networking regions” (Baldersheim et al., 2011). These and similar concepts and labels are all signs of the increasing diversity and complexity of regionalism. Even if the multidimensionality was emphasized in the new regionalism, there are many[bookmark: p30](p. 30)new ideas about the changing nature of regionalism that takes us “beyond” the new regionalism.

One relevant strategy in trying to understand the character of current regionalism is to understand the changing context of regionalism. In contrast to the context of new regionalism, which was dominated by the recent fall of the Berlin Wall, neoliberalism, and economic globalization, contemporary regionalism is shaped by a global order characterized by many diverse and also contradictory trends and processes. These are the war on terror, the responsibility to intervene and protect, changing understandings of government and governance, a multilayered or “multiplex” global order, the rise of the BRICS and emerging powers, recurrent financial crises, and the persistent pattern of overlapping and criss-crossing regional and interregional projects and processes in most parts of the world (Acharya, 2014;Fioramonti, 2012;Shaw et al, 2011;Van Langenhove, 2011; Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume).

Another observation is that in the 1980s and 1990s both the prevalence and the relevance of regionalism could be questioned. By contrast, since around the turn of the millennium it is difficult to dispute that regionalism is now a structural component of today’s global politics. Some of the most influential observers even claim that today’s world order is a regional world order.Peter Katzenstein (2005, i), for instance, rejects the “purportedly stubborn persistence of the nation-state or the inevitable march of globalization,” arguing instead that we are approaching a “world of regions.” Similarly, Acharya emphasizes the “emerging regional architecture of world politics” (Acharya, 2007; see Chapter6by Acharya, this volume) and the construction of “regional worlds” (Acharya, 2014).Barry Buzan and Ole Wæver (2003, 20) speak about a “global order of strong regions” (also seeVan Langenhove, 2011). The fundamental point is not that regionalism necessarily dominates global politics in all respects, but rather that “regions are now everywhere across the globe and are increasingly fundamental to the functioning of all aspects of world affairs from trade to conflict management, and can even be said to now constitute world order” (Fawn, 2009, 5).

One important issue discussed throughout the history of regionalism is the relationship between national, regional, and global modes of governance. Whereas many theorists during the old regionalism claimed (and hoped) that regional integration would shift loyalty and decision-making to regional institutions, “beyond the nation-state,” other theorists considered regionalism as a means to strengthen the nation-state and facilitate nation-building. During the next phase of theorizing, new regionalism scholars focused heavily on the relationship between regionalism and globalization. Even if this issue has not disappeared, the global–regional nexus has changed meaning during the last decade. The current debate stresses the complexity of regionalism and the multifold interactions between state and non-state actors, institutions and processes at a variety of interacting levels, ranging from the bilateral to the regional, inter-regional, and global (Baert et al., 2014;Fawn, 2009;Shaw et al., 2011). By recognizing the increasing multidimensionality and multilayeredness of regionalism, contemporary scholars have[bookmark: p31](p. 31)been able to move beyond binary conceptualizations that dominated the debate during new regionalism, such as formal versus informal regionalism, regionalism versus regionalization, and whether regionalism is driven by state or non-state actors. Scholars may continue to disagree about the relative importance of state and non-state actors in specific cases, but it is no longer meaningful to question the multiplicities of state and non-state agencies within a variety of modes of regional governance, regional networks, and institutional forms (Fioramonti, 2014;Shaw et al., 2011). In this context it should also be acknowledged that regionalism is expanding and becoming more important in many more policy fields compared to what was the case during the new regionalism, such as monetary and financial governance (Chapter16by McNamara, this volume), health (Deacon et al., 2010), gender and social policy (Chapter18by van der Vleuten, this volume), migration (Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume), and democracy and human rights (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume). Table2.1summarizes old, new, and comparative regionalism in terms of context, the links between national, regional, and global levels, and, finally, sectors, actors, and forms of organization.

Table 2.1Old, New, and Comparative Regionalism

	
	Old regionalism


	New regionalism


	Comparative regionalism





	World order context


	

	Post-World War II and Cold War context (in Europe)


	Bipolarity but also post-colonialism provided context for the developing world







	

	Post-Cold War context


	Globalization and neo-liberalism


	Unstable multilateralism (e.g. trade, security)


	Transformation of the nation-state







	

	Multipolar and “multiplex” world order


	War on terror


	Financial crises


	Rise of BRICS and emerging powers









	Links between national, regional, and global governance


	

	Regional integration “beyond the nation-state” (in Europe) and advancing development and nation-building (in the developing world)







	Regionalism seen as resisting, taming, or advancing economic globalization


	Regional governance part of multilayered global governance




	Sectors, actors, and forms of organization


	

	Sector specific (e.g. trade and security)


	Formal and states-led regionalism through regional organizations







	

	Multisectoral or specialized


	State vs. non-state actors


	Regionalism vs. regionalization


	Formal vs. informal







	State and non-state actors grouped in formal and informal forms of organization in growing number of sectors







Compiled by the author.





[bookmark: p32](p. 32)Theoretical and methodological dialogue is another emerging feature of the most recent phase in the study of regionalism. Whereas the debate about new regionalism was characterized by fragmentation and a series of paradigmatic and methodological rivalries, regionalism is now being consolidated as a field of study. During the new regionalism there was often lack of dialogue between academic disciplines and regional specializations (European integration, Latin American, Asian, and African regionalism) as well as between theoretical traditions (rationalism, constructivism, and assorted reflectivist approaches). There was also thematic fragmentation in the sense that various forms of regionalism, such as economic, security, and environmental regionalism, were only rarely related to one another. Such fragmentation undermined further generation of cumulative knowledge as well as theoretical and methodological innovation. Today’s discussion about regionalism is characterized by a changing intellectual landscape, with increased dialogue and at least some greater acceptance of contrasting scientific standpoints and perspectives (seeDe Lombaerde and Söderbaum, 2013;Robinson et al., 2011;Telò, 2013).

From a methodological point of view, it can furthermore be argued that the consolidation of comparative regionalism constitutes one of the core characteristics of the current phase in the study of regionalism, perhaps its most important one (Acharya and Johnston, 2007;Börzel, 2011;De Lombaerde et al., 2010;De Lombaerde and Söderbaum, 2013;Laursen, 2010;Söderbaum and Sbragia, 2010;Warleigh-Lack and Van Langenhove, 2010;Warleigh-Lack and Rosamond, 2010). According toAcharya (2012), comparative regionalism is indeed “a field whose time has come.” ThisOxford Handbookis yet another testimony to the consolidation of comparative regionalism. A great deal of research during the new regionalism was based on case studies. Even if attention certainly was given to comparison, many such studies were either parallel case studies or rather rigid quantitative studies that usually failed to take history and the regional context into consideration. We are now witnessing an increasing creativity in the way regions are compared across time and space. The increasing cross-fertilization and interaction between students of European integration and regionalism elsewhere is particularly important, not least because this promises to lead to less Eurocentrism in the field.Acharya (2012, 12) is correct in that the “global heritage” of regionalism needs to be acknowledged: “ideas and literature that constitute comparative regionalism come from and have been enriched by contributions from many regions, including Latin America, Asia, North America, the Middle East, Africa and of course Europe.” It must also be recognized that our understanding of regions and regionalism has changed during recent decades, which is good news for comparative regionalism as well as for attempts to move away from narrow and conventional understandings of European integration. “While the contemporary interest in comparing regions and regionalisms may not be completely new, it is different from older approaches. Our understanding of what makes regions has changed with social constructivist and critical theoretical approaches that have led to a less behavioural and more nuanced, complex, contested and fluid understanding of regions” (Acharya, 2012, 3). Still, everything is not well with the study of regionalism and it is still necessary to deepen the[bookmark: p33](p. 33)comparative element of regionalism without being trapped in either parochialism or misplaced universalism (usually Eurocentrism).

The preferred version of comparative regionalism is eclectic and inclusive. Such eclectic perspective should enable area studies, comparative politics, and international studies to engage in a more fruitful dialogue, and through that process overcome the fragmentation in the field of regionalism that still remains. It should also enable continued cross-fertilization between different regional debates and specializations (Africa, American, Asian, Caribbean, and European forms of regionalism). Such an eclectic perspective will also enhance a dialogue about the fundamentals of comparative analysis, for example, what constitute comparable cases, and the many different forms, methods, and designs of comparative analysis (De Lombaerde et al., 2010;Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000).

The eclectic approach on offer here underlines the richness of comparison. Regions can and should be compared in time as well as within and across different spaces and forms of organization. It is thus possible to compare the comprehensive and multidimensional regions at various scales (macro, meso, micro), but also to compare more distinct types of regions and regionalism, such as trade blocs, security regions, cognitive regions, river basins, and so forth. Using the EU as an example, as an object of research the EU can be studied in different ways and its comparability depends on conceptualization and the questions asked. Like all other aspects of the social realm the EU has at the same time both specific features and general characteristics that it shares with other regions, regional political communities, and regional organizations. The eclectic perspective offered here does not reject comparisons between the EU and other federations/nation-states, or between EU and older empires (even if that comparison may be somewhat more complicated). In other words, conceptual pluralism does not equal anarchy or efforts to create a false competition between regionalism in Europe and the rest of the world. The fundamental point is to be clear about research questions and case selection while at the same time maintaining conceptual clarity.



[bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-2.xhtml-bibliographyGroup-2][bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-2.xhtml-bibliography-2]References



Acharya, A. 2004. How Ideas Spread: Whose Norms Matter? Norm Localization and Institutional Change in Asian Regionalism.International Organization, 58(2): 239–275.

Acharya, A. 2007. The Emerging Regional Architecture of World Politics.World Politics, 59(4): 629–652.

[bookmark: p34](p. 34)Acharya, A. 2012. Comparative Regionalism: A Field Whose Time Has Come?The International Spectator: Italian Journal of International Affairs, 47(1): 3–15.

Acharya, A. 2014.The End of American World Order. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Acharya, A. and Johnston, A. I. (eds.) 2007.Crafting Cooperation: Regional International Institutions in Comparative Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Adler, E. 1997. Seizing the Middle Ground: Constructivism in World Politics.European Journal of International Relations, 3(3): 319–363.

Axline, W. A. 1977. Underdevelopment, Dependence and Integration: The Politics of Regionalism in the Third World.International Organization, 31(1): 83–105.

Axline, W. A. 1994. Cross-Regional Comparison and the Theory of Regional Cooperation: Lessons from Latin America, the Caribbean, South East Asia and the South Pacific. In: W. A. Axline (ed.),The Political Economy of Regional Cooperation: Comparative Case Studies. London: Pinter Publishers, 178–224.

Baert, F., Scaramagli, T., and Söderbaum, F. (eds.) 2014.Intersecting Interregionalism: Regions, Global Governance and the EU.Dordrecht: Springer.

Baldersheim, H., Haug, A. V. and Øgård, M. (eds.) 2011.The Rise of the Networking Region: The Challenges of Regional Collaboration in a Globalized World. Farnham: Ashgate.

Binder, L. 1958. The Middle East as a Subordinate International System.World Politics, 10(3): 408–429.

Bøås, M., Marchand, M. H., and Shaw, T. M. 2003. The Weave-World: The Regional Interweaving of Economies, Ideas and Identities. In: F. Söderbaum and T. M. Shaw (eds.),Theories of New Regionalism. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 197–210.

Börzel, T. A. 2011.Comparative Regionalism: A New Research Agenda. KFG Working Papers 28. Berlin: Research College “The Transformative Power of Europe,” Freie Universität Berlin.

Breslin, S., Higgott, R., and Rosamond, B. 2002. Regions in Comparative Perspective. In: S. Breslin, C. W. Hughes, N. Phillips, and B. Rosamond (eds.),New Regionalisms in the Global Political Economy: Theories and Cases. London: Routledge, 1–19.

Buzan, B. and Wæver, O. 2003.Regions and Powers: The Structure of International Security. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cantori, L. J. and Spiegel, S. L. 1970.The International Politics of Regions: A Comparative Approach. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Caporaso, J. A. 1971. Theory and Method in the Study of International Integration.International Organization, 25(2): 228–253.

De Lombaerde, P. and Söderbaum, F. (eds.) 2013.Regionalism, 4 vols. London: Sage.

De Lombaerde, P., Söderbaum, F., Van Langenhove, L., and Baert, F. 2010. The Problem of Comparison in Comparative Regionalism.Review of International Studies, 36(3): 731–753.

de Melo, J. and Panagariya, A. (eds.) 1995.New Dimensions in Regional Integration. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Deacon, B., Macovei, M. C., Van Langenhove, L., and Yeates, N. (eds.) 2010.World-Regional Social Policy and Global Governance: New Research and Policy. London: Routledge.

Deutsch, K. W., Burell, S. A., Kann, R. A., Lee, M., Lichterman, M., Lindgren, R. E., Loewenheim, F. L., and Van Wagenen, R. W. 1957.Political Community and the North Atlantic Area: International Organization in the Light of Historical Experience. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Fawcett, L. 2005. The Origins and Development of Regional Ideas in the Americas. In: L. Fawcett and M. Serrano (eds.),Regionalism and Governance in the Americas: Continental Drift. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 25–51.

[bookmark: p35](p. 35)Fawcett, L. 2012. Between West and Non-West: Latin American Contributions to International Thought.International History Review, 34(2): 679–704.

Fawcett, L. 2015. History and Concept of Regionalism: A Call for a Post-Revisionist Synthesis. Paper presented at the International Studies Association Conference, New Orleans, February 18–21.

Fawcett, L. and Hurrell, A. 1995.Regionalism in World Politics: Regional Organization and International Order. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fawn, R. 2009. Regions and Their Study: Wherefrom, What For and Whereto?Review of International Studies, 35(S1): 5–34.

Fioramonti, L. (ed.) 2012.Regions and Crises: New Challenges for Contemporary Regionalisms. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Fioramonti, L. (ed.) 2014.Civil Society and World Regions: How Citizens are Reshaping Regional Governance in Times of Crisis. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.

Gamble, A. and Payne, A. (eds.) 1996.Regionalism and Global Order. Basingstoke: Macmillan.

Haas, E. B. 1958.The Uniting of Europe: Political, Social and Economic Forces 1950–1957.Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Haas, E. B. 1961. International Integration: The European and the Universal Process.International Organization, 15(3): 366–392.

Haas, E. B. 1964.Beyond the Nation-State: Functionalism and International Organization. Stanford CA: Stanford University Press.

Haas, E. B. 1970. The Study of Regional Integration: Reflections on the Joy and Anguish of Pretheorizing.International Organization, 24(4): 607–646.

Haas, E. B. 1976. Turbulent Fields and the Theory of Regional Integration.International Organization, 30(2): 173–212.

Hettne, B. 1999. Globalization and the New Regionalism: The Second Great Transformation. In: B. Hettne, A. Inotai, and Sunkel, O. (eds.),Globalism and the New Regionalism. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 1–24.

Hettne, B. 2005. Beyond the “New Regionalism.”New Political Economy, 10(4): 543–571.

Hettne, B., Inotai, A., and Sunkel, O. (eds.) 1999.Globalism and the New Regionalism. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Hettne, B. and Söderbaum, F. 2000. Theorising the Rise of Regionness.New Political Economy, 5(3): 457–473.

Hoffmann, S. 1966. Obstinate or Obsolete? The Fate of the Nation-State and the Case of Western Europe.Daedalus, 95(3): 862–915.

Hurrell, A. 1995. Explaining the Resurgence of Regionalism in World Politics.Review of International Studies, 21(4): 331–358.

Jönsson, C., Tägil, S., and Törnqvist, G. 2000.Organizing European Space. London: Sage.

Katzenstein, P. J. 1996. Regionalism in Comparative Perspective.Cooperation and Conflict, 31(2): 123–159.

Katzenstein, P. J. 2005.A World of Regions: Asia and Europe in the American Imperium. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Laursen, F. (ed.) 2003. Comparative Regional Integration: Theoretical Perspectives. Farnham: Ashgate.

Laursen, F. 2010.Comparative Regional Integration: Europe and Beyond. Farnham: Ashgate.

Lenze, N. and Schriwer, C. (eds.) 2014.Converging Regions: Global Perspectives on Asia and the Middle East. Farnham: Ashgate.

Mansfield, E. D. and Milner, H. V. (eds.) 1997.The Political Economy of Regionalism. New York: Columbia University Press.

[bookmark: p36](p. 36)Mattli, W. 1999.The Logic of Regional Integration: Europe and Beyond. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Mattli, W. 2005. Ernst Haas’s Evolving Thinking on Comparative Regional Integration: Of Virtues and Infelicities.Journal of European Public Policy, 12(2): 327–348.

Mitrany, D. 1943.A Working Peace System: An Argument for the Functional Development of International Organization. London: Royal Institute of International Affairs.

Mittelman, J. H. 2000.The Globalization Syndrome: Transformation and Resistance. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Moravcsik, A. 1993. Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal Intergovernmentalist Approach.Journal of Common Market Studies, 31(4): 473–524.

Murphy, A. B. 1991. Regions as Social Constructs: The Gap between Theory and Practice.Progress in Human Geography, 15(1): 23–35.

Neumann, I. B. 1994. A Region-Building Approach to Northern Europe.Review of International Studies, 20(1): 53–74.

Neumann, I. B. 2003. A Region-Building Approach. In: F. Söderbaum and T. M. Shaw (eds.),Theories of New Regionalism. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 160–178.

Niemann, M. 2001. Unstated Places: Rereading Southern Africa. In: P. Vale, L. A. Swatuk, and B. Odén (eds.),Theory, Change and Southern Africa’s Future. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 58–82.

Nye, J. S. 1968. Comparative Regional Integration: Concept and Measurement.International Organization, 22(4): 855–880.

Nye, J. S. 1971.Peace in Parts: Integration and Conflict in Regional Organization. Boston: Little, Brown.

Paasi, A. 2001. Europe as a Social Process and Discourse: Considerations of Place, Boundaries and Identity.European Urban and Regional Studies, 8(1): 7–28.

Prebisch, R. 1959.The Latin American Common Market and the Multilateral Payments System. Santiago: United Nations Publications.

Puchala, D. J. 1971. Of Blind Men, Elephants and International Integration.Journal of Common Market Studies, 10(3): 267–284.

Riggirozzi, P. 2012. Region, Regionness and Regionalism in Latin America: Towards a New Synthesis.New Political Economy, 17(4): 421–443.

Riggirozzi, P. and Tussie, D. (eds.) 2012.The Rise of Post-Hegemonic Regionalism: The Case of Latin America. Dordrecht: Springer.

Robinson, N., Warleigh-Lack, A., and Rosamond, B. (eds.) 2011.New Regionalism and the European Union: Dialogues, Comparisons and New Research Directions. London: Routledge.

Rosamond, B. 2000.Theories of European Integration. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Russett, B. M. 1967.International Regions and the International System: A Study in Political Ecology. Chicago: Rand & McNally.

Schulz, M., Söderbaum, F., and Öjendal, J. (eds.) 2001.Regionalization in a Globalizing World: A Comparative Perspective on Actors, Forms and Processes. London: Zed Books.

Shaw, T. M., Grant. J. A., and Cornelissen, S. (eds.) 2011.The Ashgate Research Companion to Regionalisms. Farnham: Ashgate.

Söderbaum, F. 2004.The Political Economy of Regionalism: The Case of Southern Africa.Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Söderbaum, F. and Sbragia, A. 2010. EU Studies and the “New Regionalism”: What Can Be Gained from Dialogue?Journal of European Integration, 32(6): 563–582.

[bookmark: p37](p. 37)Söderbaum, F. and Shaw, T. M. (eds.) 2003.Theories of New Regionalism: A Palgrave Reader. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Telò, M. (ed.) 2013.European Union and New Regionalism: Competing Regionalism and Global Governance in a Post-Hegemonic Era, 3rd edition. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Thompson, W. R. 1973. The Regional Subsystem: A Conceptual Explication and a Propositional Inventory.International Studies Quarterly, 17(1): 89–117.

Van Langenhove, L. 2011.Building Regions: The Regionalization of the World Order. Farnham: Ashgate.

Vivares, E. (ed.) 2013.Exploring the New South American Regionalism (NSAR). Farnham: Ashgate.

Warleigh-Lack, A. and Rosamond, B. 2010. Across the EU Studies–New Regionalism Frontier: Invitation to a Dialogue.Journal of Common Market Studies, 48(4): 993–1013.

Warleigh-Lack, A. and Van Langenhove, L. 2010. Rethinking EU Studies: The Contribution of Comparative Regionalism.Journal of European Integration, 32(6): 541–562.

Wiener, A. and Diez, T. (eds.) 2003.European Integration Theory. Oxford: Oxford University Press.[bookmark: p38](p. 38)









Notes:

(1.) I am grateful for the comments by the editors and the participants of the workshops organized at the Freie Universität Berlin in 2013 and 2014, and the ISA conference in New Orleans in 2015. I am also particularly grateful to Björn Hettne and Philippe De Lombaerde for research cooperation on related matters.









Fredrick SöderbaumFredrik Söderbaum is Professor at the School of Global Studies, University of Gothenburg, Sweden.








PART I: APPROACHES TO COMPARATIVE REGIONALISM


3 Theorizing Regionalism: Cooperation, Integration, and Governance

Tanja A. Börzel

Theend of the Cold War saw a surge in regionalism. While the number of preferential trade agreements (PTA) exploded (Mansfield and Pevehouse, 2013), long-standing regional organizations (ROs), such as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) or the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), experienced the delegation of more political authority and policy competencies in the past two decades (Börzel, 2013). These two trends of more and deeper regionalism, respectively, are often attributed to processes of diffusion. Regional cooperation and integration spread across time and space once the constraints of geopolitics had loosened (Chapter5by Risse, this volume).

This chapter explores how mainstream theories of regional cooperation and integration (TRCI) account for the changes in the quantity and quality of regionalism.1Unlike diffusion, these theories implicitly or explicitly conceptualize regionalism as driven by independent decision-making of regional actors responding to causal factors located within or outside the region.

The chapter starts by arguing that dominant TRCI share a bias towards taking states as the main drivers of regionalism and focusing on processes of formal institution-building at the regional level. This double bias is rooted in the history of TRCI, which had emerged from the field of International Relations and centered on the European Union (EU) (Chapter2by Söderbaum and Chapter6by Acharya, this volume). The discussion is followed by a review of the existing literature, which explores to what extent TRCI can explain the emergence of regionalism, its outcomes, and its effects. Their biases notwithstanding, many TRCI travel across regions if their concepts and explanatory logics are broadened beyond the economic realm. Where they largely fail, however, is in explaining similarities and differences in institutional designs of ROs and in accounting for their effects. The last part of the chapter suggests that the governance concept may help TRCI overcome their statist and formal institutionalist bias thereby strengthening their explanatory power. Governance gives equal status to state and non-state actors[bookmark: p42](p. 42)and does not prioritize formal over informal institutions. By systematically taking into account the two core dimensions of regionalization, governance provides an analytical perspective to systematically compare varieties of regionalism and regional orders across time and space and enhance the power of mainstream approaches to explain their emergence, outcomes, and effects.2



Regionalism as State-Led Formal Institution-Building


Research on regional cooperation and integration used to be dominated by approaches to International Political Economy (IPE) and to European integration. IPE explores regional trade and investment patterns and the design of formal regional institutions to foster liberalization and to settle disputes over market access between states. The main dependent variable is the emergence and effectiveness of preferential and free trade areas (PTA and FTA), concluded by states (inter aliaMilner, 1988;Mansfield and Milner, 1997;Mansfield and Reinhardt, 2003; Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). The main drivers for regionalism are (material) gains states expect to reap from trading with each other. These include reduced transaction costs, policy externalities, economies of scale, technological innovation due to greater competition, more foreign direct investments, and greater economic and political weight in international markets and institutions.

Integration theories took off in Europe, where regionalism has sought from the very beginning to go beyond trade liberalization through inter-state bargains (Börzel, 2013, 504–507). Intergovernmentalism takes member states and their governments as the principal agents driving European integration and policy-making to protect their geopolitical interests and the economic concerns of their constituencies (Hoffmann, 1982;Taylor, 1991;Moravcsik, 1991,1998). Liberal intergovernmentalism, neo-functionalism, and multilevel governance approaches, by contrast, privilege domestic actors (such as business associations and trade unions), which press for further integration to promote their economic or political interests. Liberal intergovernmentalism maintains that state governments act as the main gatekeepers for domestic interests to enter the regional arena (Moravcsik, 1991,1998). Neo-functionalism and multilevel governance, by contrast, consider the alliances, which domestic interest groups build with supranational actors (particularly the European Commission and the European Court of Justice) circumventing their governments as the main driver of regional institution-building (Haas, 1958;Sandholtz and Stone Sweet, 1998;Hooghe and Marks, 2001). The unit of analysis to adjudicate their theoretical claims is the making of European treaties and European laws (Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume).

The various theories that emerged within these approaches to regionalism focus on different issue-areas and privilege different drivers. Yet, they all take formal processes and outcomes of inter-state bargains as the core. European integration is by definition[bookmark: p43](p. 43)more than cooperation among states. The main contention between integration theories, however, is about the extent to which states are (still) the masters of a process, in which they increasingly delegate authority to supranational institutions through reforming the EU treaties and adopting and enforcing EU laws.

Studies of region-building that are less theory-driven and analytically eclectic in their approach, often adopt a perspective that is centered on the state, too. The literature on “new regionalism” criticizes the state-centrism of the “old regionalism,” which had emerged in Western Europe after the end of World War II (Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume). It emphasizes the social construction of regions, the role of markets and civil society actors, as well as the importance of flows of capital, trade. New varieties of regionalism are explored, where “the state is no longer regionalism’s only gatekeeper” (Fawcett, 2005, 24). Yet, regionalism is still analyzed ultimately in most empirical studies as inter-state institution-building at the regional, inter-regional, and transregional levels (Shaw et al., 1999;Schulz et al., 2001a;Telò, 2001;Breslin et al., 2002;Farrell et al., 2005;Laursen, 2010;Warleigh-Lack et al., 2010). More spontaneous and endogenous processes which involve a variety of state, market, and civil society actors in formal and informal networks are categorized as regionalization or “cross-border micro-level regionalism” (Söderbaum, 2005;Jessop, 2003) and, hence, treated as distinct from regionalism (Hurrell, 1995;Fawcett, 2005, 25;Farrell et al., 2005;Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000;Schulz et al., 2001b;Wunderlich, 2011).

Whether the dominance of state-led regionalism in the literature results from a bias in our theoretical perspectives or whether the varieties of regionalism that have emerged since the 1980s are after all not that new or distinct as to require new, less state-centric approaches (Acharya, 1998;Acharya and Johnston, 2007b;Söderbaum and Shaw, 2003) are empirical questions that lie at the heart of comparative regionalism. The last section of this chapter argues that governance provides an unbiased analytical perspective to explore them. Before that, however, the following section discusses to what extent mainstream theories of regional integration and cooperation still offer convincing explanations on the emergence of regionalism, its outcomes, and its effects.



Theories of Regional Cooperation and Integration


The literature features a multitude of mainstream theories of regional cooperation and integration. A first way to organize and classify them is the level of analysis and the logic of action, to which they subscribe. These distinctions are commonly made in international relations (Adler, 1997) but also apply to other fields of social science. The level of analysis classifies theories according to whether they consider the main drivers of region-building to lie within (endogenous) or outside (exogenous) the region (Hettne, 2002;Söderbaum and Sbragia, 2010). Many theories consider both and do not[bookmark: p44](p. 44)systematically distinguish between the two types of drivers. Their causal effects on the emergence, outcome, and effects of regionalism can follow either an instrumentalist (rationalist) or a norm-based (social constructivist) logic of social action. Social constructivist approaches emphasize the role of collectively shared beliefs, social conventions, and behavioral practices, and, hence, are not focused on formal institutions only, as many rationalist approaches are.

The relationship between the level of analysis and the logic of social action is orthogonal. Rationalist and constructivist approaches can privilege either exogenous or endogenous explanations. While focusing on causal factors outside the region, exogenous explanations are different from diffusion (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). Institutional similarities are not the result of interdependent decision-making through which actors in one region emulate the institutions of another. Rather, actors in different regions take similar decisions in response to similar external challenges or problems. They institute a regional monetary fund as the best solution to prevent another global financial crisis, establish a regional emission trading system to mitigate global climate change, or set up a regional civil protection mechanism to deal with natural disasters.

A third distinction refers to the role of non-state actors. State-centered theories take state governments as the key actors driving and shaping regional institution-building. Society-based approaches, by contrast, emphasize the importance of (trans)national market and civil society actors, which do not only define state preferences or pressure and persuade them into building regional institutions, but also engage in their own regional institution-building, with or without states being involved.

The various combinations of the three dimensions generate different causal explanations privileging different drivers of regional cooperation and integration present in the literature. They differ, however, with regard to the outcome. In International Relations, most theories focus on the emergence of regional cooperation, while EU studies take regional integration as theirexplanandum(Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume). The distinction ultimately relates to the institutional design of regionalism (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume). This chapter concentrates on the emergence and effects of regionalism and deals with outcome only with regard to the distinction between cooperation and integration.



The Emergence of Regionalism

Classical theories of international cooperation and integration are rationalist and state-centered. Power-based approaches such as neo-realism assume that in the absence of a central enforcement power (anarchy), cooperation is risky for states which are concerned about the equal distribution of power among them (Baldwin, 2013;Grieco, 1988). To explain regional cooperation, hegemonic stability theory points to powerful states within the region or outside, which are willing to and capable of acting as “regional paymaster, easing distributional tensions and thus smoothing the path of integration” (Mattli, 1999a, 56;Gilpin, 1987, 87–90;Grieco, 1997). The United States (US) played a key[bookmark: p45](p. 45)role as external hegemon in the creation and prevalence of the European Community and ASEAN by mitigating the security dilemma in the region (Gruber, 2000;Acharya, 2001). Conversely, the ineffectiveness of regionalism in the Middle East or Asia is often blamed on the absence of a regional or external hegemon (Fawcett and Gandois, 2010;Hemmer and Katzenstein, 2002). Powerful states facilitate the emergence of regionalism in pursuit of economic or geopolitical interests. The US, China, Russia, South Africa, or Nigeria supported and engaged in region-building in order to strengthen military alliances, promote stability in neighboring countries, or secure access to new markets, cheap labor, water, and energy resources (Antkiewicz and Whalley, 2005;Gowa, 1994;Clarkson, 2008;Coleman, 2007, 155–184). Yet, while hegemonic leadership may help initiate and promote regionalism, powerful states are not always willing to act as hegemons (Destradi, 2010). Brazil has been ambivalent towards pushing regional institution-building in Latin America (Spektor, 2010). India appears to have aspirations for regional leadership but so far refrained from developing a vision for how to create stability in the conflict-ridden region (Destradi, 2012). South Africa has used its economic power to actively shape the Southern African Customs Union (SACU) but has played a more ambivalent role within the Southern African Development Community (SADC;Lorenz-Carl, 2013;Muntschik, 2013).

Forming regional alliances to balance powerful states posing a threat in- and outside the region, rather than to bandwagon with them, is another explanation for regional cooperation under anarchy (Walt, 1987). One of NATO’s main missions has been to keep Germany down and Russia out by keeping the US in Europe (Risse-Kappen, 1995). Brazil and Venezuela have championed Mercosur to counter-balance US influence in Latin America (Gomez Mera, 2005;Tussie, 2009). A similar competition between two states for containing external powers through promoting (different forms of) regionalism can be observed between Iraq and Egypt in the League of Arab States (Khadduri, 1946), Malaysia and Indonesia in ASEAN (Dent, 2008, 86–88), Japan and China in East Asia (Beeson, 2006), Nigeria and South Africa in sub-Saharan Africa (Francis, 2006), and Russia and Uzbekistan in Central Asia (Kubicek, 1997).

Neo-liberal institutionalism and rationalist functionalism are as rationalist and state-centered as power-based approaches. They also assume international anarchy but emphasize complex interdependence among states and their shared interest in dealing with the problems that arise from it by setting up international institutions (Keohane, 1984;Martin and Simmons, 1998), which intensify in regions due to geographic proximity. Globalization is a major external driver for regionalism. Global markets entail increased transborder mobility and economic linkages and trade issues are less cumbersome to deal with at the regional than at the multilateral level (Schirm, 2002;Breslin et al., 2002). Coping with negative externalities, such as diversions of trade and investment, provides another rational to engage in regional institution-building. States may either seek membership in regional institutions generating the external effects as many European countries have done in the case of the EU and some of the South American countries do with NAFTA (Mattli, 1999b, 59–61). Or they create their own regional group. NAFTA can be interpreted as the US reaction to the fortification of the Single[bookmark: p46](p. 46)European Market and the emerging economic regionalism in Asia (Mattli, 1999b, 183–5). A similar “domino effect” (Baldwin, 1995) was triggered by the US turn towards regionalism which has contributed to the proliferation of regional PTA, since states perceived the US as no longer capable of or willing to ensure the stability of the global trading system (Mansfield, 1998). The decision in 1992 to complement the ASEAN security community with an ASEAN free trade area is partly explained by concerns over the global positioning of ASEAN markets vis-à-vis NAFTA and the Single European Market (Means, 1995). Globalization, hence, is a common stimulus generating a demand for regional institutional-building, to which states have responded independently and often differently around the globe. While advanced industrialized countries have mostly sought to shape globalization and manage its externalities by setting up regional institutions, developing countries had initially engaged in protective regionalism reducing their dependency on the global markets and former colonial powers (Mistry, 2003;Rivarola Puntigliano and Briceño-Ruiz, 2013). Increasingly, regional cooperation and integration has become more developmental not only by providing access to global markets and attracting foreign direct investments but also by fostering economic and industrial development as well as social protection in the region (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume).

Political economy approaches and liberal theories of international cooperation provide more society-centered explanations for how globalization translates into regionalism. They take economic and social interests as the starting point (Chapter15by Kim et al. and Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume). These interests are channeled through the domestic political process of interest aggregation and interest representation. States are the masters of regional organizations and gatekeep access to international decision-making processes. Domestic interest groups may try to circumvent them by forming transnational alliances but when push comes to shove they have to rely on their governments if they want to influence regional policy outcomes and institutional reforms (Moravcsik, 1998). Depending on their access to domestic decision-making processes and their action capacity, pro-integration interests are more or less successful in making their political demand for regional institution-building heard (Rogowski, 1989;Milner, 1997). American business, for instance, forcefully lobbied in favor of the NAFTA and APEC agreements (Milner, 1995;Cameron and Tomlin, 2002).

As mentioned above, neo-functionalism also emphasizes the role of interest groups, professional associations, producer groups, and labor unions, which do not equally benefit from regionalism. Those who do, form transnational coalitions with like-minded groups from other member states and ally with regional actors. Domestic interests can bypass their governments with their demands for (more) regionalism. Regional actors respond to this demand and push state governments into supplying (more) effective regional institutions to foster trade liberalization by compromising their sovereignty (Stone Sweet and Caporaso, 1998).

Rationalist society-centered theories, which focus on preferences in domestic and transnational society, explicitly or implicitly presuppose liberal democracy and advanced market economy as context conditions for regionalism to unfold. Societal[bookmark: p47](p. 47)interests are unlikely to form and mobilize in favor of regionalism in authoritarian or semi-authoritarian countries with low levels of socio-economic development and/or low levels of economic and social transactions (Haas, 1961;Haas and Schmitter, 1964). This liberal bias limits the applicability of society-centered theories to the OECD world of industrialized liberal democracies (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume). They have a harder time in explaining the emergence of regionalism in other parts of the world. Solingen has shown, however, that domestic coalitions develop different strategies regarding regional cooperation or conflict, which are not determined by liberal domestic structures (Solingen, 1998; Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume). Other regions may have their own functionalist objectives that are defined by other factors than intra-regional economic interdependence (Haas, 1961). For instance, states in the Global South seek to use regional institutions to gain leverage in international negotiations on market access in the Global North or to signal to foreign donors and investors their credible commitment to political stability and the rule of law in order to attract foreign aid and trade (Krapohl and Fink, 2013;Börzel, 2015).

Alan Milward provides a functionalist-rationalist explanation for why regionalisms may emerge in the absence of economic interdependence and liberal democracy. He argues that national governments seek to isolate political decisions with redistributional consequences from particularistic domestic interests by transferring them to the EU level (Milward, 1992; cf.Moravcsik, 1998). Such a political rationale may also apply in regions that lack economic interdependence as a major driver for regionalism. African, Latin American, Arab, and Asian leaders, democratic or not, have supported regional cooperation and integration as a way to control, manage, and prevent regional conflict, deal with non-traditional security threats, or as a source of domestic power and consolidation of national sovereignty (Graham, 2008;Caballero-Anthony, 2008;Herbst, 2007;Okolo, 1985;Acharya, 2011;Barnett and Solingen, 2007). Weak states, in particular, are more inclined to engage in such “regime-boosting regionalism” (Söderbaum, 2004, 112–113) because they are more dependent on economic growth to forge domestic stability, tackle societal problems, and strengthen their international standing in terms of bargaining power and legitimacy (Clapham, 1996; Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume). Moreover, non-state actors can more easily circumvent their governments in seeking transnational exchange (Bach, 2005). Yet, states must not be too weak either—political instability can be a major obstacle to regionalism (Edi, 2007). The same ambivalence can be found for neo-patrimonialism. While regional organizations provide governments with additional perks for buying-off the loyalty of their clients, regionalism can also curb resources, e.g. by decreasing tariff revenues (Allison, 2008;Collins, 2009;Söderbaum, 2012). Finally, regionalism has served as a tool for settling conflicts and securing peace among (former) rival nations (Oelsner, 2004;Acharya, 2001;Francis, 2006;Gruber, 2000) and, more recently, for consolidating and promoting democracy in member states (Pevehouse, 2005; Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume). What national governments lose in authority to regional institutions, they gain in legitimacy and problem-solving capacity, particularly since many societal problems and non-traditional security threats, such as environmental pollution, pandemics, drug[bookmark: p48](p. 48)trafficking, or migration, are no longer confined to the boundaries of the nation-state (Börzel and van Hüllen, 2015).

Constructivist approaches of cooperation and integration feature less prominently in the literature. They place ideas, norms, identities, and discourses center stage as ideational drivers of regionalism. Long before the constructivist turn in international relations research (Adler, 2013), transactionalism and security community approaches argued that successful integration requires a sense of community (Deutsch et al., 1957;Adler and Barnett, 1998;Acharya, 2001). While considering the underlying social fabric of regionalism, the focus is still on state-led formal institution-building. A security community is formed by a group of states, which no longer consider force as a means to solve conflict. States remain formally independent in pluralist security communities. Collectively shared meaning structures, norms, and values are important for a regional identity facilitating mutual trust and rendering armed conflict inconceivable (Adler and Barnett, 1998;Acharya, 2001). Yet, it is unclear whether shared norms and values are a precondition for or rather an indicator of regional integration (Chapter24by Checkel, this volume). Students of European integration still argue to what extent the EU has built a common identity and what it is based upon (Risse, 2010). While the sense of community is weaker in North America, Africa, the Middle East, or Asia, the question remains whether this is because states are so diverse with regard to their political systems, societal structures, and cultures that there is no common interest in (stronger) common institutions (Barnett and Solingen, 2007) or whether regional institutions are not strong enough to breed a community (Clarkson, 2008;Acharya, 2005;Jones and Smith, 2007;Barnett, 1995;Okolo, 1985).

To conclude, power-based and rationalist functionalist approaches in particular offer strong arguments on why states engage in regional institution-building in the first place. Globalization, economic and (non-traditional) security interdependence among neighboring countries, as well as securing regime survival create powerful demands for regionalism that are not peculiar to specific regions. The demands for dismantling barriers to free trade, on the one hand, and providing common goods, on the other, are best met at the regional level, given the limited governance capacities of both states and global organizations. They have, however, translated into very different outcomes, which theories focusing on emergence have a hard time accounting for.



The Outcome of Regionalism

International relations theories have treated regionalism as an instance of international cooperation (Haas, 1970;Hoffmann, 1966;Puchala, 1972). Much of the early research concentrated on the European Community as a long-standing pathfinder in economic and political regionalism. Yet, from the very beginning, theories of international cooperation have had difficulties in capturing the supranational nature of the beast (Puchala, 1972). The pooling and delegation of authority in the European Coal and Steel Community of 1951 already went far beyond any other form of regional cooperation at[bookmark: p49](p. 49)the time. Theories of international cooperation had great difficulties in coming to terms with the existence of a High Authority and a Court of Justice. With the subsequent deepening and broadening of EU powers, students of European integration declared process and outcome unique arguing they required distinct theories (Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume).

The development of EU studies into a proper sub-discipline of international relations had significant implications for research on regionalism. First, cooperation and integration became two distinct outcomes of regionalism (for the distinction see Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume). Second, integration theories mainly emerged from explaining the peculiarities of European integration. While initial attempts at theory-building were not confined to Europe (Mitrany, 1943;Hoffmann, 1956;Haas, 1964;Nye, 1970;Schmitter, 1970), they got increasingly refined to accommodate the dynamics of the European integration process and its supranational outcomes. Integration became practically synonymous with the EC/EU, which served as the yardstick for measuring regional integration in other parts of the world (Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume). As a result, integration theories applied mainly to EU regionalism while cooperation theories covered regionalism outside Europe.

With the end of the Cold War, however, the division of labor between theories of international cooperation and European integration started to break down. Major regional organizations outside Europe, including the Arab League, ASEAN, ECOWAS, and Mercosur, aspired to deeper forms of trade and monetary integration (Chapter8by Bianculli, Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, and Chapter13Hartmann, this volume). They also took on new tasks in the realm of external and internal security, dealing with nuclear non-proliferation, disarmament, territorial disputes, domestic political stability, migration, terrorism, or human trafficking. States have agreed to formalize decision-making procedures, opening them for majority decisions and parliamentary representation, and to set up enhanced dispute-settlement procedures, which may take the form of courts or tribunals (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, and Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume). With the broadening and deepening of regionalism elsewhere, the EU has become less unique and more comparable to other forms of regionalism. While this move facilitates comparisons among EU and other forms of regionalism, the main theoretical challenge is to explain why regionalism involves more delegation and pooling in some areas, policy sectors, or time periods bringing it closer to integration rather than cooperation, or vice versa (Chapter27by Börzel and Risse, this volume).

Power-based approaches identify the international and regional distribution of power as an important driver of the emergence of regionalism. They have less to say on outcomes arguing that (powerful) states tend to be reluctant to delegate authority to regional institutions, i.e. are unlikely to move beyond regional cooperation. It is even more puzzling why powerful states appear to be more inclined to accept far-reaching delegation over pooling (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume).

Rationalist approaches of cooperation and integration do not explicitly theorize differences in the degree of cooperation and integration. Yet, their functionalist reasoning[bookmark: p50](p. 50)should explain variation in outcomes by the higher degree of economic interdependence requiring a strengthening of regional institutions to settle conflicts (Mansfield, 1998;Mansfield and Milner, 1997;Mattli, 1999b;Moravcsik, 1998;Stone Sweet and Caporaso, 1998), as well as by the level of uncertainty, the nature of the problem, the number of actors, and the asymmetry between them (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume). Geographic proximity and democracy increase the intensity of economic exchange between countries, and hence should foster closer regional cooperation and integration (Mansfield et al., 2000). Yet, economic interdependence is a poor predictor of different outcomes. We find more integrated forms of regionalism without economic interdependence and economic interdependence with only limited or no regional cooperation. ECOWAS, for instance, shows low levels of intra-regional trade but possesses more political authority than the EU in some issue-areas being able to militarily intervene in its member states without requiring their consent. China, Japan, and South Korea are economically as interdependent as EU member states and have so far refrained from setting up formal institutions to manage the trade and capital flows among them.

Social constructivist approaches are equally weak when it comes to explaining different outcomes of regionalism. They often invoke cultural differences to account, for example, for the loose cooperation ASEAN states had opted for. The “ASEAN way,” which is based on informal consensus-building, organizational minimalism, and thin institutionalization, is said to be incompatible with Western models of legalized institutions (Acharya, 2004;Katzenstein, 2005;Nesadurai, 2009). Such explanations have an essentialist flavor suggesting the existence of Western and non-Western cultures that are more or less compatible with certain outcomes of regionalism. They lose part of their explanatory power when applied across time and space (Beeson, 2005). With the creation of the Asian Free Trade Area, ASEAN established a dispute settlement procedure for the first time breaking with the ASEAN way of informal and consensus-based institutions. The ASEAN Charter provides another major step towards both more political and more legalized integration (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume).

Moves towards closer cooperation or integration may be the result of diffusion processes (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). However, they could also be driven by functional-rationalist demands emanating from factors inside and outside the region. Besides external drivers (e.g. globalization), states may face similar endogenous challenges such as locking in domestic reforms, curbing negative externalities of neighbors, and signaling credible commitment to attract foreign aid and trade (Börzel and van Hüllen, 2015). The literature on international democracy promotion established a link between the democratic quality of states and their membership in regional organizations (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume). States use regional organizations to “lock in” democratic developments through deeper forms of regional cooperation and integration, entailing judicial litigation and sanctioning mechanisms. This may also work for authoritarian governments, which instrumentalize their membership in regional organizations to boost the sovereignty and legitimacy of their regimes (Levitsky and Way, 2010, 363–364;Söderbaum, 2004). Institutional lock-in at the regional level is not only about committing successor governments to domestic reforms, democratic[bookmark: p51](p. 51)or otherwise. It can also provide a signaling device by which incumbent regimes seek to publicly commit themselves to certain institutions external donors or investors care about. Domestic and regional stability are important for attracting capital and technology. After all, autocratic rulers often rely on economic prosperity for their domestic legitimacy (Solingen, 2008; Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume). Finally, coups d’état and massive human rights violations may produce substantial negative externalities for neighboring countries. Flows of refugees or rebel forces often challenge the stability of an entire region. These endogenous factors may explain why regional cooperation in Africa with its high levels of political instability and low levels of economic interdependence has moved towards regional integration over the past two decades (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume).

Overall, mainstream theories are not well prepared to explain variation across the two different outcomes, given their focus on either cooperation or integration. While they identify economic interdependence as an important driver for emergence, higher economic interdependence does not necessarily result in more regional cooperation or regional integration. Other endogenous factors, such as the political instability within a region, appear more promising to account for variation and changes in outcomes of regionalism. They do not only apply to regions outside Europe. Locking in domestic reforms and curbing negative externalities have been key drivers of the deepening and widening of European integration, too (Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume).



Effects of Regionalism

Mainstream theories provide interesting insights into the effects of regionalism, without, however, systematically theorizing them. Power-based and rationalist functionalist approaches generally expect regional cooperation to advance the hegemon’s interests and to solve collective action problems among the states involved. IPE scholars have investigated whether regionalism is a stepping stone or stumbling block for globalization, multilateralism (Woolcock, 2008;Tussie, 2003;Ito and Krueger, 1997), and a global word order more broadly (Van Langehove, 2011;Katzenstein, 2005;Falk, 2003;Solingen, 1998). They have also examined the effects of regional free trade agreements on regional trade and investment flows, economic growth, poverty, social inequality, and labor migration, particularly in the American context (Weintraub, 2004;Preusse, 2004;O’Brian, 2008; Chapter15by Kim et al. and Chapter16by McNamara, this volume). Likewise, students of international relations have explored whether regional institutions foster peace, security, and stability in a region (Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, this volume), help create and preserve democracy, human rights, and other global norms (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume), curb environmental pollution (Chapter19by Haas, this volume), regulate migration (Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume), and advance social rights and cohesion (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini and Chapter by 18 van der Vleuten, this volume). The broader effects of regionalism on domestic policies, institutions, and political processes have so far[bookmark: p52](p. 52)only been systematically explored and theorized for the case of the EU (Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume).

The literature on Europeanization and domestic change yields important implications for the effects of regionalism in other parts of the world (Cowles et al., 2001;Featherstone and Radaelli, 2003). The EU certainly is a most likely case in this regard. Other regional institutions are less likely to have institutional effects on their members given that delegation and pooling is more limited. Yet, the change mechanisms identified for the EU, which are largely derived from reversing the explanatory logics of mainstream TRCI still apply. Similar to the EU, Mercosur, ECOWAS, the African Union, or ASEAN have increasingly defined institutional requirements for “good governance” which their members have to respect (Börzel and van Hüllen, 2015). Moreover, they have developed instruments in trying to shape the political and economic institutions of their members, which draw on similar causal mechanisms identified by Europeanization approaches ranging from financial and technical assistance, as well as conditionality to legal and military coercion. To what extent these developments outside Europe have had an impact on the domestic structures of their members is yet to be explored. The active engagement of ECOWAS and, to a lesser extent, Mercosur, in protecting and promoting democratic change still appears to be the exception rather than the rule. Yet, the case of ASEAN demonstrates that regional organizations can also have a less direct and probably more long-term effect, establishing a political opportunity structure that provides civil society actors with rights, money, and networks and entrapping their member states in their commitment to human rights and democracy. These findings show that processes of “differential empowerment” found in the EU and NAFTA (Aspinwall, 2009) also work in other regions.





From Cooperation and Integration to Governance


Theories of regional cooperation and integration have identified important drivers of the emergence of regionalism, particularly if those are not limited to the economic realm. They have less to say on variation and changes in outcomes and even less on effects. This chapter could simply conclude by limiting the scope of mainstream theories to emergence. After all, alternative approaches such as new regionalism or diffusion (Chapter2by Söderbaum, Chapter5by Risse, and Chapter6by Acharya, this volume) do not provide comprehensive explanations of all three dimensions of regionalism, either. Yet, even if confined to emergence, the explanatory power of mainstream theories is limited, particularly outside Europe. Their bias towards state-led formal institution-building leads them to ignore the existence of varieties of regional cooperation and integration that are more informal and society-based. This ignorance at least partly accounts for the failure of rationalist functionalist approaches to explain why formal institution-building[bookmark: p53](p. 53)has proliferated in sub-Saharan Africa (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume) or Latin America (Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume) and why it has remained much more subdued in Northeast and South Asia (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume), the Middle East (Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume), and North America (Chapter7by Duina, this volume). Governance provides an analytical perspective to overcome this double ignorance.

Governance approaches to regionalism emerged in EU studies. The past 30 years of theorizing about European integration evolved as a critique of state-centrism within EU studies itself. The recognition that the EU was more than an inter-state organization but less than a state (Wallace, 1983) had motivated scholars to declare its multifaceted nature unique (sui generis), which by definition precluded any comparison with other polities or political orders, both at the international and the domestic level (Warleigh-Lack and Rosamond, 2010). With the “governance turn” (Kohler-Koch and Rittberger, 2006), however, the idiosyncrasy of EU studies has started to fade. The governance concept does not only facilitate the comparison of the EU with regionalism in other parts of the world. By capturing “the various ways in which state, market, and civil society actors relate and come together in different ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ coalitions, networks, and modes of regional and multilevel governance” (Söderbaum, 2012, 52), it broadens the perspective of mainstream theories of regional cooperation and integration and also enhances their explanatory power.

Unlike government, governance is not wedded to the state; it provides a framework for comparing institutional settings, in which state and non-state actors at the global, regional, national, and subnational level coordinate their actions in multilevel formal and informal networks. Following the work of Renate Mayntz and Fritz W. Scharpf, governance is understood here as institutionalized modes of coordination through which collectively binding decisions are adopted and implemented (Scharpf, 1999;Mayntz, 2004). Thus, governance consists of both structure and process. Governance structures relate to the institutions and actor constellations while governance processes are modes of social coordination by which actors adjust their behavior.

Research on governance usually distinguishes three different types of institutionalized rule structures: hierarchy, market (competition systems), and networks (negotiation systems). Actors can coordinate their actions in hierarchical or non-hierarchical ways. Hierarchical coordination usually takes the form of authoritative decisions (e.g. administrative ordinances, court decisions). Hierarchical coordination or direction can, hence, force actors to act against their self-interest. They may be either physically coerced by the use of force or legally obliged by legitimate institutions (law). Non-hierarchical coordination, by contrast, is based on voluntary compliance. Conflicts of interests are solved by negotiations. Voluntary agreement is either achieved by negotiating a compromise and granting mutual concessions (side-payments and issue-linkage) on the basis of fixed preferences (bargaining), or actors engage in processes of non-manipulative persuasion (arguing), through which they develop common interests and change their preferences accordingly. Coordination in competition systems is also non-hierarchical. Actors compete over meeting certain performance criteria, to which they adjust their[bookmark: p54](p. 54)behavior accordingly. They are largely motivated by egoistic self-interests but pursue a common goal or some scarce resources of which they wish to obtain as much as possible by performing better than their competitors.

While being analytically distinct, governance structures and processes are inherently linked since institutions constitute arenas for social coordination and regulate their access. It is important to keep in mind that governance structures do not determine but rather promote specific modes of coordination. Moreover, structures and modes can be formalized or informal. Finally, the institutionalized structures and their modes of coordination are ideal types that hardly exist in reality. Rather, we find governance regimes or governance mixes which entail different combinations of ideal types, embedding one in the other by making one subordinate to the other. These mixes form a political order that structures or constitutes a region without confining its institutional architecture to one side of the continuum between intergovernmental cooperation and supranational integration. The governance mix of the EU, for instance, combines intergovernmental negotiation and political competition under the shadow of hierarchy cast by supranational institutions (Börzel, 2010).

By avoiding privileging either the state or formal institutions, the governance approach provides a “framework that can address the complexity of regional organizations/regionalism and at the same time transcend the case of Europe/EU itself” which scholars of both EU studies and new regionalism have called for (Söderbaum and Sbragia, 2010, 568; Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume). It equally captures varieties of regionalism in areas where the capacity of the state to set and enforce is limited, civil society is weakly institutionalized, and neither state nor market actors are constrained by effective rule of law.

Rather than reducing the role of non-state actors to defining state interests on regionalism, or driving states towards accepting deeper forms of regionalism, governance allows them to be as constitutive to regional structures as state actors. Which actors shape regional institution-building is an empirical question. The causal logic of mainstream theories applies in most cases to non-state actors, too. Why should business or environmental organizations seeking to foster free trade and curb environmental pollution at the regional level, respectively, only put their trust into formal institutions and turn to states to build them? This is particularly counter-intuitive in areas where states are weak and non-state actors have to rely on their own resources for effective governance solutions. In the “shadow of anarchy,” power matters to solving collective action problems, too. Dominant market players, for instance, can offer side-payments to smaller, less visible companies to make them join and honor voluntary commitments to curb their negative impacts on the environment or provide security in a particular region (Börzel and Thauer, 2013).

Likewise, instead of contrasting Western-style formal bureaucratic structures and legalistic procedures with informal, consensus-oriented, and discrete decision-making in Asia or informal politics and neo-patriomonialism in Africa, the governance approach allows exploration of the relationship between formal (codified and legalized) and informal processes. While ASEAN has explicitly designed its formal institutions[bookmark: p55](p. 55)to be informal, “the formality of the institutions has been a cover for the informality or weak legalized way in which they have functioned” in other regions (Acharya and Johnston, 2007a, 246). “Shadow regionalism” (Söderbaum, 2012, 60) or “trans-state regionalism” (Bach, 2003, 23;Bach, 1999) describes a similar link between formality and informality by which formal regional institutions provide a framework for informal practices of rent-seeking policies. It provides a compelling explanation for the “Spaghetti Bowl” of overlapping often ineffective regional organizations in sub-Saharan Africa, which rationalist functionalist theories of cooperation have a hard time accounting for. Strong networks of informal cooperation among business actors may also explain why no strong formal institutions have emerged in Northeast Asia (Katzenstein and Shiraishi, 1997).

Finally, the governance approach is open for constructivist perspectives on regionalism, which emphasize actors’ perceptions, interpretations, and social or discursive constructions of what a region is (Neumann, 2003;Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000;Hettne, 2005;Jessop, 2003). Social constructivists focus on the role of norms, ideas, and identities in the social construction of Europe (Chapter9by Schimmelfennig and Chapter24by Checkel, this volume). While not systematically engaging with the governance literature (yet), they have emphasized that the EU does not present a particular type of (network) governance but lends itself to different interpretations (Wiener and Diez, 2009).

In sum, the governance turn greatly facilitates cross-regional comparisons. Governance is not a theory, but provides an analytical framework for systematic and organized comparison, which does not privilege certain types of actors, institutions, or modes of coordination. It is, hence, not focused on state-led formal institution-building at the regional level but allows us to explore how state, market, and society actors come together to coordinate their actions and resources through formal and informal norms, rules, and procedures. The governance approach cannot explain when and why regionalism emerges, takes a particular institutional design, changes over time, or proves (in-) effective. But it is compatible with the explanatory logics of mainstream theories and strengthens their explanatory power by providing a perspective that systematically incorporates the society-based and informal dimensions in the analysis of structures and processes of regionalism, its emergence, outcomes, and effects.



Conclusion


Managing economic interdependence, coping with (non-traditional) security threats, and securing regime survival provide powerful accounts for why states and other actors engage in regional institution-building. If not limited to the economic realm, theories of cooperation and integration travel across regions. There is, of course, no global theory of regionalism—as there is no grand theory of European, African, or Asian regionalism. Yet, there are important drivers of regionalism whose causal relevance can be compared and which may vary depending on the regional context (Chapter27by Börzel and Risse,[bookmark: p56](p. 56)this volume). Thinking in terms of configurative causality and interaction effects may help us to identify functionally equivalent combinations of factors that foster or impair regional institution-building, and eventually, also account for its differential outcomes and effects. The literatures on institutional design (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume) and diffusion (Chapter5by Risse, this volume) offer promising starting points as to why, for instance, similar degrees of economic interdependence may result in different regional outcomes. Likewise, compliance and Europeanization research has begun to investigate the role of regional institutions for domestic change (Simmons, 2009;Pevehouse, 2005;Börzel and Risse, 2012).

If combined with a governance approach, comparative regionalism can not only overcome the possible bias towards a particular (Western, EU) model of state-led formal institution-building. Next to systematically exploring the role of non-state actors and informal institutions, governance allows us to capture the interplay between global, exogenous, and local, endogenous factors that drive the emergence of regionalism, shape its institutional design, and mediate its effects.
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4 Globalization, Domestic Politics, and Regionalism

Etel Solingen and Joshua Malnight

Thischapter analyzes the connections among globalization, domestic politics, and regional orders.1Globalization can impact regional orders directly or indirectly, through its effects on domestic politics. The literature on the direct impact of globalization on regional orders (Vector 1, Fig.4.1) has been more extensive than on indirect effects of globalization on regional orders, via domestic politics (Vectors 2 and 3). The latter constitutes our main focus here. Our point of departure on the relationship between globalization and domestic politics is the assumption that globalization involves the progressive expansion of international markets, institutions, and norms into the domestic politics of states. It is not simply about what (growing) percentage of a state’s gross domestic product (GDP) is accounted for by international activities and about the political implications thereof, but also about what (growing) fraction of domestic issues becomes affected by international regimes, institutions, and values relative to the past. The effects of globalization on domestic politics (Vector 2) have, in turn, implications for regional orders (Vector 3).

We refer to regional orders along a conflict/cooperation spectrum. Regional orders encompass both regionalization (increased economic and other exchange) as well as regional institution-building, i.e. regionalism, the term adopted in thisHandbook(Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume). This usage transcends a common but contested distinction between regionalization as driven by market and societal forces, and regionalism as driven by political forces. Although useful in some ways, the market/politics distinction obscures the ways in which politics underlies regionalization and markets create conditions for the emergence and design of institutions (Katzenstein, 2005;Mansfield and Solingen, 2010;Pempel, 2005;Solingen, 2005,2014a). Regional institution-building here is thus only a subset of—and may or may not be central to—unfolding regional orders.

[image: Globalization, Domestic Politics, and Regionalism]Figure 4.1Linkages among Globalization/Internationalization, Domestic Politics, and Regional Orders
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Regional orders are influenced by, and have effects on, domestic politics (Vectors 3 and 4 in Fig.4.1). Furthermore, regional orders have mutual effects on each other (Vector 5); we trace those effects to the variable effects of Vectors 2, 3, and 4. Our review of the[bookmark: p65](p. 65)literature unpacks these different vectors connecting globalization, regionalism, and domestic politics along the lines of Figure4.1. The first section provides a brief overview of the literature exploring the direct effects of globalization on regional orders (Vector 1). The second section lays out in greater detail our main argument, which seeks to provide micro-foundations for an integrated framework for understanding more indirect effects of globalization. We begin in modular fashion by analyzing the exogenous impact of globalization on domestic politics (Vector 2), followed by its implications for the way in which domestic politics shapes regional orders (Vector 3). Next we examine, in light of the preceding sections, the reverse effects of regional orders on domestic politics (Vector 4) and of regional orders on each other (Vector 5). The third section analyzes the implications of the main argument for the role of institutions in regional orders. We distill some conclusions for further research on the complex connections among globalization, domestic politics, and regional orders.



Globalization and Regional Orders


Dominant theories of international politics that emerged in the Cold War loam privileged alliances, distributions of power, and unitary states, rendering both globalization and regional orders tacitly epiphenomenal (Waltz, 1979;Gilpin, 2001, 356).[bookmark: p66](p. 66)Globalization was often treated as a dependent variable, created by the global distribution of power and actively maintained by a strong hegemon. Scholars within the hegemonic stability theory tradition, for example, argued that the international trading system was fundamentally shaped by the hegemon, the only power able to provide the required public goods and enforcement necessary to preserve a multilateral trading regime (Gilpin, 1987;Kindleberger, 1986[1973];Keohane, 2005[1984];Keohane and Nye, 1977;Krasner, 1976;Strange, 1970). Without a hegemon, or when a hegemon neglects its duties, the world spirals into regional, welfare-reducing trade blocs. Regional orders were generally treated through the lenses of, and subsidiary to, international security considerations. Regional institutions were a relatively neglected topic or largely conceived as means to help alleviate security concerns (Nye, 1968).

The Cold War’s end brought new emphasis on globalization scholarship and reinvigorated the study of regionalism. On the one hand, new work in International Political Economy (IPE) focused greater attention on globalization as an independent variable (Keohane and Milner, 1996). The Comparative Politics subfield sought a more systematic charting of the way in which domestic polities respond to international economic factors. A thriving agenda in Comparative Political Economy (CPE) turned greater attention to international considerations as well (Solingen, 2009). Building on seminal work in IPE and CPE (Frieden, 1991;Gourevitch, 1978,1986;Katzenstein, 1978;Rogowski, 1989), studies in Open Economy Politics relied on globalization explicitly to explain foreign economic policy (Lake, 2009). Some sought to debunk the “race-to-the-bottom” globalization thesis, addressing domestic sources of differential responses to globalization (Drezner, 2001;Brune and Garrett, 2005;Goodman and Pauly, 1993;Mosley, 2003,2005;Strange, 1996). Region-level variables did not feature in these explanations. Globalization became the driving force in international politics, the omnipresent structural vector rendering regions less important.

On the other hand, a second wave of studies on regionalism revived interest in post-Cold War forms of regional organizations and their connection to the broader context of globalization (Hettne, 2005;Solingen, 1996,1998;Stallings, 1995). Regionalism became a crucially important analytical category precisely because it could explain variations in levels of, and responses to, globalization; it could also address the puzzle of why globalization outcomes may be regionally clustered.Katzenstein (2005)found that systematic differences between Asian and European institutions undercut claims that globalization led to either convergence or infinitely diverse forms (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). Region-level outcomes, in this view, explained additional variance in the dependent variables.

The proliferation of preferential trade agreements (PTAs) drew additional attention to cross-regional variance (Chapter3by Börzel, Chapter15by Kim et al., and Chapter16by McNamara, this volume). Economic theory predicts multilateral free trade to be globally welfare-enhancing. Why, then, would states liberalize in pairs and groups rather than through unilateral opening to the global economy? Previous instances suggested that regionalism was not always concurrent with internationalization (Mansfield and Milner, 1999). For instance, regional integration may have led to greater globalization[bookmark: p67](p. 67)before World War I but interwar regionalism was highly preferential rather than multilateral, leading to economic retrenchment, trade diversion, and reducing global welfare. Responding to arguments byKrugman (1993)andBhagwati (1993)that regionalism inhibited multilateral liberalization,Baldwin (1997)argued that regional PTAs, under certain conditions, created a “domino effect” that promoted their enlargement or the creation of additional, separate trading areas. States arguably created PTAs to protect against systemic threats—hegemonic decline, global recession—or to gain leverage in GATT/WTO (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade/World Trade Organization) negotiations (Mansfield, 1998). In other words, internationalization accelerated the pace of commercial regionalism which, in turn, led to further internationalization (Mansfield and Reinhardt, 2003).Manger, Pickup, and Snijders (2012), however, emphasized that most PTAs are not regional but bilateral, most often linking wealthy states with one another and with middle-income states (a “horizontal layer of PTAs”).

Other studies in the second wave addressed regional security, focusing on region-specific hierarchies, power distributions, and system-induced competition driving superpowers to contest one another in every region (Lake and Morgan, 1997;Lemke, 2002). Absent that competition, the United States was less willing to intervene, allowing more regional autonomy and intra-regional interactions to become more salient variables relative to global considerations (Buzan and Wæver, 2003; and dissenting,Stein and Lobell, 1997).

These different strands of scholarship exhibited the following features. First, they were primarily concerned with the hypothesized direct effects of the global on the regional level (Vector 1 in Fig.4.1), bypassing domestic considerations. Second, they typically either sidelined political agency—retaining a focus on structural drivers—or relegated agency to states, primarily hegemons. Third, the European Union (EU) and the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) often gained greater attention than industrializing regions in empirical studies. Fourth, they addressed discrete aspects of globalization—largely geared to understand economic or security outcomes—but rarely linked the two in a common framework explaining regional orders.



Micro-Foundations of Regional Orders: An Integrative Framework


The Argument in Brief

One framework geared to integrate the causal pathways running through global, regional, and domestic levels builds on political coalitions as a micro-foundation for the study of comparative regionalism.2The analytical point of departure was the domestic distributional consequences of internationalization (Vector 2 in Fig.4.1). These second-image-reversed (Gourevitch, 1986) or outside-in effects lead to the constitution of two[bookmark: p68](p. 68)ideal-typical domestic coalitions—internationalizing and inward-looking—vying for power and control of their states. Domestic politics and institutions, in turn, convert those effects into competing grand strategies of local, regional, and global reach—inside-out effects that are synergistic across all three levels. The inside-out effects from the domestic to the regional realm (Vector 3) are thus a primary concern for understanding the nature of regional orders. The latter emerge from the strategic interaction among different coalitions in a given region. Regions reflecting dominant internationalizing coalitions typically display more cooperation than regions largely controlled by strong inward-looking ruling coalitions. In turn, regional arrangements in internationalizing regions reinforce the domestic logic of internationalizing coalitions and, similarly, regional arrangements in inward-looking regions reinforce the domestic logic of their inward-looking coalitional referents (Vector 4). The coalitional center of gravity also affects the way regions interact with one another and the extent to which models of regional order diffuse across regions (Vector 5). The remaining subsections dissect this overall framework for understanding regional orders in a globalized world.



Globalization and Domestic Politics

Increased openness to international markets, capital, investments, and technology affects individuals and groups through: (a) changes in employment, incomes, prices, public services, and (b) their evolving commitments to international regimes and institutions in economics, security, the environment, and other domains (Keohane and Milner, 1996;Mansfield and Milner, 1997). Politicians understand the mobilizing capacity of economic interests, norms, and identity associated with dilemmas of internationalization. They thus organize constituencies across the state–society divide into competing coalitions, and craft models of political survival attuned to those coalitional preferences. Across regime types (democratic, autocratic), politicians rely on available rules and institutions to fashion coalitions that maximize their own relative power and control over resources, leading constituencies to logroll across material economic and ideational interests of both state and private actors.3

Two ideal-typical coalitional forms emerge from that process and vie for power and control of their states: internationalizing and inward-looking. Ideal-types are heuristic devices that transcend historical or “true” realities; hence they are not applicable to all cases equally or indeed to any particular case wholesale (Eckstein, 1975;Ruggie, 1998, 31–32;Weber, 1949, 93). Yet they can be helpful in placing real-world coalitions along the internationalizing/inward-looking spectrum. Internationalizing coalitions attract beneficiaries (or potential beneficiaries) of economic openness such as export-intensive sectors and firms, highly-skilled labor employed in competitive industries or firms, analysts oriented towards an open global economic and knowledge (technology) system, competitive agricultural sectors, consumers of imported products, and bureaucracies central to economic reform (independent central banks, finance ministries, managers of export-processing zones). Inward-looking coalitions attract import-competing firms[bookmark: p69](p. 69)and banks closely tied to the state, state-owned enterprises and banks, urban unskilled blue-collar and white-collar sectors, state bureaucracies rendered obsolete by reform, considerable segments of the military and its industrial complex, and civic-nationalist, ethnic, and religious movements threatened by internationalization.

High uncertainty about the impact of internationalization leaves many behind the “veil of ignorance” (Rawls, 1971), unable to figure out where and how they will come out at the end of the process. When crafting coalitions, politicians portray the benefits and pitfalls of internationalization on the basis of actual or putative impacts. At times, the two competing coalitions carve out different parts of a state divided by this coalitional competition. At other times, either coalition succeeds in controlling the state and is thus able to implement its preferred model (grand strategy) of political survival in power. Internationalizing models rely on economic performance and growth via integration into the global economy whereas inward-looking models rely on autonomous “self-sufficiency.” The two ideal-types also differ in the extent to which states (including military-industrial complexes) replace or enhance markets.



Grand Strategies: Implications for Regional Order

Where internationalizing coalitions successfully realize their favored model of political survival, they capture opportunities offered by the global political economy and institutions. Their grand strategy emphasizes regional cooperation and stability and access to global markets, capital, investments, and technology. They accord primacy to macroeconomic stability and international competitiveness because both are expected to reduce uncertainty, encourage savings, and enhance the rate of investment (including foreign).4Why are these coalitions more prone to cooperate with their neighbors? Because conflict-prone postures require mobilization of resources for potential military conflict which, in turn, contribute many of the ailments afflicting the domestic political economy from the standpoint of internationalizers. Such ailments include unproductive and inflation-inducing military investments and the protection of state enterprises under a mantle of “national security.” Mobilization of resources for conflict often emasculates macroeconomic objectives via expansive military budgets, government and payments deficits, the rising cost of capital, inhibited savings and productive investment, depleted foreign exchange coffers, overvalued exchange rates, currency instability and unpredictability, and foiled foreign investment. For example, many East Asian ruling coalitions have steered their states in an internationalizing direction since the 1960s.

Where inward-looking coalitions realize their favored model, they challenge the reach of markets, international institutions, and powerful states, asserting complete sovereignty and control across issue-areas. Their grand strategy, in its purest form, hinges wholly on the interests of state industry and ancillary inward-looking military-industrial sectors, as well as of ethnic, religious, and nationalist groups threatened by internationalization. Regional insecurity and competition helps sustain these coalitions in power whereas rising regional cooperation has the potential for eroding their[bookmark: p70](p. 70)resources and undermining their objectives. Inward-looking state and private actors are generally unconcerned with the prospects that regional instability might undercut foreign investment. Typically these coalitions rely on populism, active states controlling prices, increasing nominal wages, overvaluing the currency to raise wages and profits in non-traded goods sectors, and dispensing rents to private firms by discriminating against competing imports through tariffs, controls, and multiple exchange rates.5Inward-looking coalitions flout an array of international economic, political, and security regimes that they depict as anathema to the economic, national, ethnic, or religious objectives they safeguard. Many Middle Eastern ruling coalitions have steered their states in an inward-looking direction since the 1950s.

Grand strategies, or models of political survival in power, are also ideal-typical categories rarely matching the real world perfectly. Yet they provide a benchmark for classifying grand strategies along a single spectrum. Such strategies do not envelop states overnight or in linear fashion. They evolve through coalitional competition and causal mechanisms that link comparative and international politics (Solingen, 2009). They thus constitute a productive approach for taking account of Vector 3 (Fig.4.1) effects that map domestic politics onto the regional level. As we shall see next, however, the domestic coalitional competition in one state is itself affected by the nature and strength of coalitions in other states in the region, forcing attention to Vector 4 effects.



Strategic Interaction within Regions: Implications for Regional Orders

The relative strength of coalitions—at home and throughout the region—accounts for the degree to which grand strategies are more pristine or diluted versions of the ideal-type. A state’s regional environment can be defined as an aggregate measure of the relative strength of internationalizing or inward-looking coalitions. An internationalizing regional environment is one dominated by a more or less homogeneous cluster of internationalizing coalitions, as in East Asia. The reverse is true for an inward-looking regional environment dominated by a more or less homogeneous cluster of inward-looking coalitions, as in the Middle East. What are the effects of strategic interaction among different coalitional combinations in a given region? The incidence of each coalitional type, and the different regional coalitional clusters they constitute in the aggregate, define a region’s propensity for conflict and cooperation. Regions reflecting dominant internationalizing coalitions typically display more cooperation than regions largely controlled by strong inward-looking ruling coalitions. In turn, regional arrangements in internationalizing regions reinforce the domestic logic of internationalizing coalitions whereas regional arrangements in inward-looking regions reinforce the domestic logic of their inward-looking coalitional referents. These are Vector 4 effects in action (Fig.4.1).

[bookmark: p71](p. 71)Different coalitional mixes throughout a region thus create and reproduce typical regional orders and, conversely, are affected by them. Strong internationalizing coalitions in a region are expected to create more cooperative and peaceful regional orders (“zones of peace”) than those typical of clusters dominated by strong inward-looking coalitions (“zones of war”). Regions dominated by mixed or hybrid coalitional forms exhibit “zones of contained conflict” that elude extensive cooperation or war. Converging internationalizing grand strategies in a given region are collectively stable, creating an environment least propitious for inward-looking strategies. The more internationalizing the region’s center of gravity, the higher its reliance on cooperative (though not necessarily formal) arrangements that enable implementation of all pillars of internationalizing grand strategies. Converging inward-looking strategies are also collectively stable, feeding on each other’s existence, resulting in war zones resistant to internationalizing strategies. Internationalizing “zones of peace” challenge lingering inward-looking coalitions in their region undermining their grand strategy, from the merits of economic closure to the advantages of militarization. In time these regional orders can overturn coalitional balances within outstanding inward-looking states, easing their eventual inclusion into their regional framework. ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) has operated in that fashion to integrate erstwhile inward-looking coalitions in Vietnam and Burma.6Where inward-looking coalitions dominate a region, “zones of war” trigger pressures that loom large on the survival of internationalizers, weakening them and forcing them to dilute their preferred strategy. Regions dominated by inward-looking coalitions, such as much of the Middle East, have threatened the viability of would-be internationalizers in Jordan, Lebanon, and elsewhere for many decades.

Empirical applications provide detailed evidence for patterns consistent with this framework. They document why competing models of political survival offer compelling explanations for decades of Middle East wars and enduring rivalries in the inter-Arab, Arab–Israeli, and Arab–Iranian arenas (Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume); for cooperative Arab–Israeli breakthroughs in the early 1990s and reactive responses to them; for why regional economic barriers among Arab states never receded and regional institutions such as the Arab Common Market existed largely in paper, much as their Latin American counterparts; and for the evolving texture of regional relations in Latin America’s Southern Cone, where well over a century free of war (notably between Argentina and Brazil) should have produced deeper cooperation. The framework also explains why Argentina’s entrenched inward-looking strategies spearheaded an ambiguous nuclear program, military crises and mobilizations vis-à-vis Chile, and a war with the United Kingdom; and why there were effective steps towards economic integration through Mercosur with the assent of internationalizers (in both Argentina and Brazil) in the 1990s but much less so since (Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume).7Inward-looking political economies remain a challenge for deeper cooperation not only among Southern Cone countries but also between them and the more internationalizing Pacific Alliance states embracing “open regionalism.”8

[bookmark: p72](p. 72)Competing models of political survival also shed light on the outbreak of the Korean War; subsequent shifts away from war and cooperative overtures by the South; evolving North–South Korean relations; divergent nuclear postures in the North and South since the 1970s; North Korea’s internal cleavages as drivers of foreign policy shifts and its trespassing of the nuclear brink; and the taming of conflicts among East Asian states via internationalizing strategies (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). The framework also explains why inward-looking models account for greater proneness to use chemical weapons and spearhead more wars than internationalizing ones, and why the Cold War era provided a more supportive global structure for inward-looking coalitions—economic protection, militarization, and regional conflict—than the post-1989 era. Despite significant differences among them, the modal East Asian ruling coalition remains closer to an internationalizing model than most other industrializing regions. Their progressive integration into the global economy and piecemeal steps towards regional cooperation and stability, particularly the absence of war, conformed to the hypothesized synergies in their coalitional grand strategies. The prospects of future war may not be nil in East Asia, yet empirical findings provide evidence for several decades of war avoidance despite serious remaining disputes (Solingen, 2007,2014b).



Diffusion Within and Across Regions

The diffusion of models of political survival within the region and from one region to another draws attention to an additional layer of second-image reversed, or Vector 4 effects (Fig.4.1; see Chapter5by Risse, this volume).9Diffusion assumes outside-in effects among interdependent states rather than outcomes that can be explained solely by domestic considerations. It is not always easy to discriminate between the two, however, as suggested by the so-called Galton problem (Jahn, 2006). This difficulty may be particularly severe in studies of contiguous states and regions. Yet there is significant evidence that in East Asia progressive diffusion of successful export-oriented models arguably predisposed successive East Asian regimes to adapt analogous models to local circumstances in Taiwan, South Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore, Malaysia, Thailand, China, Indonesia, and Vietnam. This diffusion was famously captured initially by the “flying geese” metaphor, pointing to Japanese capital and technology as an agent of diffusion through foreign direct investment (FDI) and bank loans (Pempel, 1997;MacIntyre and Naughton, 2005). The economic success of models adopted by Asian “tigers” and “dragons,” in turn, led to a pattern of outward but uneven region-to-region diffusion. Ruling coalitions from Turkey to Chile and Brazil adapted components of East Asian models in the late 1970s and more pronouncedly in the 1980s (Simmons and Elkins, 2004).

By contrast, domestic firewalls—dominant coalitions, autocratic institutions— explain the very limited diffusion of East Asian models into the Middle East. Ruling coalitions in the latter were slower to recognize the end of the brief, “easy,” period of[bookmark: p73](p. 73)economic expansion under import-substitution and continued to spend heavily, leading to inflation, balance-of-payments crises, and further decline (Hirschman, 1967). Those protected by oil revenues or remittances responded to economic crises by “deepening” inward-looking models rather than replacing them. “Dutch disease,” referring to resource abundance that eliminates export competitiveness in other goods, reinforced reluctance to change (Krugman, 1987;Weinthal and Luong, 2006). But Dutch disease and related domestic factors provide an incomplete account. Some Gulf monarchies began diversifying away from oil dependence, seeking to forge a new relationship with the global economy. Furthermore, counter to deterministic oil-curse expectations, Malaysia and Indonesia became receptive to the regional diffusion of export-led models throughout East Asia.

In the Middle East, however, intra-regional diffusion effects entrenched inward-looking models. The causal mechanisms at work were primarily coercion and emulation. The progressive adoption of Nasserite or Ba’athist models was often accompanied by forceful external intervention in those neighboring states that sought alternative paths, aided by internal collaboration (Kerr, 1971). Nasser, a crucial agent of diffusion, threatened and subverted internationalizing efforts by small, resource-poor Jordan and Lebanon, and elsewhere in Iraq and Yemen. He portrayed them as anti-revolutionary bastions and enemies of “Arabism,” decrying their association with Western powers and markets, recommending their expulsion from the Arab League, and mobilizing pan-Arab nationalist domestic forces within targeted states to encourage them to replace their leaders. Syria and Iraq’s Ba’ath often threatened Jordan to toe the line, and Lebanon’s export-oriented model, steered mainly by dominant Christian (Maronite) elites, also faced Nasserite and Syrian threats. Over time, however, regional conditions enabled leaders in Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, Tunisia, Turkey, and others to follow alternative models.

Beyond domestic political economy considerations, other studies focus on culture to explain why international policies or norms do not diffuse automatically or consistently across regions into domestic environments (Gurowitz, 1999).10Constructivist work focused on the EU, for instance, examined the extent to which the EU has served as an inspiration for other regional schemes through learning, emulation, or other mechanisms.Börzel and Risse (2012)explored EU efforts to transfer its policies and institutions to its adjacent East European neighborhood, identifying scope conditions likely to affect their adoption.Jetschke and Lenz (2013)proposed greater attention to regional institutions as independent variables affecting the design of other regional institutions, a topic we address in the next section.





Regionalism and Regional Orders


The framework elaborated in the previous section raises the question of the role of regionalism and regional institutions. Are such institutions decisive causal factors in[bookmark: p74](p. 74)explaining the nature of regional orders along the conflict/cooperation spectrum? Or are institutions, instead, expressions of such orders? How do regional institutions relate to the coalitional framework outlined thus far?

In brief, the logic underlying regional configurations hinges to a greater extent on the relative incidence of coalitions of one type or another—and their strategic interaction—than on the nature of regional institutions. Much work on regionalism in recent years has revolved around formalization and institutional design (Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan and Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume). Yet regional cooperation may occur without formal institutions, and conflict can occur despite their presence. As argued, internationalizing regions tend to be generally cooperative even in the absence of formal institutions or formal integration such as the EU. The underlying logic of internationalizing orders is global; the emergence of cooperation in those cases does not necessarily hinge on regional economic or institutionalized interdependence. At the heart of such orders are shared preferences for regional cooperation and stability that enable common objectives: foreign investment, global economic access, domestic economic reform, and controlled military expenditures. Such orders may lead to increasing regional trade and investment and to institutions attuned to market-friendly “open regionalism” that lubricates ties to the global economy.11Yet these institutions may be thin and informal. More formal ones may—but need not—emerge as side-products of prior economic regionalization.

For example, domestic internationalizing coalitions seeking to grow their economies via the global economy drove the creation of ASEAN, the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), and the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF). That strategy created incentives to nurture a stable and peaceful regional environment, minimize military expenditures that burden economic reform, and avoid policies inimical to macroeconomic instability. Internationalizing models invented ASEAN: the incentives to dampen conflict were logically prior to the institution itself. The same is true for ARF although one might also argue that its creation was congruent with normative and instrumental convergence around war avoidance and common security among big powers and smaller states (Johnston, 2012). Many cultural interpretations building on “Asian values” and the “ASEAN way” have been debunked. The same cultural construct could not explain both earlier periods of militarized conflict and the subsequent absence of war. Nor did the ancient “oriental wisdom’s” penchant for consensus, harmony, unity, and community produce peace in earlier times. Indeed East Asia is not at all culturally homogeneous—it is perhaps less so than the Middle East—yet extremely diverse cultures have not precluded cooperation. Furthermore, despite lingering tensions, history, and memory disputes, inter-state wars have been avoided for several decades (six in North East Asia, at least three in Southeast Asia).

Internationalizing coalitions explain not only the genesis but also the design of these institutions. East Asian regional institutions were not rigid and legalistic (according to Kahler’s definition of legalization) but rather reflected compromises and a shared commitment to “open regionalism.” They were, in Goldilocks fashion, “just right” in the sense that they were able to accommodate states that were at diverse stages and[bookmark: p75](p. 75)exhibited different forms of economic liberalization, export-led growth, and regime-type. The penchant for consensus, informal means to advance confidence-building, the plethora of routine meetings, bilateral, plurilateral, and multilateral free trade agreements, and unilateral liberalization providing self-binding commitments that facilitate diffuse reciprocity were all synergistic with efforts to enhance regional stability (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada and Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). From this standpoint, formal institutions were not necessarily required although Southeast Asia adopted legalized verification and compliance mechanisms in the Bangkok Treaty Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone allowing referral to the International Court of Justice and other, more legalized steps in the economic domain might follow region-wide.

East Asia’s modal coalitional profile explains not only the genesis and design of its institutions but also who their beneficiaries were. Institutional outcomes privileged dominant coalitional preferences for internationalization (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume;Milner, 1988;Moravcsik, 1998), which went beyond those in power reaching a rapidly growing consumer middle class. Institutional effects per se are hard to disassociate from those underlying dominant pre-institutional preferences, however. Whether we would have observed a distinctively different East Asia in the absence of those institutions is not self-evident. APEC arguably helped diffuse normative consensus around “open regionalism” and market-driven liberalization (inextricable from coalitional preferences). ARF statements matched coalitional preferences for regional peace and stability but its institutional effects were marginal beyond developing “habits of cooperation” in China for instance (Johnston, 2007). One might conceive of East Asian institutions as constructing an identity pivoted on global markets and institutions. Yet the empirical causal arrow in temporal terms goes in the other direction—from domestic preferences to institutions. Furthermore, standard constructivist studies of East Asian regionalism have not emphasized internationalizing identities but rather (highly contested) and putatively “unique” “Asian values,” sovereignty and non-intervention. Yet, perhaps ironically, “Asianness” was an unanticipated regional by-product of internationalizing coalitions primarily oriented to the global economy.

Thus far we have discussed how the underlying regional coalitional configuration of internationalizing regions explains various aspects of resulting regional institutions. The dominance of inward-looking coalitions, and the strategic interaction among them, has implications for the nature of regional institutions as well. The League of Arab States (League henceforth), the oldest regional institution created since 1945, provides a prominent example (Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume; see alsoBarnett and Solingen, 2007;Solingen, 2008). Although common language, nationality, history, and culture make normative convergence a plausible motive for the League’s creation prima facie, Arabism had more powerful unintended centrifugal effects than the intended centripetal ones it was assumed to encourage. The League materialized under conditions of very low economic interdependence, with inter-Arab trade rather stable at 7–10 percent of total trade since the 1950s. The reigning model of political survival throughout[bookmark: p76](p. 76)the Middle East was, and for the most part remains, closer to the inward-looking type described earlier.

Ruling coalitions created the League to protect themselves from competing pan-Arab nationalist agendas, regional or home-grown, as a means to reduce pressures for unification while foiling the latter at the same time. The League was conceived as a substitute for, not a conduit to, Arab unification. Its minimalist formal design was indeed overdetermined not just by coalitional preferences but also by efforts to stem hegemonic aspirations and pan-Arab norms of formal unity. Reflecting the entrenched inward-looking strategies of its makers, the League was antithetical to “open regionalism” and delivered what its creators intended: a non-intrusive institution that paid lip service to Arab unity. Non-transparency was favored over transparency and few focal points emerged given the competitive logic of inward-looking domestic agendas. Given its origins and design it is hardly surprising that the League’s effects have been limited. It either tacitly or actively perpetuated inward-looking models. There is little evidence that it constrained state behavior, reduced transaction costs, enhanced information, or redefined states’ identities. It failed to resolve most militarized conflicts and in many cases fostered them, as may perhaps be the case for the ongoing debacles in Syria, Iraq, Libya, and others.

As the examples from different regions suggest, the nature of dominant coalitions explains incentives to create institutions, mold them according to their preferences, and fine-tune their effects.12Yet, while generally benefiting the domestic coalitions that gave them life, institutions also have unintended and unanticipated effects. Domestic models may be well suited to explain incentives to create institutions but do not singlehandedly determine their design.

Power, ideas, and efficiency considerations can be relevant sources of institutional variation in design.Solingen (2008)was an effort to establish scope conditions under which different theories might be most useful for explaining the genesis, design, and effects of institutions. The first hypothesis (ongenesis) holds that the nature and strength of dominant domestic coalitions best explains the origins of regional institutions under the following conditions: when the domestic distributional implications of creating those institutions are clear to relevant actors; when the consequences for regional power distribution are negligible or unclear; when state-level transaction costs are unclear or not easily measurable; and when there is little normative convergence around the demand for an institution. The second hypothesis (ondesign) stipulates that the nature and strength of domestic coalitions best explains regional institutional design when: the domestic distributional implications of design are clear to relevant actors; consequences for power distribution across states are negligible or unclear; variations in institutional design have little effect on transaction costs or such costs are not easily measurable; and when there is little normative convergence around a favored design. The third hypothesis specifies regional institutionaleffects, which are more likely to benefit the dominant domestic coalitions that created those institutions when: the domestic distributional effects of institutions are both sizeable and clear to dominant actors; institutional effects on power distribution across states are negligible or unclear; effects on reducing states’[bookmark: p77](p. 77)transaction costs are modest or not easily measurable; and effects on already weak normative convergence are marginal.

Domestic models of survival thus offer only a baseline for understanding institutional design, albeit an important one at that. At the same time, exclusive attention to power, efficiency, transaction costs, and norms—the common analytical currency in standard accounts of regional institutions—may conceal deeper domestic drivers underlying institutional outcomes.13Studies rooted in coalitional or other domestic frameworks can provide more complete insights into why regional institutions emerge, in whose interest they operate, when they are allowed to play significant roles, and why they may not be vital to cooperation.

Finally, the overview of these different institutions from two vast macro geographical regions also drives home the shared absence of highly formal and legalized regional institutions that set the EU apart from all other regions. Highly legalized institutions may be less compelling under various conditions, for instance: when members’ time horizons are long; gains from cooperation are repetitive; uncertainty about future benefits is rampant; imperfect information and incentives to defect are widespread; peer pressure is important; less public scrutiny is preferable; competing bureaucratic pressures can foil cooperation; and flexibility is required to cope with changing conditions (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume;Harris, 2000). Many an international institution is designed with exactly those ubiquitous criteria in mind. Furthermore ample information (pivotal to functional accounts) and robust trust (pivotal to norm-based accounts) can obviate the need for formal institutions. Regional institutions beyond the EU are thus no empirical anomalies but average practice.

Cross-regional comparisons of institutions require a better understanding of the difficulties entailed in teasing out institutional effects from underlying trends and individual states’ incentives. They also compel the development of methodological tools for avoiding the possible understating or overstating of institutional effects. For instance, counterfactuals are notably difficult exercises but could help answer questions such as whether or not the regions under analysis might have looked different in institution-free environments.



Conclusion


This chapter reviewed direct and indirect effects of globalization on the nature of regional orders along the conflict/cooperation spectrum. It proposed an integrated framework for understanding indirect effects of globalization—via domestic politics—on regional orders more broadly, and regional institution-building (regionalism) in particular. Those effects are filtered by domestic coalitions, acting as transmission belts between external inducements, domestic political power, and regional outcomes. Internationalizing and inward-looking coalitions respectively translate incentives vis-à-vis the global economy into inputs related to regional war and peace;[bookmark: p78](p. 78)they are, therefore, crucial categories at the very vortex articulatingInnenpolitikandAussenpolitik. The line between the twoPrimats(primacy) is fluid, making coalitions the stuff of high politics, not only under the current phase of globalization but in other historical periods as well.14Above all, this framework enables comparisons across all regions of the world and across different temporal and spatial contexts. The underlying coalitional background provides permissive conditions and cannot but be central to any understanding of comparative regionalism.

Coalitional analysis is amenable to constructivist and interpretive work that captures dimensions of coalition formation such as ideational, cultural, and identity-based proclivities vis-à-vis the global economy and related institutions.15Persuasion, socialization, shaming, and other mechanisms used by international institutions or transnational networks can enhance or diminish the appeal of competing coalitions, internationalizing or inward-looking (Johnston, 2007). Constructivist analysis also forces greater attention to the contextual character of cooperation and conflict: dialogue between adversaries may be taken for granted in some contexts (Southern Cone) but constitute gargantuan cooperative strides in others (North and South Korea, Middle East). Interpretive methods also help identify the boundaries of regions and the mechanisms by which coalitions mobilize support for or against reliance on the global economy, for or against nationalism and the military, for or against regional cooperation. Constructivist and interpretive theorizing on regionalism can therefore benefit from more focused attention to domestic politics and the underlying coalitional foundation of regions (Checkel, 1997).

Neo-realist approaches focused on structural balance of power and anarchy rarely incorporate globalization as a core variable of interest in understanding regional orders. Such approaches cannot explain many regional outcomes, including prolonged peace, de-nuclearization, or grand strategic shifts towards deeper cooperation in the Southern Cone; or shifts away from war in the Korean peninsula since the 1950s, the North–South modus vivendi of the 1970s, different responses by the North and South to comparable strategic predicaments or evolutionary changes in such responses, and many other regional outcomes elsewhere.Barnett and Solingen (2007), for instance, found the regional distribution of power to have played a limited role in explaining the genesis, design, or effects of the Arab League. No single state has been able to impress its blueprint for the Arab League, not even Egypt. Egypt might have produced the required leadership to establish durable regional institutions but failed to behave in the ways predicted by hegemonic theories of cooperation. Rather than bearing a collective burden and supplying public goods, Egyptian leaders largely pursued their own political survival. Explanations hinging on power hegemony also face difficulties in East Asia where middle powers and smaller states drove institution-building. Weaker states were not mere institution-takers here. Nor can relative power explain why these institutions were able to anchor, tame, or co-opt would-be hegemons. Their overall institutional effects were limited yet hegemonic preferences changed from pre- to post-institutional settings in the cases of APEC and the ARF, for instance (Krauss and Pempel, 2004). Furthermore, ASEAN-based[bookmark: p79](p. 79)institutions paved the way for ASEAN Plus 3, the East Asian Summit, and other institution-building projects.

Despite the difficulties in extracting a single neo-realist logic that might explain the evolution of regional orders, it would be naive to ignore contextual variations across regions regarding the depths and longevity of security dilemmas. Coalitions filter such dilemmas in their design of grand strategies and approaches to institution-building. The shadow of past conflictive trajectories from the Middle East to Northeast Asia, South or Southeast Asia raises barriers even for internationalizing clusters, affecting the speed and shape of cooperation. Internationalizers thus differ across regions regarding their starting points for the construction of cooperative regional orders. The distance that must be traveled towards Pareto frontiers and institutions that make everybody better off is consequential. Initial security conditions matter but do not tell us enough: different coalitions can embrace radically different strategies under virtually identical structural conditions. Strategic interaction amongcoalitionscan have greater impact on the nature of regional orders than a state’s relative power.

World systems frameworks, an approach rooted in structural effects of globalization, ignore that the global political economy imposes constraints on “peripheral” states but also provides them with opportunities. China and many other states have moved from the periphery to the center in one generation, riding those opportunities. As “peripheral” states became more globally integrated, most have also become less involved in regional conflict. The major East Asian wars unfolded prior to the rise of internationalized states; the latter have managed to avoid wars since. Deeper cooperation between Brazil and Argentina followed their most unprecedented turn towards the global economy but declined in tandem with coalitional dynamics (Malnight and Solingen, 2014). The Middle East and South Asia resisted global markets for decades, contributing many entries to war statistics and failures of cooperative regionalism. Notably, many villains of dependency theory seeking integration in the global economy have become heroes of regional cooperation. Conversely, heroes of import-substituting nationalism have unleashed massive wars and hindered regional economic cooperation. Dependency theory has overlooked several missing links that are consequential for regional conflict and cooperation. Global economic access and investments require domestic economic and regional stability, not war. Inward-looking statism and military-industrial complexes are synergistic, often perpetuating wasteful military allocations and autocratic rule. Internationalization and macroeconomic stability may have some undesirable consequences but have also, in many cases, dramatically weakened military-industrial complexes, their basis for domestic political control, and their role in regional conflict and cooperation.

Finally, although attentive to the relative strength of domestic ruling coalitions, this cross-regional comparative framework should not be confused with one that reduces outcomes to domestic politics. Rather, this is by definition a framework that hinges no less on the regional coalitional center of gravity and global political and economic macro-processes; both have crucial distributional consequences[bookmark: p80](p. 80)for the domestic competition between the two models. Coalitions are creatures of their domestic, regional, and global environments, an analytical category highly permeable to international diffusion (Solingen, 2012). Indeed, the ideal-typical East Asian and Middle Eastern models briefly described were themselves partially the result of emulation and learning from other parts of the world as well as internal legacies. Spatial, directional, and temporal aspects of diffusion affecting different regions remain an important agenda in the study of globalization and regionalism (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). Studies of diffusion have only recently begun integrating all three relevant levels of analysis—domestic, regional, and global—under a common theoretical framework. Interactions among those three levels are yet to become a first-order concern: when do their respective effects dominate in shaping regionalism; when are they mutually reinforcing or mutually exclusive; when are they antecedent or catalytic conditions for diffusion; and how can we best avoid the pitfalls of overstating one or the other? Even in a progressively more interdependent world some things do not diffuse, entailing counterfactuals that—though raising difficult analytical challenges—can benefit the study of regionalism (Tetlock and Lebow, 2001). What diffuses (or doesn’t diffuse) more commonly or swiftly at the regional than global levels, and why? What specific diffusion patterns, mechanisms, and firewalls preventing diffusion operate within vs. across regions? Under what conditions will region-based externalities or “mimetic isomorphism” overshadow cross-regional ones? Which regions are more frequent senders or receivers of particular contents of diffusion and why? And how does all this influence the shape of regional orders? Whether or not regional effects are more or less dominant than cross-regional or global ones in a globalized world remains another important research frontier. A fruitful comparative research agenda must be also attentive to agency and causal mechanisms—such as coalitional models—that connect internationalization with regional orders.
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Notes:

(1.) The authors would like to thank participants at the workshops organized at Freie University in Berlin, and particularly the editors, Tanja Börzel and Thomas Risse, for their helpful suggestions. Given the scope of this chapter and the vast literature on each subsection we can only include selected references.



(2.) For a more detailed analysis of the theoretical foundations of this argument, seeSolingen (1998,2014a).



(3.) There have been different methods to identify the underlying preferences and interests that lead to coalition-formation. For instance,Rogowski (1989),Milner (1988), andFrieden (1991)used deduced preferences.Gourevitch (1986)andSolingen (1998,2001) combined deduced and revealed preferences. Others explored how domestic preferences and identities change, particularly during economic crises (Blyth, 2002;Gourevitch, 1986;Hall, 1993).



(4.) Quantitative and qualitative evidence suggests that internationalizers respond to such strategies. States seeking FDI, for instance, show their commitment to stability by[bookmark: p81]adopting bilateral investment treaties (Elkins et al., 2006) and participating in trade agreements (Büthe and Milner, 2008). Similarly, maintaining good reputations with international investors helps states retain cheap access to international capital markets (Tomz, 2007).



(5.) On macreconomic policies of populist parties, seeDornbusch and Edwards (1991).



(6.) ASEAN was founded upon the principle of non-interference precisely to protect internationalizing domestic models (Solingen 1999,2004,2005).



(7.) Mercosur was created, in part, to solidify internationalizing and political reforms in the Southern Cone states (Solingen, 1998;Pevehouse, 2002;Malnight and Solingen, 2014).



(8.) “Open regionalism” refers to intra-regional economic cooperation that does not discriminate against non-regional actors (Garnaut, 1996). It entails regional liberalization consistent with WTO rules.



(9.) This section builds onSolingen (2007,2009,2012). The effects of regions upon each other have remained relatively understudied (Hettne, 2005;Doidge, 2007).



(10.) On regional identities, seeDeutsch et al. (1969[1957]);Adler and Barnett (1998);Katzenstein (2000);Abdelal (2001);Hooghe and Marks (2004);Acharya (2009);Risse (2010).



(11.)Kahler (2000), for instance, finds compatibility between internationalizing coalitions and legalized institutions.Goldstein et al. (2000, 387) define legalization according to the degree to which rules are obligatory and precise, and some functions of interpretation, monitoring, and implementation are delegated to a third party.



(12.) One would be hard pressed to conceive of counterfactual outcomes where, for instance, dominant inward-looking coalitions in East Asia would have converged on “open regionalism.” Indeed the empirical evidence suggests that no such convergence emerged in earlier, inward-looking periods.



(13.) On political preferences, rather than efficiency criteria, as drivers of integration, seeHooghe and Marks (2006).



(14.) For an application of the coalitional argument to World War I on the one hand, and to the contemporary strategic environment in East Asia on the other, seeSolingen (2014b).



(15.) On the role of imagination and inter-subjectivity, and how material conditions can underdetermine understandings of the economy, seeHerrera (2005).
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5 The Diffusion of Regionalism

Thomas Risse

Howcan we explain the emergence and institutional design of regionalism across the globe?1There are basically two stylized explanations for regional cooperation and integration (see Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume, on these terms). The dominant approaches to regionalism argue that regional cooperation and integration result from independent decision-making within one region or part of the world (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). Accordingly, regionalism and regional institutions are particular answers to functional problems, whether endogenous to a region (e.g. economic interdependence) or exogenous (e.g. globalization).

A second account emphasizes interdependencies between regions or sub-regions. Regional organizations (ROs) do not exist in isolation from each other, but models of regional cooperation and integration spread across the globe (Jetschke and Lenz, 2013). The focus of this work is on the diffusion of institutional models and policies. The most far-reaching diffusion account stems from sociological institutionalism and claims that there are global scripts of what constitute legitimate institutions and that these scripts are emulated across the globe (Meyer, 1987;Powell and DiMaggio, 1991;Boli and Thomas, 1998). Regionalism might be one of these scripts. This chapter focuses on this second account, on the diffusion of regionalism, ROs, and regional governance pertaining to particular issue-areas.

It should be stated at the outset that the two accounts are not mutually exclusive (Chapter27by Börzel and Risse, this volume). Functional explanations for regional cooperation and integration can be combined with diffusion accounts focusing on institutional design. In the end, it is a question of emphasis and of the specific research question one wishes to answer, whether one focuses on independent or interdependent decision-making.

This chapter begins by conceptualizing diffusion in terms of initial stimuli, objects of diffusion, mechanisms, and outcomes. I then review the existing literature focusing, first, on the diffusion of regionalism and regional orders per se, second, of institutional[bookmark: p88](p. 88)designs for ROs, and, third, of regional governance pertaining to specific policy areas. I argue that the diffusion of regionalism, institutional designs, and regional governance is primarily determined by indirect mechanisms of emulation rather than by direct—“sender-driven”—influence mechanisms. Yet, we observe few examples of mimicry leading to institutional isomorphism. Competition, lesson drawing, and normative emulation are the most important diffusion mechanisms by which regionalism spreads. As to diffusion outcomes, we rarely see full-scale adoption or convergence around specific models of regional cooperation and integration. The most likely outcomes of diffusion with regard to regional cooperation and integration are selective adoption, adaptation, and transformation.



Conceptualizing Diffusion: Stimuli, Mechanisms, and Outcomes


Diffusion is a consequence of interdependent decision-making (Gilardi, 2013, 454; see alsoJahn, 2006,2015;Solingen, 2012). If ROs emerge in complete isolation and independent from each other, there is no diffusion. I adopt Strang’s classic definition of diffusion as “any process where prior adoption of a trait or practice in a population alters the probability of adoption for remaining nonadopters” (Strang, 1991, 325; alsoStrang and Meyer, 1993;Gilardi, 2013; seeSolingen, 2012;Börzel and Risse, 2012a, for the following).

Several consequences follow from this conceptualization of diffusion. First, there has to be a stimulus of diffusion. As Klingler-Vidra and Schleifer point out, it makes a difference whether one envisions a single or multiple sources of diffusion processes (Klingler-Vidra and Schleifer, 2014). The European Union (EU), its institutions and policies would be a single source or stimulus, while there might be many in the case of diffusing preferential trade agreements (PTAs; Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume).

Second, we need to identify the object of diffusion processes, what it is that is being diffused. As Duina and Lenz argue, diffusion can occur with regard to problem definition, the framing of the problem, and the articulation of a specific solution (Duina and Lenz, forthcoming). In a similar vein, I distinguish between three such potential objects of regional diffusion:

	•the idea of regionalism itself, i.e. regional cooperation or integration;


	•institutional design features of specific—mostly formal—ROs;


	•regional governance pertaining to specific policy areas.






Third, diffusion relates to processes, not outcomes. This is often overlooked in the literature using institutional convergence as an indicator of diffusion (on policy convergence seeHolzinger et al., 2008). The opposite of diffusion is not the divergence of institutional models for ROs, but isolated and independent decision-making on regional[bookmark: p89](p. 89)cooperation and integration. Diffusion processes cannot be measured by concentrating on outcomes alone, but the connection and interaction among actors needs to be taken into account (seeJahn, 2015, for a detailed discussion).

If diffusion of regionalism refers to processes by which regionalism, regional institutional solutions, and policies are affected by prior choices of other world regions, diffusion mechanisms assume center-stage. Building onGilardi (2013),Simmons et al. (2006),Holzinger and Knill (2008), andSchimmelfennig (2007), I distinguish between two types of diffusion mechanisms and two logics of social action (see Fig.5.1, modifyingBörzel and Risse, 2012a): to begin with, ideas, policies, and institutions might diffuse through direct (or “sender driven”) influence mechanisms. An agent of diffusion actively promotes certain policies or institutional models in her interactions with a receiving actor or group of actors. Moreover, diffusion also occurs through indirect (or “recipient-driven”) mechanisms. For example, agents at an RO look for institutional designs in other regions to solve certain problems or to mimic the behavior of their peers. Finally, I distinguish between the logic of consequences theorized by various rational choice models, on the one hand, and the logics of appropriateness and of communicative rationality, on the other hand, as conceptualized by sociological institutionalism and various versions of social constructivism (seeMarch and Olsen, 1998).

Figure 5.1Diffusion Mechanisms.
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Sources: Börzel and Risse, 2009b;Börzel and Risse, 2012a.





Let me go briefly through the various mechanisms. The first mechanism is often overlooked by scholars who define diffusion as voluntary responses to external stimuli, and concerns physical or legal coercion. Diffusion through imposition and the use of force might be extremely rare in the case of regionalism, while the enforcement of legal standards through inter-regional cooperation might occur more often. The EU’s imposition of the 1999 Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe on the Western Balkans following the wars in post-Yugoslavia is a rare example of forced regional cooperation.

A second mechanism concerns diffusion through manipulating utility calculations by providing negative and/or positive incentives. It differs from coercion and imposition in that the receiving actors still have a choice. The promoters of institutional models can induce other actors into adopting their ideas by trying to change their utility functions. They offer rewards, e.g. in form of financial and technical assistance, impose[bookmark: p90](p. 90)costs through sanctions, or empower domestic actors who push for the adoption of the institutional solution.

A third mechanism works through the logic of appropriateness and involves socialization and persuasion. Rather than maximizing their egoistic self-interest, actors seek to meet social expectations in a given situation. Closely related to socialization, persuasion is based on communicative rationality or the logic of arguing (Risse, 2000). It refers to situations in which actors try to persuade each other about the validity claims inherent in any causal or normative statement. Mechanisms of persuasion are at work in inter-regional cooperation when ROs try to convince their counterparts of the benefits of increased regional cooperation (Hänggi et al., 2006;Baert et al., 2014).

Turning to the four indirect or “recipient-driven” mechanisms of emulation (Fig.5.1), competition involves unilateral adjustments of behavior towards “best practices.” Actors compete with each other over meeting certain performance criteria, e.g. creating employment or fostering economic growth to which they unilaterally adjust their behavior accordingly (e.g.Elkins et al., 2006;Busch et al., 2005).

Lesson-drawing resembles competition insofar as actors look to others for policies and rules that have effectively solved similar problems elsewhere and are transferable into their own context (Meyer and Rowan, 1977;Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000). Lesson-drawing usually starts with actors who are faced with a particular political or economic problem requiring institutional change to solve it. They then look around for institutional solutions which are suitable to solve their problems.

Actors may also emulate others for normative reasons, e.g. to increase their legitimacy (Polillo and Guillén, 2005). Normative emulation is based on the logic of appropriateness. For example, states might want to be members of an international community “in good standing” and, thus, seek regional cooperation to fight corruption, improve their human rights standards, or institute the rule of law. As a result, they look around for institutional solutions which they then emulate.

While normative emulation still involves an active search process by an RO or other regional actors, mimicry entails a rather passive “downloading” of policy ideas or institutional models. ROs might imitate others because the appropriateness is taken for granted (Meyer and Rowan, 1977;Haveman, 1993).

With the possible exception of mimicry, none of these diffusion mechanisms assumes that the actors at the receiving end of diffusion are simply passive recipients of these processes. The adoption of, and adaptation to, norms, rules, and institutional models into regional structures involve active processes of translation, interpretation, incorporation of new norms and rules into existing institutions, and also resistance to particular rules and regulations (Solingen, 2012, 634). Social learning as a process of acquiring and incorporating new norms and new understandings into one’s belief systems, for example, involves active engagement, not passive “downloading” of some new rules and institutional “software.” Acharya calls this “localization” processes (2004, 2009; Chapter6by Acharya, this volume).

If we conceive of diffusion as active processes, policy or norm adoption as well as institutional convergence are less likely outcomes of diffusion processes (Klingler-Vidra[bookmark: p91](p. 91)and Schleifer, 2014, 9;Jahn, 2015), while selective adoption and adaptation should be a lot more common. I distinguish four types of diffusion outcomes. First, as mentioned, convergence or wholesale adoption of institutional models and policies in regional cooperation and integration is only to be expected in cases of either imposition or mimicry. Second, adaptation concerns the differential and selective adoption of institutions and policies adjusting them to particular regional contexts. Third, the more regional actors “localize” norms and practices, the more the diffusion outcomes resemble transformation. Adaptation and transformation are the more likely, the more we find actors operating as “brokers” or “translators” between and within different regional contexts. Fourth, it might sound odd, but resistance as the explicit rejection of particular institutional models or policies can also be treated as a diffusion outcome. I concede, however, that rejection is hard to measure within particularly quantitative diffusion research, since the non-adoption of policies or institutional models is often indistinguishable from non-diffusion.

As I will show in the following, comparative regionalism has a long way to go to be able to assign the relative weight of endogenous factors as compared to diffusion effects. Therefore, I will mostly report from studies that explicitly examine diffusion processes with regard to formal cooperation and integration at the regional level. In other words, there is an inevitable selection bias in the following.



The Diffusion of Regionalism and Regional Orders


Two trends can be observed after the end of the Cold War with regard to regionalism and regional orders (on the latter see Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume; also Chapter27by Börzel and Risse, this volume): the quantitative rise in regionalism largely consists of a huge increase in (mostly bilateral) PTAs (Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). As to ROs, particularly multi-purpose ROs have taken on ever more tasks and they have also increased the pooling and delegation of authority (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume). Two diffusion-related arguments are being made in the literature to account for these trends, one pertaining to direct or “sender-driven” influence mechanisms, the other related to “recipient-driven” mechanisms.



Direct Influence on the World of Regions: The United States and the EU

The probably most important account focusing on the US role in the diffusion of regionalism since World War II is Katzenstein’sWorld of Regions(2005; alsoSolingen, 1998). He argues that US structural power largely shaped the regional orders in Asia[bookmark: p92](p. 92)and Europe—via Japan and Germany. Today’s regions are porous and, thus, subject to external influence. However, the interaction of US power with regional forces led to two distinct regional orders: ethnic market capitalism in Asia and a legal institutional order centered around the EU in Europe. Katzenstein’s book is about regionalism and regional orders, not particular institutions, and it is about thelongue durée. At the same time, the outcome of US diffusion is adaptation and transformation, neither convergence nor rejection. Last but not least, Katzenstein’s book deals with all four diffusion mechanisms—from imposition (US occupation of Japan and Germany after 1945) and incentives (e.g. the US Marshall Plan as an incentive for European integration) to socialization (into liberal norms) and persuasion.

While this account can be read as a social constructivist version of hegemonic stability theory—not so much driven by US material power, but by its ideational resources—Mattli’s work also focuses on the supply of regionalism by (regional) hegemons, from Prussia to the US and nowadays Russia (Mattli, 1999). In contrast, Mansfield and Milner interpret the rise of PTAs as at least partially caused by declining US (material) hegemony (Mansfield and Milner, 2012, chapter3).

A second account for the rise of regionalism focuses on the EU and its explicit attempts to foster regional cooperation and integration. Hettne and Ponjaert go so far as to posit that the US and the EU promote two different world orders through inter-regionalism, one based on sovereignty and unilateralism (the US), the other based on multilateralism (Hettne and Ponjaert, 2014).

The EU Commission has specific programs in place to foster regionalization across the globe (Pietrangeli, 2009). There are Regional Strategy Papers and Regional Indicative Programs in place for all regions of the Global South.2While the EU does not promote its own institutional model of supranational integration (but seeBicci, 2006;Hurt, 2003), it advocates regional cooperation and integration going beyond mere free trade agreements (FTAs; e.g.Farrell, 2007,2009;De Lombaerde and Schulz, 2009;Haastrup, 2013;Buzdugan, 2013). It does so through its various inter-regional arrangements with other ROs (Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume;Hänggi et al., 2006;Baert et al., 2014).

The EU employs the full spectrum of direct influence mechanisms to promote regionalism—particularly incentives, norms socialization, and persuasion through political dialogue (seeHaastrup, 2013, for relations between the EU and the African Union [AU]). In exceptional cases, the EU even imposes regional cooperation, e.g. the 1999 Stability Pact for the Western Balkans. Incentives include market access to the EU through European Partnership Agreements (EPA), but also development aid, and the like. The EU serves as a major funding source for the AU (Engel, 2015). In the case of the South African Development Community (SADC) and its dependence on EU financial assistance, an EU threat to withdraw funds almost amounted to imposition from the outside (Lenz, 2012, 163–164;Buzdugan, 2013). Moreover, the European Parliament (EP) has been a quite active promoter of regional integration and of the European model, mostly by employing persuasion as the main direct influence mechanism.

[bookmark: p93](p. 93)The diffusion outcomes are harder to assess in this case. In particular, it is impossible to discern whether the rise and expansion of ROs in the Global South would have come about in the absence of EU efforts to promote regionalism. The EU as a prime example of peace and prosperity might have a supportive effect on endogenous attempts towards regional cooperation and integration (Haastrup, 2013calls the EU a “mentor” with regard to sub-Saharan Africa; see Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). At the same time, regionalism in the Global South does not simply copy the European model; quite on the contrary, Latin American, African, and Asian ROs often reject Western regionalism explicitly (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume).

One counter-intuitive finding stands out, however: inter-regional cooperation with the EU tends to strengthen regional cooperation among the EU’s weaker partners, simply as a way to increase their bargaining power vis-à-vis the Europeans (Krapohl and Fink, 2013). Moreover, as work on the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the Asia-Europe Meeting Process (ASEM) points out, inter-regional cooperation requires that the two regions themselves develop their own regionness including a regional identity (Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000). In this sense, “ASEM does indeed create a ‘regional’ space around which the states of East Asia may coalesce in a number of spheres” (Gilson, 2005, 309; Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume). In a similar fashion, EU–Mercosur inter-regionalism contributed to “keeping the regional project alive” (Doctor, 2015, 2).

Unfortunately, scholarly work on the diffusion of regionalism from one part of the world to another mostly focuses on the US and the EU. In addition, Russia has become a major region-builder in Eurasia (Libman and Vinokurov, 2012; Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume) in direct response to and competition with the EU. However, we know comparatively little about South-to-South diffusion of regionalism. There is even less work on the United Nations (UN) as a major funding source of, but also obstacle to, regional cooperation and integration.



Emulation of Regionalism: Competition and Mimicry

As to emulation mechanisms, there is strong evidence that PTAs and FTAs are contagious and that diffusion is at work here. Mansfield and Milner argue that “PTAs often form in response to each other at a given point in time and that the decision by a country to enter one in a given year strongly affects the probability of other countries doing likewise in the same year” (Mansfield and Milner, 2012, 91; see alsoBaldwin and Jaimovich, 2012;Baccini and Dür, 2011; Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). Jupille et al. also demonstrate that the likelihood that a state joins a multilateral Regional Trade Agreement (RTA) increases with the number of RTAs in the system (Jupille et al., 2013). Mansfield and Pevehouse confirm that the same argument holds for the expansion of existing (and mostly multilateral) PTAs to new members indicating that diffusion is at work here (Mansfield and Pevehouse, 2013, 598).

[bookmark: p94](p. 94)The main diffusion mechanism with regard to bi- and multilateral PTAs is competition. The more states join PTAs, the more other states fear loss of competitiveness if they do not join, too, and thus get preferential access to markets. Baccini and Dür claim that exporters facing trade diversion because they are excluded from a PTA are likely to push their governments into signing a PTA with the country where their exports are threatened (Baccini and Dür, 2011). Baccini and Dür also find some support for normative emulation or even mimicry which they measure via spatial cultural affinity such as a common language. There is also direct competition between regions themselves. For example, the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) can be regarded as a direct response to the EU’s single market (Duina, 2006; Chapter7by Duina, this volume).

We also find South–South emulation of regionalism. The South African Development Coordination Conference, SADC’s predecessor, which was founded in 1980, was not only a reaction to apartheid South Africa, but was also inspired by Latin America’s developmental structuralism, particularly Raul Prebisch and the Economic Commission for Latin America (CEPAL; see Chapter8by Bianculli and Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume;Dosman, 2006). More recently, Brazil and Mercosur developed a competitive counter-model to the US-led diffusion of PTAs in Latin America as a result of which we now find two different patterns of PTA designs in Latin America (Quiliconi, 2014). Last not least, Solis et al. argue that the diffusion of FTA agreements in the Pacific Rim is due to competition, not the least because of Japan’s participation in the Trans-Pacific Partnership “mega PTA” (Solis et al., 2009;Solis and Katada, 2014; on “mega PTAs” see Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume).

Jupille et al. (2013)advance the emulation-based explanation further, namely sociological institutionalism and world polity theory. Jupille et al. argue that “regionalism” has become part of the global script constituting modern statehood, namely that legitimate members of the international community ought to belong to some RO. The authors claim that this script is promoted by “epistemic communities” (Haas, 1992) and use “Google n-grams” (the use of the term “regionalism” in Google books) as a proxy. Jupille et al. show that the “regionalism” script correlates with the time-lagged rise in states joining regional trade agreements in a statistically significant way. They also demonstrate that this correlation is particularly relevant for states in the Global South which are in greater need for legitimacy than states in the Global North (Jupille et al., 2013).

In sum, particularly International Political Economy (IPE) approaches to regionalism emphasize indirect diffusion mechanisms with regard to PTAs (see Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). However, most of this work focuses on “shallow” regionalism and the analyses are driven by the rise of bilateral PTAs. While there is strong reason to believe that the findings also pertain to multilateral regional arrangements, diffusion mechanisms and effects are under-researched with regard to regionalism per se. In addition, the “world of regions” is no longer driven by the US and the EU, but there is competition among and between regions as the Russian (and maybe Chinese) examples demonstrate. Last but not least, as mentioned earlier, there is little work on South–South diffusion of regionalism and even less scholarship on emulation and mimicry within[bookmark: p95](p. 95)particular regions. However, it is hard to imagine that the sub-Saharan “spaghetti bowl” (Baldwin, 2006) or the Latin American and Asian “alphabet soups” of ROs (Acharya, 2010) came about without any diffusion mechanism at play.

In the next section, I deal with the diffusion of specific institutional designs for ROs.





Diffusion of Regional Institutional Designs


As a first hint at diffusion effects, we can observe striking similarities in the institutional design of ROs across the globe. They do not all look alike, but they certainly form clusters (seeBaccini et al., 2014for trade agreements;Alter, 2012,2014for courts; also Chapter15by Kim et al. and Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). Moreover, we can observe an increase over time in both scope and breadth of regionalism (referring to the number of policy issues dealt with at the regional level) and the level or depth of integration (concerning the degree of pooling and delegation of political authority to ROs; seeBörzel, 2013, 507–512; Chapter27by Börzel and Risse, this volume). This trend not only concerns the EU, but also other multi-purpose ROs such as the League of Arab States, ASEAN, the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), Mercosur, and even NAFTA (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume). How can this development be explained, and what does a diffusion perspective contribute? Of course, similarities in institutional design and in policy issues taken up by ROs per se do not prove diffusion, since these could be purely coincidental. Moreover, institutional convergence is not the most likely diffusion outcome, as argued earlier. Nevertheless, I argue in the following that the diffusion perspective offers a powerful account for the institutional design of various ROs.



Direct Influence Mechanisms

ROs such as the EU as well as global and regional powers such as the US, Russia, Brazil, South Africa, and Japan have tried to promote their preferred institutional models in their own regions and other parts of the world, particularly the Global South. In a stylized version, the US encourages rule-based FTAs without strong regional organizations (such as NAFTA), while the EU promotes supranationalism (Börzel and Risse, 2009, 22;Duina, 2006).Baccini et al. (2014)show that PTAs with members who have close relations to the US tend to adopt the NAFTA model, which also might be due to some direct influence mechanism (also Chapter7by Duina and Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume).

However, it is not obvious that particularly the EU tries to actively export its particular institutional model of supranational integration and the same holds true for[bookmark: p96](p. 96)the US which is less active in promoting regionalism going beyond FTAs (see e.g.De Lombaerde and Schulz, 2009;Baert et al., 2014for details on the EU; on the US seeBeeson, 2006). As I argue in the following, in most cases the EU reacts—positively, of course—to emulation attempts by ROs in the Global South. Moreover, the few studies analyzing South–South inter-regionalism do not document many direct influence mechanisms at work, say, between Mercosur and the SADC (Mattheis, 2014, chapter5; Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume).

Last not least, direct diffusion attempts by the EU and the US often meet with resistance in the Global South, given the history of colonialism and economic dependency. As Acharya points out, the “ASEAN way” of non-intervention in internal affairs and of informal—“soft”—institutionalism largely originated in direct opposition to EU and US efforts at pushing regional integration (Acharya, 2009; Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). The same holds true for sub-Saharan Africa (see the origins of SADC as an anti-South African as well as anti-Western development community based on collective identity of struggles against colonialism and apartheid), as well as the Middle East (Fawcett and Gandois, 2010;Fawcett and Hurrell, 1995). This resistance against Western, particularly European, regionalism partly results from the logic of Southern regionalism as autonomy-seeking and sovereignty-preserving rather than -embracing supranationalism (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume).

A more powerful diffusion account with regard to institutional models and design pertains to emulation as the following discussion shows.



Emulation of Regional Institutional Designs

With regard to indirect diffusion mechanisms such as competition, lesson-drawing, as well as normative emulation and mimicry, quantitative as well as qualitative studies allow for at least tentative conclusions. Overall, these studies emphasize lesson-drawing as well as normative emulation, but also mimicry. With regard to diffusion outcomes, these mechanisms result mostly in adaptation and transformation, but also wholesale adoption of institutional models in a few cases.

Unfortunately, most of the available work on diffusion of institutional designs focuses on diffusion from the Global North to the Global South. Studies on horizontal diffusion among regions in the Global South are rare—except for Asian ROs. Acharya argues, for example, that ASEAN largely inspired the establishment of the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) in 1986 (Acharya, 2009, 108–109; see alsoAhmed, 2013, chapter8). The ASEAN+3 framework has also diffused ASEAN’s institutional design to Northeast Asia. Last not least, the institutional design of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) has emulated ASEAN to some degree. In this sense, ASEAN has become a model for regional cooperation, if not integration, in the Asia-Pacific region (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). There has also been some diffusion from Mercosur to the newly formed Pacific Alliance (Tvevad,[bookmark: p97](p. 97)2014), but little mimicry or isomorphism across the South Atlantic between Mercosur and the SADC (Mattheis, 2014, 244–245)

With regard to PTAs,Baccini et al. (2014)show the emergence of three distinct clusters of similar institutional designs. One PTA cluster consists of rather narrow agreements whereby the members agree on the reduction of tariffs with regard to some goods. The second cluster contains rule-base agreements without strong regional institutions modeled after NAFTA (alsoDuina, 2006; Chapter7by Duina, this volume), while the third PTA cluster emulates the EU.Baccini et al. (2014)find that more recent PTAs mostly resemble the NAFTA model, while EU-type ROs are more common among PTAs with many member states. Interestingly enough, EU-style agreements do not seem to depend on strong interactions between the respective PTAs and the EU itself.

Moving towards qualitative research on the diffusion of RO institutional design, ASEAN represents a fascinating example of lesson-drawing and normative emulation leading to selective adoption and adaptation of institutional designs, which originated elsewhere, particularly in Europe. Of course, ASEAN has not yet embraced supranational decision-making in a substantial way and, thus, remains wedded to national sovereignty. However, more recent research shows that ASEAN member states have selectively emulated institutional models from the EU—even in cases in which ASEAN members explicitly argued that this was not the case (Jetschke, 2009,2010;Jetschke and Murray, 2012; see also Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). Prominent examples include the ASEAN Committee of Permanent Representatives (modeled after the EU Committee of Permanent Representatives [COREPER];Murray and Moxon-Browne, 2013) and the ASEAN Charter (Wong, 2012).

In each of these cases, the initiative to emulate emerged from some cooperation problem in Asia itself, e.g. the Asian financial crisis. However, the selective adaptation of EU institutional design features followed a normative emulation rather than a rationalist lesson-drawing path, since the EU was considered a legitimate actor among ASEAN member states. Driven by this attempt at normative emulation, ASEAN members directly linked up with counterparts in the EU who then advised them as to particular institutional design issues (Jetschke and Murray, 2012, 177). ASEM also became part of this diffusion process (Gilson, 2002,2005).

Similar normative emulation mechanisms have been at play in Latin America, sub-Saharan Africa, and even the Middle East (Chapter8by Bianculli, Chapter12by Valbjørn, and Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). As in the ASEAN case, the diffusion of EU institutional design models to the Global South started with cooperation problems in the regions themselves. In sub-Saharan Africa, it was not so much collective action issues emanating from economic interdependence, but mostly security issues or—in the case of the SADC—the necessity to cooperate among the front states facing apartheid South Africa. In contrast, region-building processes in Latin America were primarily driven by liberal market-oriented governments in Argentina and Brazil coming into power in the late 1980s.

[bookmark: p98](p. 98)As Lenz argues, both South African and South American governments faced two choices regarding institutional design, the NAFTA model supported by the US and the EU model (Lenz, 2012). Both the SADC and Mercosur emulated the EU common market design, not because of a lengthy rational learning process, but for reasons of legitimacy (and against US pressure in the South American case; on Mercosur see alsoDuina, 2006; on SADC seeWeiland, 2006). Similar emulation processes can be observed with regard to the East African Community (EAC), the West African Economic and Monetary Union (WAEMU), and the Andean Community (CAN; on the EAC seeVan Hoestenberghe et al., 2009; Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume; on WAEMU seeClaeys and Sindzingre, 2003; on CAN seeBustamante and Giacalone, 2009; Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume). With regard to the latter, almost wholesale mimicry took place and CAN member states “downloaded” the EU’s design with regard to several institutions (see the following discussion).

As in the case of ASEAN, normative emulation was facilitated greatly by various European–Latin American as well as European–African epistemic communities of experts in regional integration, lawyers, and parliamentarians (Botto, 2009;Lenz, 2012, 164;Costa and Dri, 2014;Smis and Kingah, 2014; on epistemic communities seeHaas, 1992). These transnational groupings served as agents of diffusion counseling ROs in the Global South and their member states.

Eurasia is a particularly counter-intuitive case of mimicking the EU (Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume): Eurasian ROs such as the recently founded Eurasian Economic Union (EEU) have been explicitly formed as a counterweight to the EU, but have largely emulated the EU’s institutional design—despite few institutional contacts between Brussels and Eurasian ROs.

Finally, regional courts and dispute settlement systems as well as parliamentary assemblies are further examples for the diffusion of institutional designs (Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe and Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume). As to courts, regional economic cooperation and integration certainly create a functional demand for dispute settlement mechanisms. But the institutional design of such arbitration is mostly due to emulation, both lesson-drawing and normative emulation. Alter has identified altogether 24 international (including regional) courts out of which 22 are “new style” courts with compulsory jurisdiction and/or access for supranational or private actors (Alter, 2014, chapter3; also Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). Half of those “new style” courts represent institutional copies of the European Court of Justice (ECJ), 11 altogether (Alter, 2012). Prominent examples of ECJ diffusion include the Andean Tribunal of Justice and various African courts (Lenz, 2012;Alter and Helfer, 2010;Saldias, 2010). While wholesale adoption of the ECJ has been rare (e.g. the Andean court), many ROs emulated its central features. In most cases, the initial impulse to establish ECJ-style supranational courts resulted from some functional problems, e.g. the attempt to signal a commitment to market integration (Alter, 2012, 145). However, transnational networks of judges, lawyers, and other epistemic communities stepped in counseling the RO on the design of courts. In a few cases, the EU and the ECJ themselves advised the design of the courts (Saldias, 2010).

[bookmark: p99](p. 99)We also see the increasing diffusion of parliamentary bodies related to ROs, even in authoritarian contexts (Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume). As Lenz points out, this development is hard to explain by any functional account, but appears to represent normative emulation “all the way down” (Lenz, 2013; alsoRüland and Bechle, 2014; for a different account seeDri, 2010). The wholesale adoption of institutional models, however, mostly leads to largely symbolic parliamentary bodies without any serious role in decision-making. In other words, “parliamentarization” reinforces intergovernmentalism in the end (Rüland and Bechle, 2014).

In sum, emulation appears to be the primary mechanism in the diffusion of institutional designs of ROs that then triggers direct influence through persuasion and norms socialization via epistemic communities and other agents. Moreover, diffusion outcomes are mostly selective adaptation and transformation of institutional models, less so wholesale adoption. Thus, localization matters hugely (Rüland, 2014;Acharya, 2004)—so does domestic politics. The latter is largely under-theorized in the literature on diffusion of regional institutions (but seeSolingen, 1998; Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume).

Similar dynamics can be observed with regard to the diffusion of regional governance in particular issue areas.





Diffusion of Regional Governance


Direct Influence Mechanisms

With regard to “sender-driven” mechanisms pertaining to regional governance arrangements in various issue-areas, the UN, its specialized agencies, and other global international organizations (IOs) such as the World Trade Organization (WTO), the World Bank, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), and others assume center-stage in the diffusion of institutional models. In particular, the UN and other global IOs have strongly shaped regional governance in the Global South. This holds true for regional security governance (Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, this volume), development governance (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume), social policy and gender issues (Chapter18by van der Vleuten, this volume), regional environmental governance (Chapter19by Haas, this volume), migration governance (Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume), as well as for regional human rights and democracy promoting institutions (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume).

With regard to ROs and direct influence mechanisms, the EU is once again actively diffusing particular governance regimes directly in its dealings with other ROs, mainly through inter-regional cooperation (Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume; overviews inDe Lombaerde and Schulz, 2009;Baert et al., 2014;Rigner[bookmark: p100](p. 100)and Söderbaum, 2010;Telò et al., 2015). For example, the Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) of the EU with the various African, Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) ROs in the framework of the Coutenou Agreement which have been concluded or are still being negotiated,3include provisions for human rights promotion and sustainable development. In addition, the EU seeks to promote good governance and regional security and stability in its dealings with other ROs (Börzel and Van Hüllen, 2015). And it has instituted migration clauses in its trade agreements with regional partners (Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume;Jurje and Lavenex, 2014).



Emulation

I have already dealt with the diffusion of institutional designs for PTAs where two global scripts emanating from the Global North compete, namely the NAFTA and the EU designs. In addition, the promotion of democracy, human rights, and good governance has become a global script which ROs increasingly try to foster with regard to their member states and in their external relations (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume;Börzel and Van Hüllen, 2015;Pevehouse, 2005;McMahon and Baker, 2006;van der Vleuten and Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2010). The same holds true for gender rights (Chapter18by van der Vleuten, this volume). Emulation is the main mechanism by which human rights and democracy governance diffuses. While the script originated in the West, it has gone global. Even ROs encompassing authoritarian states such as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) now adopt their own election monitoring (Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume).

Emulation mechanisms include competition (democracy, human rights, and good governance clauses as means to invite trade and foreign direct investment), lesson-drawing (to lock in democratic governance among RO member states, seeMoravcsik, 2000;Pevehouse, 2005), and normative emulation as a quest to gain global legitimacy (seeMcMahon and Baker, 2006).Stapel (2014)has shown through a quantitative study that there is not only isomorphism on a global level, but that geographic contiguity of ROs matters, too. He also demonstrates that functional needs (learning) explain the diffusion of democracy and good governance standards among ROs, while power asymmetries appear to hamper adoption. His is one of the first studies that do not adopt an EU-centric view of policy diffusion among ROs.

Once again, ASEAN constitutes a fascinating example of normative emulation, selective adaptation, and localization resulting from resistance Western pressures to incorporate human rights norms. As Manea argues, ASEAN transformed its collective identity as it selectively adapted to human rights norms (Manea, 2008,2009; alsoKatsumata, 2009).

Policy diffusion among ROs is not confined to the spread of human rights, democracy, and good governance standards. A very interesting example in the realm of[bookmark: p101](p. 101)security cooperation concerns the spread of military confidence-building measures (CBMs) which originated in the Conference (now Organization) for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) during the Cold War. CBMs have been adopted by ASEAN and the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) as well as the SCO, the primary mechanism being mimicry (Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, this volume; seeKatsumata, 2011;Acharya and Johnston, 2007, 20;Acharya, 2009, chapter5). From ASEAN, these conflict management policies have spread to South Asia (Jetly, 2003). A case of South–South diffusion concerns the spread of Nuclear Weapons Free Zones, starting with the Latin American Treaty of Tlatelolco in 1967 (Lacovsky, 2014). As Bruszt and Palestini argue, regional development banks also diffused within the Global South (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume). In a similar way, Regional Consultation Processes as transgovernmental networks linked to the security aspects of migration governance spread across the globe (Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume).

ASEAN selectively adopted EU market regulation policies, and the variation in outcomes can be explained by domestic politics (Pente, 2013). It also emulated the EU’s disaster management mechanism in response to the Indian Ocean tsunami 2004 (Pennisi di Floristella, 2014), while ASEAN’s adoption of HIV/AIDS norms diffused from the global level, namely UNAIDS (Collins, 2013).

These examples confirm, once again, the necessity to combine endogenous explanations focusing on collective action problems in a particular region with accounts assuming interdependent decision-making. Problem identification usually originates within the region itself, while both framing and institutional solutions can only be explained from a diffusion perspective (Duina and Lenz, forthcoming). Even then, the result is not wholesale adoption of policy regimes, but their selective adaptation and transformation to adjust them to regional circumstances.





Conclusion


This chapter provided an overview of the state of the art on the diffusion of regionalism, the institutional design of specific ROs, and of particular regional governance regimes. The chapter yields some tentative conclusions.

First, the diffusion of regionalism, institutional designs, and regional governance is primarily determined by indirect or “recipient-driven” mechanisms of emulation rather than by direct and “sender-driven” influence mechanisms (see Fig.5.1). While particularly the EU tries to promote regionalism, institutional designs, and regional policies, the effects appear to be limited. The EU as an institutional model of integration is most attractive when it is not promoting any particular regional solution, but is being emulated by other ROs which consider it a legitimate problem-solving model.

Second, as far as emulation is concerned, we observe few examples of mimicry leading to institutional isomorphism. Competition, lesson-drawing, and normative emulation[bookmark: p102](p. 102)are the most important diffusion mechanisms by which particular institutional models and policy regimes spread. In this context, ROs engage in a search process for the best available institutional or policy solution (lesson-drawing) and also emulate those ROs which they consider normatively legitimate. This is where the “power of attraction” of the EU and of contiguous ROs plays a role.

Third, as to diffusion outcomes, we rarely observe full-scale adoption or convergence around specific models of regional cooperation and integration. If convergence happens with mimicry as the pertinent diffusion mechanism, decoupling between institutional rules and behavioral practices is the most likely result. This explains why many ROs in sub-Saharan Africa and in Latin America have so few behavioral consequences (Chapter8by Bianculli and Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). The most likely outcome of diffusion with regard to regional cooperation and integration is adaptation and transformation. In other words, the “recipient-driven” diffusion mechanisms of competition, lesson-drawing, and normative emulation lead to selective adoption, adjustments, and “localization” (Acharya, 2004) of particular institutional models into the particular regional contexts. Diffusion is an active process of translation and transformation, not a passive “downloading” of some institutional software for ROs.

Fourth, how do functional explanations and diffusion accounts relate to each other? I conclude from the literature that the demand for regional cooperation and integration usually originates in the particular region in response to some internal or external problem (“problematization” inDuina and Lenz, forthcoming;Börzel and Risse, 2012b; also Chapter27by Börzel and Risse, this volume). Diffusion effects occur when actors look around for appropriate institutional solutions. Diffusion takes place on the supply side of meaning construction and the identification of specific solutions with regard to institutional designs and governance regimes.

Finally, let me delineate some areas of future research. If, as I have argued in this chapter, functional and diffusion accounts for regionalism have to be combined, the appropriate research strategy would be to determine the relative weight of independent as compared to interdependent decision-making and to explore in more detail how functional and diffusion explanations relate to each other. Moreover, future research on the diffusion of regionalism and regional institutions should focus on processes of translation and localization. At the moment, diffusion research neglects the domestic politics of regionalism—a central theme of conventional theories of cooperation and integration. While the latter approaches regularly ignore diffusion, the domestic politics of localization remains probably the largest gap in the emerging literature on diffusing regionalism (Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume). Finally, while qualitative work on diffusion in comparative regionalism rightly concentrates on mechanisms rather than outcomes, most empirical work is still rather Euro- and Western-centric, despite all pledges to the contrary (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume). We know much more about the spread of Western (particularly EU) regionalism across the globe than about South–South, intra-Asian, intra-African, or intra-Latin American diffusion.
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6 Regionalism Beyond EU-Centrism

Amitav Acharya

Regionalismis not a European or Western idea or approach, but has had worldwide heritage and multiple manifestations. But theories of regionalism barely reflect this fact. Its theoretical literature remains European Union (EU)-centric. Attempts to offer a broader intellectual history of regionalism and develop approaches that capture the diversity and complexity of regionalisms around the world have been scarce. To account for the diversity of the normative and institutional dimensions of regionalism is a central theoretical challenge facing comparative regionalism scholars.

As a first step, the field needs to move beyond what may be called EU-centrism. This is not the same as “Eurocentrism” because there are different conceptions and forms of regionalism in Europe, or for that matter in the “West.” For example, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), a form of “hegemonic regionalism” (Acharya, 1992), or regionalism crafted by a dominant power, is quite different from the Council of Europe (CoE) or the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), which are more inclusive groupings (Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume). There is also the nascent notion of Euro-Mediterranean regionalism, and the emerging Eurasian regionalism, being promoted by Russia in recent years with at least an overlap with the Europe of the “West” (Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume).

Moreover, a non-EU-centric perspective does not mean the EU’s record should be ignored. The EU is a key part of the story of contemporary regionalism that every student of regionalism should be familiar with. By non-EU-centric I mean rejecting the tendency to view the EU as a “model” of regionalism with the expectation that other regionalisms should follow that model in order to be judged successful. It also means not assuming the universal applicability of theories of regionalism that have moved in tandem with the life history of the EU in its different stages. In other words, EU-centrism in comparative regionalism refers to the tendency to judge other regionalisms in terms of a benchmark that[bookmark: p110](p. 110)draws heavily from the EU’s institutions and processes, while ignoring other possible approaches to regionalism and refusing to view their performance in terms of the goals set by themselves.

The desire to cast the EU as a model is to some extent understandable, since the EU, while not without limitations and failures can reasonably claim to be the most effective form of regional organization in the world. But acknowledging its successes is one thing, expecting other regional groups to follow the EU’s approach to integration is quite another. Because of the historical, political, economic, and normative differences, the EU model has not and will not travel well in the developing world, notwithstanding efforts by the EU itself to export its approach around the world. While this effort might have enjoyed some successes, these are in many cases superficial.1

A key argument of this chapter is that it is limiting and ethnocentric to apply integration theories, which reflected a distinctive set of political and economic conditions and normative aspirations in post-World War II Western Europe, to explain the origins and development of regionalisms in the post-colonial world. Here, the end goal (or dependent variable) was notintegration(in the sense of development of some degree of supranationalism), butautonomy(preservation of state sovereignty).

To be sure, in studying comparative regionalism, one should not ignore what might be called “overlapping diversity,” i.e. the similarities and differences, and the autonomy as well as interconnectedness, among regionalisms around the world. But a non-EU-centric perspective on comparative regionalism must take into account the distinctiveness of different regions and their institutional designs, patterns, and “styles” of cooperation.

In offering a non-EU-centric perspective on regionalism, this chapter proceeds in three steps. First, it highlights the contributions of non-European regions, especially Latin America and Asia, to the idea and institutional development of regionalism. Second, it discusses the disjuncture, or lack of fit between theories of regionalism that are primarily derived from the EU and the development of regionalism in the non-Western world. Third, it highlights variations among contemporary regionalisms in different parts of the world including Europe, Asia, Latin America, and Africa (in goals, institutional design, and outcomes).

To illustrate the disjuncture between Eurocentric theories of regionalism and the actual development of regionalism in the non-European world, the following section will first identify ideas or theories of regionalism and then discuss the extent to which they capture or correspond to the practical aspects of regionalism. This approach is intended to show how different ideas and theories of regionalism, including international relations theories applied to regionalism (like liberalism) and specific integration theories (like neo-functionalism) fall short when explaining what is happening in the non-European world and in anticipating what may be coming next.



[bookmark: p111](p. 111)Beyond Europe: Regionalism’s Multiple and Global Heritage


Defining regionalism as the building of formal or informal institutions at the regional level (Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume), one can find a variety of purposes, forms, and functions of regionalism around the world. Since the nineteenth century, these include:

	•Great power spheres of influence, or hegemonic regionalism: Examples include Germany’sMitteleuropa, and Japan’s Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere. The Concert of Europe might also be included here as a collective form of great power hegemony. Some consider America’s Cold War era multilateral alliances in the Third World such as the Southeast Asian Treaty Organization (SEATO, also known as the Manila Pact) and the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO, also known as the Baghdad Pact) as examples of hegemonic regionalism (Acharya, 1992).


	•Approaches to conflict management: In this role, regionalism has been thought to be either an alternative, or a “stepping stone” to the universalism of the United Nations (UN) Charter (Wilcox, 1965;Nye, 1975;Schreuer, 1995).


	•Expressions of cultural identity and autonomy: Examples include pan-Americanism (Fawcett and Serrano, 2005), pan-Arabism (Barnett, 1995), pan-Africanism (Legum, 1962;Esedebe, 1994), pan-Asianism (Acharya, 2009), and European identity (Parsons, 2003;Checkel, 2005).


	•A framework for the suppression of nationalism and war through economic and political integration (only the EU belongs here).


	•Platforms for advancing decolonization and national liberation: This was a major motivation behind regionalisms in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East.


	•Sites of resistance to great power intervention: This motivation and function of regionalism applies to Latin America, Asia, Africa, and the Middle East.


	•Efforts to promote economic development (through regional self-reliance) and political stability: These include developing countries (Association of Southeast Asian Nations [ASEAN], Union of South American Nations [UNASUR], Southern African Development Community [SADC], and Economic Community of West African States [ECOWAS];Acharya, 2011).


	•Signposts of fragmentation of the global liberal order into competing strategic or economic blocs (Ikenberry, 2011;Acharya, 2014).






The implications of such a broader understanding of regionalism are quite clear. Regionalism as an empirical phenomenon has had its roots and branches not just in Europe but also in many other parts of the world. Hence it is essential to distinguish[bookmark: p112](p. 112)it from a specific West European (European Economic Community [EEC]/EU) form and function, which is but one of the many varieties of regionalism in world politics. Such an understanding also opens the door to a wider range of theoretical concepts and approaches to study regionalism, rather than those specifically derived from the EEC/EU experience.

Overall, even though some of these ideas did not always find concrete or durable institutional forms, ideas of regionalism were by no means confined to Europe. Ideas of regionalism in Latin America started about the same time as the Concert of Europe (1815), but unlike the latter, it was not a collective hegemony of the great powers over the weak. The non-Western regionalist ideas and institutional forms (Japan’s Co-Prosperity Sphere being a major exception) were generally more progressive and emancipatory than the Concert of Europe. While the Concert of Europe was essentially conservative, or reactionary, regionalist ideologies in Asia, Africa, and Latin America were geared to anti-colonialism, national liberation, protecting sovereignty, and challenging the dominance of big powers (as with Latin America’s resistance to the US Monroe Doctrine). This also differentiated them from the more progressive European groupings, such as the CoE (founded in 1949) and the EEC (founded in 1957) which aimed at taming nationalism (and sovereignty in the case of the EEC) by protecting and promoting human rights, democracy, and the rule of law as key prerequisites for peace and prosperity. Early regionalist movements in what came to be known as the Third World were mainly geared to advancing national liberation from Western colonial rule (in Asia, Africa, the Middle East, and the Caribbean), and avoiding and managing the competitive US–Soviet rivalry in the Third World.

It is also noteworthy that the most vocal advocacy of regionalism in the post-World War period came from the Latin American states during the debates over the drafting of the UN Charter at the San Francisco conference in 1945. While the US expressed a strong preference for universalism, delegates from 21 Latin American countries fervently demanded a place for regionalism within the UN Charter, contesting the US preference which sought to give the sole authority for maintaining global peace and security to the UN Security Council (UNSC). Some Latin American delegations, such as Brazil, argued that matters pertaining to the security of regions should be resolved exclusively by regional groups of the area, with “the intervention of the Security Council in the solution of these questions only being justified when they endanger the peace of more than one regional group.”2Others accepted a place for regionalism in the UN system, but subject to the overall authority of the UNSC. Either way, they showed a strong passion for regionalism, drawing upon the experience in building regionalism over the past five decades. This was brought out clearly in the statement of the delegate of Mexico, Ambassador Castillo Najera, who referred to the desire of the delegations of the American nations to showcase and preserve their “Pan-American ideal.” As he put it, “the first consideration of the delegations of the American nations was to safeguard their greatest achievement, the most precious flower of cooperation for security through peaceful means.”3The delegate of Venezuela, Parra Perez, characterized the pro-regionalist attitude of the American nations as a “question of safeguarding a whole[bookmark: p113](p. 113)tradition [Inter-American system] which was dear to our continent, that of a living organism and a very active one.”4Delegations from the newly formed Arab League submitted the League’s Charter as an example of regional arrangements that should find a place in the new global security system. Senator Arthur Vandenberg, the head of the US delegation to the San Francisco conference, recognized the special role of the Latin American countries, in securing regional organizations due recognition under the UN Charter:

we have found a sound and practical formula for putting regional organizations into effective gear with the global institution which we here erect on behalf of the world’s peace and security … We do not thus subtract from global unity … on the contrary, we weld these regional king-links into the global chain … one of these king-links is particularly dear to the hearts of the twenty-one republics in this Western Hemisphere. It is a precious inheritance with 50 years of benign history behind it … There are other regional arrangements of great honor and validity. I exclude none of them when I speak of Pan-Americanism as a symbol. I simply point to it as being the oldest and happiest regional arrangement in the world.5





Although the advocates of regionalism compromised by accepting that regional arrangements should only function under the final authority of the UNSC, rather than independent of it, the advocacy of the delegations from Latin America and the Arab world was crucial in giving regionalism a legal basis as a means of dispute settlement and collective security under the UN charter. This allowed regionalism to become more relevant as the authority of the UNSC was undermined by the Cold War stalemate between the US and the Soviet Union.

While considering the multiple sources of regionalism, one should also take into consideration developments in Asia. One important attempt to conceptualize regionalism in the very early stages of the post-Cold War era (Acharya, 2012), can be found in the edited volume,Regionalism and World Security, published in 1948 under the editorship of Indian scholar-diplomat K. M. Panikkar. In his introduction to the volume,Panikkar (1948)distinguished between two forms of regionalism. One was the “establishment of the paramountcy of a Great Power in a defined geographical region.” This form meant “nothing more than a polite phraseology forlebensraum” (Panikkar, 1948, 1). Another form which he articulated would be more progressive, geared to advancing “standards of living, social and economic progress, and the observance of human rights and fundamental freedoms.” Panikkar argued that such forms of regionalism were more relevant, and more needed in “the regions further away from Europe and America” (Panikkar, 1948, 5–6). While by no means a theory of regionalism in the sense of offering a causal mechanism of why regionalism comes about and why it succeeds or fails, it was a useful marker in the shift from hegemonic to progressive regionalism well before the founding of the EEC. And it is this non-exclusive and emancipatory form that became the standard bearer of regionalism in the non-Western world.

[bookmark: p114](p. 114)Later, regionalism and inter-regionalism found expression alongside nationalism in the Middle East, Asia, and Africa, as exemplified in the Asian Relations Conferences of 1947 and 1949, the Asia-Africa Conference in Bandung in 1955, as well as in the formation of the Organization of American States (OAS), the Arab League, and the Organization of African Unity (OAU) within the first two decades after World War II. At a time when much of Africa and the Middle East was still under colonial rule, the OAU and the Arab League functioned more as “the instrument of national independence rather than of regional integration” (Miller, 1973, 58). Moreover, regional groups in the non-Western world practiced an inclusive form of regionalism, both normatively and institutionally. With few exceptions, they did not exclude countries because of domestic political or economic systems. Exceptions are the OAU’s exclusion of apartheid South Africa, the OAS’ suspension of Cuba under US pressure, and the Arab League’s boycott of Israel.

While it is hard to develop any theory from these diverse forms of regionalism, it is quite clear that the purpose of many of the non-EU regionalist ideas and interactions was to seekautonomy, meaning securing independence from colonial rule and limiting the intervention of outside powers in regional affairs. This idea of autonomy differentiates many regionalist efforts in the non-Western world from the EU, whose leitmotif has beenintegration.



Integration Theories and Regionalism Outside Europe


In considering theories of regionalism, the first thing scholars often start from is a body of theory that brings together federalism, functionalism, neo-functionalism, and transactionalism (also known as communications theory; see Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). Its history is too well known to require elaboration here. But they have had a common element. They developed out of and reflected a West European and/or Euro–US (transatlantic is too broad to fit here) context. Federalism and transactionalism reflected the West European and US context, whereas neo-functionalism, a modified form of functionalism stressing the role of supranational institutions in driving integration, was based on an even narrower ontology on the sense of being uniquely West European. Nye highlights the common thread in all these theories: “What these studies had in common was a focus on the ways in which increased transactions and contacts changed attitudes and transnational coalition opportunities, and the ways in which institutions helped to foster such interaction” (Nye, 1988, 239).

But the integration theories, which closely paralleled the origins and evolution of the EEC, were ill-fitted in explaining regionalism in the non-Western world, not because they mis-predicted regionalism in the non-Western world but because their presumed starting conditions such as pluralistic interest politics and economic interdependence did not apply in the non-Western world. Moreover, experiments in regional integration[bookmark: p115](p. 115)outside Europe did not take off. Differences in historical, political, and economic conditions made regional integration theories inapplicable to the non-Western world. One major reason for this had to do with differing motivating forces. The EEC was basically conceived as a project to tame nationalism and constrain state sovereignty; non-Western regionalisms were inspired by exactly the opposite motivations, to advance nationalism and preserve sovereignty after centuries of colonial rule. This genetic variation explained and continues to explain why the EU model has failed to find much resonance in the non-Western world.

Although parts of the Third World developed regional groups, some inspired by the EEC, none succeeded in achieving a comparable level of integration. Examples include the Central American Common Market (once regarded as the very model of the neo-functionalist approach outside the EEC), the Latin American Free Trade Area (abolished in 1980), and the East African Community. Nowhere in the non-Western world would economic regionalism based on the EEC model, involving market centralization and generation of welfare gains, produce the desired “spill-over” effect leading to cooperation over security issues. In general, regional economic integration in the Third World turned out to be “much more rudimentary than in Europe, more obscure in purpose and uncertain in content” (Gordon, 1961, 245). This raised basic questions regarding the applicability of the functionalist approach to the Third World. Even the father of neo-functionalism,Ernst Haas (1973, 117), acknowledged that the “application [of the neo-functionalist model] to the third world … sufficed only to accurately predict difficulties and failures of regional integration, while in the European case some successful positive prediction has been achieved.”

Why did they fail? Some cite “the reefs of distrust, non cooperation and parochial nationalism,” in stifling regionalism in the non-Western world (Duffy and Feld, 1980, 497). Differences in political systems and processes between developed Western European members of the EEC and the developing countries experimenting with regional integration were also important factors. Nye’s observations concerning the prospect for functionalism in the Third World are especially apt:

Many of the general characteristics of politics in less developed countries are difficult to reconcile with quiet functionalism. Leadership tends to be personalistic; heroes have trouble cooperating. The gap between the literate elite and the illiterate masses, the scarcity of organized interest groups, and the cultural cleavage between city and countryside, which might seem to free the hands of the elites for international integration, have more often resulted in insecurity, isolation, and diversion of attention to internal integration. Scarcity of middle level administrative manpower results in weak governmental and political institutions, which are susceptible to disruption by the relatively organized institutions such as the army. The adaptability of governments under these conditions tends to be low.

(Nye, 1968, 381–382)





Ernst Haas offered a similar explanation of why Western approaches to and explanations of regionalism did not travel well beyond Europe. In an article published in 1961,[bookmark: p116](p. 116)Haas compared the Western hemisphere, the Arab region, and the European members of the Soviet bloc, and concluded that the conditions required for integration in the EEC area, such as an industrial economy and liberal politics, did not obtain elsewhere. He thus concluded that “Whatever assurance may be warranted in our discussion of European integration is not readily transferable to other regional contexts” (Haas, 1961, 378). Crucially, Haas did not imply that regional integration in other parts of the world, driven by “different functional pursuits” than that in Western Europe, and “responding to a different set of converging interests,” would not succeed. On the contrary, other regions will have their own functional objectives and approaches to integration, or “impulses peculiar to them.” These differences in purpose and trajectories led Haas to conclude that there could be no “universal ‘law of integration’ deduced from the European example” (Haas, 1961, 389). But Haas’ prescient warning seemed to have been ignored by those latter-day advocates of the “European example,” who tended to judge, explicitly or implicitly, the performance of non-European regional institutions on the basis of the European benchmark. To quote Richard Higgott, the European project acquired “paradigmatic status … against which all other regional projects are judged” (Higgott, 2006, 23).

Moreover, it was quite evident that while functionalist and neo-functionalist theories envisaged “spill-over” from low to high politics, regionalism in the non-Western world showed quite the reverse pattern. AsAndrew Axline (1977, 103) points out: “Rather than a logic which moves from rather modest beginnings of economic integration to incrementally higher levels of political cooperation, the logic of integration among developing countries foresees little likelihood of success if integration is undertaken at relatively low levels, and a greater possibility of success only if a relatively high level of political integration is undertaken at the outset.” In the absence of political understanding and due to the prevalence of high level of conflict among the regional actors, Third World integration efforts led to conditions quite opposite to those that integration theories had hoped for. A very interesting finding supporting this argument came from Constantine Vaitsos’ wide-ranging survey in 1978 of regional integration in the Third World. The study concluded that one of the major intended effects of integration, trade liberalization, could actually lead to strife among the participants. New investment and activities prompted by market integration gradually gravitate towards the zones of countries which already have larger markets and a more developed physical and human infrastructure. As a result, “trade liberalization could accentuate inter-country polarization effects … [which] could in turn create serious economic and political conflicts among the member states” (Vaitsos, 1978, 746).

Some might argue that the European regional integration theories were at least able to specify the scope conditions the presence or absence of which could help the analyst to predict the success or failure of regional groups. But this view, while not without merit, has certain limitations. For one thing, it does not take into account the fundamental differences in the foundational motivations and goals of regionalism in the non-Western world. For integration theories such as neo-functionalism the goal of regionalism was to achieveintegration, defined by Ernst Haas, in his major work,The Uniting of Europe,[bookmark: p117](p. 117)as “a process whereby political actors in several distinct national settings are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations, and political activities towards a new center, whose institutions possess or demand jurisdiction over the pre-existing national states” (Haas, 1968, 16). By contrast, the foundational goal of most regional groups in the post-colonial non-Western world wasautonomy, defined as the protection and preservation of state sovereignty and developing resilience against external intervention, whether from within or outside the region.Zartman (1971, 386) defines autonomy as a condition in which regional “actions and responses predominate over external influences.” Hence integration schemes that override sovereignty through the development of supranational institutions, which was the hallmark of neo-functionalist theory, were deemed antithetical to the founding goals of non-Western regionalisms. For the latter, seeking autonomy meant giving priority to developing intra-regional norms and collective postures to minimize mutual interference and external intervention in the region.

Moreover, the reasons cited for the failure of integration efforts (and theories) in the developing world often focus on negative factors, such as instability, pervasiveness of poverty, and regime paternalism. But this obscures the positive forces such as the norms of decolonization and nationalism which might have affected regional institution-building and integration in the post-colonial world (Acharya, 2009). While nationalism and sovereignty were implicated for the two World Wars in Europe, they were regarded as legitimate aspirations and moral imperatives in the post-colonial world.

To reiterate, neo-functionalism can tell us something about why there was no integration or high degree of institutionalization of the EU variety in Asia or Latin America because of the absence of conditions like democracy, market capitalism, and interest groups in these regions. But it cannot tell us why regionalisms in Asia, Latin America, and Africa developed with fundamentally different goals (keeping, rather than bypassing, sovereignty) in the first place, and in a strikingly different manner (with much less institutionalization) from the EU. Nor could it capture the differences in goals and methods among the various regionalisms in the developing world. Local conditions, determinants, and process dynamics matter (Acharya and Johnston, 2007).

Hence, a theory of regionalism more suitable for the non-Western world (while acknowledging variations and differences within this category) might give more emphasis on regional autonomy, as opposed to regional integration. It could be developed around the following elements. First, it had as its foundational goal the preservation of state sovereignty and limiting extra-regional influence and manipulation in regional affairs. In political and security terms, this meant ensuring non-interference in the internal affairs of each state within a regional group, and non-intervention by extra-regional actors in regional affairs (such as superpower intervention in regional conflicts during the Cold War). Second, in economic terms, it prioritizes developmental goals or developmental regionalism (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestrini, this volume), including the achievement of greater national self-reliance, over market integration. Third, it requires less formal or legalistic institutions and processes which might undercut sovereignty and non-intervention, such as a supranational bureaucracy and binding targets of integration and formal arbitration or dispute settlement mechanisms. Fourth,[bookmark: p118](p. 118)the spill-over logic operates in such a way that initial political will and cooperation is a prerequisite for undertaking economic integration, exactly the reverse of what neo-functionalism envisages.

One might argue that the differences between the foundational objectives of EEC/EU regionalism and regionalism in the non-Western world are overstated. This is especially so if one takes into account the argument advanced byMilward (1992)that the EEC/EU project is not about eroding sovereignty but about the pooling of sovereignty. In this view, the European nation-states agreed to pool and delegate national sovereignty rights in the EU to gain domestic autonomy—being able to adopt public policies at the European level which would be blocked by particularistic interests at the national level.Moravcsik (1994)took up the argument when he claimed that European integration strengthens the state. AndKohler-Koch (1996)referred to the phenomenon as the “strength of weakness.”

Such pooling of sovereignty is also present in the non-Western world where regional bodies were created to maximize the collective bargaining power of states, especially in the context of their post-colonial political, diplomatic, and economic weaknesses and vulnerabilities vis-à-vis the developed nations. Indeed, groups such as the OAU, the Arab League, ASEAN, the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), and ECOWAS to varying degrees were meant to advance the collective bargaining position of their members in security, economic, and diplomatic areas. For example, a major purpose behind the emergence of ASEAN was to give its members a chance to develop a collective voice in security matters in a region otherwise dominated by the Western powers as well as Asian ones like China and India, and engage in collective bargaining over the price of natural resources (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). But even here, there is a key difference between EEC/EU regionalism and that of non-Western groups like ASEAN. In the former case, the pooling of sovereignty might have “rescued” or even strengthened the nation-state domestically, but it did require a weakening of a member state externally in relation to other members. It did entail a retreat from sovereignty. This was not the case with groupings in the non-Western world like ASEAN which did join hands to advance common interests when and where they deemed fit, but maintained strict sovereignty barriers and non-intervention in relation to each other.

The EU and non-Western regionalisms differed not only over the divergent foundational rationales, e.g. taming sovereignty versus preserving it, but also due to differing objectives of economic regionalism, such as the emphasis on trade liberalization and market expansion in Western Europe versus self-reliance and developmental regionalism in the non-Western world. Axline has argued that Third World regional integration schemes of the 1960s and 1970s were in reality conceived largely as a strategy of economic development (Axline, 1977). In this sense, regional economic cooperation aimed at promoting economic development and attaining a measure of collective economic self-reliance (although the latter proved to be especially difficult to realize) was more commonplace in non-Western regionalisms than the comprehensive market integration approach found in Europe (Shaw, 1989). “Developmental regionalism” has been an important feature of non-Western regionalisms, especially in ASEAN (Nesadurai,[bookmark: p119](p. 119)2003), but also in the case of ECOWAS and SADC (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume).

Aside from economic integration, differences between European and other regionalisms extend to security goals and approaches. In particular, NATO-type collective defense mechanisms proved to be scarce in the non-Western world, especially in Asia (Hemmer and Katzenstein, 2002;Acharya, 2009,2011). This is explained not only by differing security challenges, such as the primacy of domestic security concerns in the non-Western world, compared to the importance attached to external security challenges in Western Europe. Avoidance of collective defense was also explained by normative preferences, especially because defense and security cooperation in the non-Western world often entailed increased reliance on outside powers, which in turn would fuel competitive great power intervention in the region and loss of regional autonomy. Differences between West European and non-Western regionalisms are also explained by gaps in resources and capabilities, which were much scarcer in the non-Western regions than in the EU which is a group of developed, affluent nations.

The literature on regionalism has progressed rapidly since the end of the Cold War. Newer perspectives, such as “new regionalism” (Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume) and the application of constructivism to study norm diffusion (Chapter5by Risse, this volume) and community-building (Chapter24by Checkel, this volume) at the regional level have done much to broaden the theoretical literature on regionalism. But even these advances suffer from doses of Eurocentrism, and have not adequately captured the voices and experiences of regionalisms around the world.

“New regionalism” (Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume) is an eclectic body of literature that includes both mainstream and critical approaches to international relations. It contains a specific understanding of regionalism, but it is hardly a theory. Its major strength is a significant broadening of the scope of what is to be investigated. It covers a whole range of phenomena that were previously ignored by theories of regionalism, such as non-state actors and informal flows. If theory is understood as a statement of cause-and-effect relationship, then new regionalism falls short. To be sure, a causal theory was not what its proponents intended. New regionalism’s contribution has to be seen in that context. But new regionalism is somewhat EU-centric. As the foundational text of new regionalism, published in 1994 from a pilot project of the Helsinki-based UNU/Wider (United Nations University, World Institute for Development Economics Research) on “regional cooperation and neo-regionalism,” put it, “Europe represents the most advanced regional arrangement the world has seen, and it will consequently serve as our paradigm for the new regionalism in the sense that its conceptualization eagerly draws on empirical observations of the European process” (Hettne and Inotai, 1994, 12). This was of course a preliminary conceptualization, and should not be held as the sole basis of how the concept evolved. Later, new regionalism literature became more varied. But much of its influence can still be found in Europe, mainly because of the availability of funding (a large chunk of it is from the EU, examples being the GARNET and GREEN networks) and scholarly interest.6

[bookmark: p120](p. 120)The other major development that broadened the scope of regionalism studies was the advent of constructivism. While the new regionalism literature was inspired by a critique of formal regionalism, the constructivist approach to regionalism (which was not wholly distinct from, but overlapped with, new regionalism) was motivated by a desire to counter the rationalist and materialist assumptions of previous theories, especially neo-functionalism and neo-liberal institutionalism (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). The constructivist turn in international relations (IR) theory, especially after the end of the Cold War, brought in ideational and normative elements to the study of regionalism and introduced the notion of socialization, in marked contrast to the neo-functionalist emphasis on “the instrumental motives of actors,” which takes “self-interest for granted and relies on it for delineating actor perceptions” (Haas, 1973, 117).

Constructivism not only gives ideas, norms, and identity a crucial role in shaping regionalism, or how and why regionalism comes about. It also provides an ideational and normative yardstick for measuring the outcome of regionalism. The success or failure of regional institutions can be judged in terms of their ability to create, localize, and propagate norms rather than on the basis of their material indicators like free trade or collective defense.

Hence, it is hardly surprising that constructivism has been far more popular in studying regionalism outside Europe than other general IR theories, such as neo-liberal institutionalism (for an application of a neo-liberal and new institutionalism perspective to Asia, seeKahler, 1994;Haggard, 2011). By acknowledging that regionalism could be driven by ideational and inter-subjective factors rather than purely rationalist ones and judged in terms of normative outcomes rather than purely material ones, constructivism has encouraged new ways of studying regionalism in the non-Western world. This includes Southeast Asian, Latin American, Arab, and African regionalisms where culture and identity could be driving factors, and whose contributions could be mainly in the normative domain, while their formal regional institutions remain outside of the scope conditions of rationalist theories such as neo-functionalism (Acharya, 2009).

Yet, the turn to constructivism in the study of regionalism is most pronounced in Europe. It could also be seen as a natural response among scholars to the progress of West European regionalism, especially with the advent of the EU with a single market, a common currency, and political-security initiatives that led some to expect the emergence of a “European identity” and the projection of the EU’s “normative power” (Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume). Hence much of the advance made in the study of regionalism through the deployment of constructivist concepts and categories has occurred with reference to European and transatlantic institutions, such as the EU and NATO. Nonetheless, other scholars have applied constructivism to regionalisms in Europe, Asia, and other parts of the world. (Examples of constructivist writings on European and non-European regionalisms includeAdler and Barnett, 1998;Barnett, 1995;Acharya, 2001,2004,2009;Christiansen et al., 2001;Hemmer and Katzenstein, 2002;Risse, 2004;Checkel, 2005;Fabbri, 2005;Kacowicz, 2005).

Despite offering a closer fit with the non-Western world, constructivism also suffers from biases. One of its key foundational texts, Wendt’sA Social Theory of International[bookmark: p121](p. 121)Politics(1999), has little to say about the non-Western world. Furthermore, constructivist approaches to norm diffusion (Chapter5by Risse, this volume), especially the first wave of that literature, privileged the moral cosmopolitanism of transnational Western norm entrepreneurs, and gave little recognition to the normative structures and agencies in the non-Western world (Acharya, 2009). Constructivism and liberalism overlap considerably when it comes to the study of regional institutions. In developing the concept of security communities, constructivism has essentially appropriated what was originally a liberal approach, namely transactionalism, developed by Karl Deutsch and his associates (Deutsch et al., 1957). Constructivist perspectives on regional security communities argue that their formation requires a convergence of liberal-democratic values, thereby making the concept less applicable to the non-Western world. This of course is debatable, as there are examples of community-building among non-liberal states founded upon shared goals such as development, security, and regional autonomy (Acharya, 2001).

The foregoing has argued that the various frameworks of regionalism that have emerged after World War II and found expression through a particular type of regional organization in Europe and the Atlantic have all proved to be more successful in the West than in the non-Western world. In general, the non-Western world has not been able to duplicate Eurocentric models. But this does not mean regionalism in the non-Western world has been inconsequential or irrelevant. Far from it, regionalism of various kinds and addressing various issue-areas continues to thrive outside Europe. The changing global political and economic environment has brought to the fore many challenges which call for greater emphasis on regional cooperation. Conversely, these challenges have widened the range of tasks that existing regional groups and arrangements can perform. Today, there is a growing recognition that regional cooperation need not follow a single model derived from the European experience. The reorientation of regional groupings towards new transnational dangers has not been a case of simple diffusion of European models and approaches to the world at large. This is a powerful reason why we need to address the challenge of constructing a global history of regionalism and developing approaches that capture its multiple and diverse forms.

One perspective that might help us move in that direction is the concept of “regional world.” Its origin can be traced to a now concluded project at the University of Chicago. It was concerned with the contemporary challenges facing area studies. It was about regions, not regionalisms per se. But it has a significant relevance for the study of regionalism in international relations. The goal of the Chicago project was to offer a new “conceptual, strategic and practical … approach to area studies.” The project sought to move area studies from an approach “driven by conceptions of geographical, civilizational and cultural coherence,” or “trait geographies,” towards “process geographies” that take a more dynamic and interactive view of regions (and hence regionalisms). Regions or areas are not “objective clusters of cartographic, material or cultural facts.” The “process geography” perspective would imply “new ways to approach both space and time in relation to ‘areas’ with space becoming more flexible and porous and time less sequential and cumulative” (Regional Worlds Project, n.d. a; b, 23).

[bookmark: p122](p. 122)Thus articulated, the “regional world” perspective shares with “new regionalism” and constructivism the view that regions are not fixed geographic and cultural entities, but are dynamic and socially constructed ones that can take on the quality of imagined communities. To a much greater extent than new regionalism, the “regional world” perspective highlights the global heritage of regionalism and captures the multiple, diverse, but cross-cutting patterns of regionalism in global order.

Moreover, the “regional world” perspective is not just about the internal dynamics of regions, but also about how regions relate to each other and to the construction and management of global order. Regions are neither wholly self-contained entities, nor purely extensions of global dynamics. “Multiple regions overlap and contradict one another to form complex webs of power, interaction and imagination that are constantly in motion” (Ranchod-Nilsson, 2000, 8). Regional worlds not only self-organize their internal economic, political, and cultural space, they also produce their own image and constructions of other regions and the global space in general. Regions “are not just places, but are also locations for the production of other world-pictures, which also need to be part of our sense of these other worlds” (Appadurai, 1997, 6).

The “regional world” perspective thus recognizes the openness of regions to outside influences. It has special relevance for developing a general theory of regionalism that not only captures the diversity of regionalisms around the world, but also the interactions and mutual learning among them. This aspect may seem similar to the concept of “inter-regionalism” that has been popular in EU studies, but much of that discourse has been markedly a one-way street, covering the relationship between the EU and other regions. It examines the use of inter-regionalism as an EU foreign policy tool (Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume;Börzel and Risse, 2009;Baert et al., 2014), while paying little attention to the possibilities of mutual learning among different regions in the world including what the EU might learn from other regions.Hänggi, Roloff, and Rüland (2006)offer a wider perspective, transregionalism, which looks at non-EU relationships such as East Asia and Latin America and North America and Asia. The “regional world” approach argues that the two-way projection of ideas and institutions can be applied to all regions of the world. It shares with the “new regionalism” literature a broader framework for investigating regionalism that moves away from formal institutions and examines the role of both state and non-state actors. It is less EU-centric and offers a greater sense of “open regionalism” (in terms of interactions and mutual learning among regions) while calling for more in-depth knowledge of individual regions that is the hallmark of area studies approaches.



Emerging Regionalisms: Convergence, Diversity, and Diffusion


Even with a cursory glance, it is not difficult to find striking differences between the EU and non-Western regionalisms and regional institutions. Non-Western regional[bookmark: p123](p. 123)groups are generally more sovereignty-bound, showing a far greater addiction to the non-intervention principle (although this is changing and there are differences among non-Western groups on this, as will be discussed later). They feature smaller bureaucracies and show a greater preference for informal processes, consensus (as opposed to majority vote) decision-making, and non-binding outcomes. Recent attempts to explain these differences (Katzenstein, 2005;Acharya and Johnston, 2007) have further attested to the limits of applying European approaches to the rest of the world.

Not only is there variation between West European and non-Western regionalism; there are also differences among regionalisms in different parts of the non-Western world. Historically, different regionalisms have laid special stress on developing norms and modalities in distinctive areas, reflecting local context and need, e.g. Latin America’s development of the non-intervention norm, Asia’s anti-collective defense norm, and Africa’s special emphasis on the inviolability of colonially imposed boundaries. While these old differences are now less salient, new variations are emerging. African regional institutions, such as the African Union and ECOWAS, are far more receptive to humanitarian intervention (hence the pooling and delegation of sovereignty) than Asia’s. Asia’s regional bodies do not take democracy promotion as a serious norm, in the manner of the OAS (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume). The Arab League lags seriously behind its counterparts in Asia and sub-regional groups in Africa and Latin America in economic regionalism and security cooperation. East Asian economic regionalism (development, trade, finance, and production networking) is well ahead of economic regionalism in Africa, Latin America, and the Middle East. East Asia is also marked by a higher degree of regionalization as defined in thisHandbook(Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume). This distinguishes East Asia not only from other non-EU regions, but also from the EU. Whereas in the latter strong regional organizations structured the regional integration process, in East Asia regionalization, which refers here mainly to trade and production networks forged by ethnic Chinese groups and multinational corporations, preceded and led the formation of formal regional institutions, especially economic institutions such as Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) and the ASEAN Economic Community (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). Against this backdrop, a broader framework for explaining the evolution and judging the performance of regionalism is warranted; one cannot judge them in terms of whether and to what extent they conform to the EU or any other single model of integration.

Regionalism is a constantly changing and evolving phenomenon and has seen major developments in the past decades in response to the end of the Cold War, the rise and fall of the “unipolar moment,” the proliferation of transnational challenges (such as climate change, terrorism, financial volatility, etc.), and other shifts in global power and normative structures. It is a fair question whether theories and approaches to regionalism developed during an earlier period and with a limited applicability beyond their immediate regional context, have kept up with the changes reshaping world politics today.

[bookmark: p124](p. 124)Not only have regional groups, formal and informal, proliferated in the non-Western world, including in areas such as Asia which had previously proved inhospitable to them, but the purpose and functions of regionalism have expanded. Alongside this the scope of regionalism, or the nature of challenges and tasks to which regionalism is addressed, has expanded considerably. Regionalism is no longer geared mainly towards trade liberalization, or managing inter-state conflict, as was the case with the original regional groups in the post-war era. It now serves a variety of challenges, such as internal conflicts, environmental degradation, migration and refugee flows, promotion and protection of human rights and democracy, counter-terrorism, etc. (see Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, Chapter19by Haas, Chapter20by Lavenex et al., and Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume). This expansion in numbers and functions provides another powerful reason for rethinking traditional theories and approaches to regionalism, which developed in the context of strategic security and economic integration.

The context and conditions of regional cooperation and integration around the world have also changed. Many countries and regions outside the West have seen impressive capitalist economic development and growing interdependence and democratization. It is thus worth considering whether the non-applicability of regional integration theories in the developing world might change, since they undercut the barriers identified by Nye and Haas. But the arguments against such convergence remain powerful. It is clear that in the one region where capitalist development has been most pronounced, East Asia, illiberal or authoritarian politics remains deeply entrenched. And even forms of capitalism vary; East Asia’s development model better fits the notion of state or state-led capitalism, which is both a product of illiberal politics and supportive of it. Some degree of convergence of normative underpinnings and institutional forms between European and other—Asian, African, and Latin American—regionalisms is possible, such as the renaming of the Organization of African Unity as the African Union or ASEAN’s adoption of a Charter and expansion of its secretariat. But these emulations are less substantive than claimed, and likely to be superficial at least in the short and medium term. Moreover, such convergence is more likely to happen through norm and institutional localization, rather than straightforward emulation and mimicking of the European model (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). Any attempt to develop a universal theory of regionalism cannot be a matter of “one size fits all,” but has to take into account the enduring diversity among regions and regionalisms.

At the same time, it might be argued that institutional developments in Europe have widened the gap existing between EU and non-Western regionalisms. The very advanced state of EU regionalism undermines its claim to present a model for the rest of the world. Indeed, it might be argued that the gap between EU and Third World regional institutions has widened to the point where the latter can no longer realistically expect to emulate the former, even if it admires and is inspired by the former. Hence, Europe could be an inspiration, but not a model, for non-Western regionalisms. To compound matters, the recent crisis in the Eurozone might have lessened the prestige and credibility of the EU as a universal model, and may even lead to the EU adopting a less integrationist approach that has more in common with non-Western regionalisms - a form of convergence.



[bookmark: p125](p. 125)Conclusion


Given that the proliferation of regional groups around the world and the expansion of their tasks have introduced a greater variety and diversity to the design and operation of regional bodies, is a universal theory of regionalism possible? The answer is clearly no if one accepts the standard definition of universalism as “applying to all.” The aforementioned divide between the EU’s stress onintegration, and much of the developing world’s focus onautonomy, may be getting a little blurred thanks to the rise of transnational challenges (which forces all states to dilute the principle of state sovereignty) and new norms of humanitarian intervention, but it is unlikely to disappear anytime soon.

One key task for the study of comparative regionalism is to develop theories and approaches that capture and explain the diversity of regions rather than obscure them and assume a universal pattern of development. One way to cope with diversity may lie in specifying the scope conditions that make certain types of regionalism present in some regions and absent in others. Here, the older regional integration theories, which, as mentioned earlier, explained why EU-style integration did not work in the developing world, might have some use (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). But they need to be supplemented with new insights, including those of “new regionalism” and “regional world” perspectives with their broader framework of goals and forms of regionalism including the interaction between the outside forces and local elements (especially in the “regional world” perspective), as well as constructivist explanations of norm and institutional diffusion. Some conditions for regionalism specified by the older integration theories, such as democratization and market economies, may be present everywhere. But unless one is a true believer in the “global village” assuming uniformity in the nature and institutions of democracy and capitalism everywhere, it is better to see regionalism in terms of different political, economic, and normative conditions in different parts of the world. Here, theories that may be more helpful would be those which explain the processes of diffusion of ideas and institutions, including, but not limited to, “localization and subsidiarity” theories. These theories pay ample attention to the scope conditions that help to explain how and why the diffusion of ideas and institutions might succeed or fail (Acharya, 2004,2009,2011).

These perspectives identify decolonization and nationalism as the key scope conditions explaining why regionalism and regional orders vary between the EU and the regions of the developing world, just as democracy and interest group politics were important conditions for European integration theory, especially neo-functionalism. While decolonization may be a thing of the past, post-colonial nationalism remains alive as a force shaping the foreign policies of developing countries. The key scope condition for localization is building congruence between outside ideas and institutions (such as EU-style institutionalization), and local cognitive priors (such as non-intervention). This ensures that the diffusion of institutional models only occurs[bookmark: p126](p. 126)selectively and does not totally supplant existing ideas and approaches. As an example, despite recent claims about an EU-style institutionalization occurring in ASEAN with the adoption of an ASEAN Charter, these changes have “not led to a comprehensive and systematic copying of EU institutions by ASEAN. Rather, member states have acted selectively in line with their ‘cognitive priors’ about state sovereignty” (Jetschke and Murray, 2012, 174). This is consistent with the expectations of the “localization” perspective. The identification of scope conditions would also address other methodological issues in comparative regionalism having to do with the relative merit of deductive and inductive approaches. I agree with those who argue that there is a need to acknowledge “the constant interplay” between deductive and inductive approaches (De Lombaerde, 2015). I also believe, however, that having some empirically determined sense of the scope conditions would make the choice of theoretical framework more meaningful.

To conclude, a general theory of regionalism, if it is possible at all, should not be based on a singular or specific model of regionalism applying to all. Instead, approaches to the study of comparative regionalism should capture a world of overlapping diversity underpinning a genuinely pluralistic conception of global order which recognizes both the independence and interdependence of regions, and gives more play to the role of local regionalisms in borrowing and diffusing ideas and institutions of regionalism. To develop such a framework remains a critical but as yet unrealized challenge for comparative regionalism.
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Notes:

(1.) For a sympathetic assessment of the EU’s modeling effort, seeBörzel and Risse (2009)andJetschke (2009). For a skeptical view in the East Asian context, seeMurray (2010).



(2.) Statement by the Brazilian Delegation before Commission III, May 14, 1945, Document 269, p. 5 (UNCIO, 1945, vol. XII, 768).



(3.) Statement by Ambassador Castillo Najera, Delegate of Mexico, before Commission III, Security Council, June 14, 1945, Document 972, p. 7 (UNCIO, 1945, vol. XI, 54).



(4.) Statement by Parra Perez, Delegate of Venezuela, before Commission III, Security Council, June 14, 1945, Document 972, p. 9 (UNCIO, 1945, vol. XI, 56).



(5.) Statement by Senator Arthur Vandenberg, before Commission III, Security Council, June 14, 1945, Document 972, p. 5 (UNCIO, 1945, vol. XI, 52).



(6.) The EU dominance of “new regionalism” can be seen from the two successive research networks on regionalism which have done much to promote the new regionalism idea. The first, GARNET (Network of Excellence on Global Governance, Regionalisation and Regulation: The Role of the EU), was funded under the European Commission’s 6th Framework Programme. It comprised 42 research centers and universities and was coordinated by the Centre for the Study of Globalisation and Regionalisation at the University of Warwick, UK. GARNET’s successor, funded by the EU’s Commission under its 7th Framework Programme, is GREEN, which stands for Global Re-ordering: Evolution through European Networks. Green “is a global collaborative research project (16 institutions) engaged in academic research[bookmark: p127]that impacts upon EU Policy and practice, seeking to define the role of the EU in the emerging global order.” It has partner institutions outside Europe, but like the non-European participants (including this author) in GARNET’s activities, their involvement must be coordinated and “led” by a European institution. Websites of the Centre for the Study of Globalisation and Regionalisation, University of Warwick, UK: <http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/csgr/>; <http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/csgr/green/>. These networks represent an attempt by the EU to seek out a central role for itself in promoting regionalism and inter-regionalism and extend its influence on global order.
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PART II: REGIONAL ORDERS AROUND THE WORLD


7 North America and the Transatlantic Area

Francesco Duina

Scholarshave written a considerable amount onregionalismin North America. Despite their differences, they subscribe to a view of “region” as cross-national spaces where public officials have created legal and bureaucratic structures for the pursuit of codified shared objectives. Importantly, they see such structures as consequential but also fairly limited: North American regionalism does not equate to complex or deep institutionalization. This is probably due to a commitment to “bottom-up” or “market-oriented” forces or regionalization for the design of those structures. It likely also reflects the presence of a regional hegemon (the United States [US]) with limited appetite for extensive bureaucratic commitment with its neighbors, and a much smaller (population-wise) country in the north (Canada) and a sizeable but still developing country in the south (Mexico) eager to safeguard their sovereignty. With this in mind, scholars write that North America is home to one major agreement—the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)—and a number of much smaller, formal regional cooperation initiatives often involving neighboring subnational entities (states, provinces, etc.) of either Mexico and the US or the US and Canada.

NAFTA and these smaller initiatives cover a range of topics, including the economy, security, and the environment. Even if none of these initiatives amounts to major regional institution-buildingà laEuropean Union (EU) (Capling and Nossal, 2009, 148;Ayres and MacDonald, 2012) or should be seen as belonging to a sustained history of integration efforts stretching decades (as might be said of regionalism in Latin America or Africa), what is in place is significant and worthy of analysis (Aspinwall, 2009;Cameron and Tomlin, 2000;Selin and VanDeveer, 2011;Scott, 1999). This chapter offers an overview of the rich literature on regionalism in North America. Since regionalism in this region has at times been conceived as extending across the Atlantic, the chapter also briefly examines research on the three key additional instances of regionalism: the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP), Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA), and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).

[bookmark: p134](p. 134)There exists as well an extensive literature onregionalization(as defined in Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume) in North America. Here scholars see regions as actual, non-state driven, cross-border spaces where dense but also rather amorphous and fluid linkages of various kinds—migratory, cultural, epistemic, and more—are at work. They see regions as de facto geographical spaces where connections outside formal intergovernmental structures are taking place. Regions are thus less about explicit institutional design (and deliberate efforts at transnationalization) and politics, and more about everyday lived realities in a number of distinct yet often related spheres (Castro-Rea, 2012). For instance, the US–Mexico border is, de facto, an economic region with large movements of migrants and a distinct cultural—if not ethnic—identity. The northwestern corner of the US sees the states of Washington and Montana closely integrated economically and culturally to Canada’s British Columbia and Alberta. Much the same can be said about the northern states of New England (Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine), and the Canadian northeastern provinces. Eighty percent of the Canadian population lives, after all, within ten miles of the border with the US. A significant body of sociological and anthropological work has addressed these cases of regionalization. This chapter examines those works as well.

The literatures on regionalism and regionalization in North America have by and large developed separately. Yet, as this chapter will show, a comparative assessment of the two can be quite fruitful and more dialogue between the two camps would certainly be beneficial. Scholars from both camps agree, for instance, that when it comes todrivers, regionalism at the national levels among Canada, Mexico, and the US (NAFTA above all) has not precluded and has probably in fact stimulated more localized instances of regionalism and regionalization across the US–Mexico and the US–Canada borders. This highlights the often underappreciated fact that the two phenomena—regionalism and regionalization—are actually related. But it might be the differences that are the most noteworthy.

Scholars point to quite differentdriversandeffectsof regional integration. Those working on regionalism have adopted more rational-choice, institutionalist, and geopolitical perspectives on drivers, and have typically sought to determine whether regional projects have had any direct impact. Researchers examining regionalization have focused more on historical and cultural, network and civil society, and neo-liberal drivers, and have sought to demonstrate the multiple (geographical, political, economic, etc.) and often indirect implications of regionalization. There are also differences when it comes to identifying thefactorsthat might be responsible for theinstitutional designof regionalism and regionalization. Researchers investigating regionalism attribute the low level of institutionalization characteristic of regional initiatives in North America above all to a market-logic and private-sector mentality—supported by functionalist and institutionalist dynamics—that is distrustful of top-down bureaucratic overreach and instead promotes business and local political networks. Scholars of regionalization have said very little on the topic, given that there is essentially no institutional design that needs to be accounted for. Taken together, these different works paint a rich and diverse picture of regional integration in North America.

[bookmark: p135](p. 135)This chapter sheds light on these works and concludes by identifying important gaps in the literature that will likely drive future research. We turn first to the literature on regionalism.



Regionalism in North America


Most scholarship on regionalism in North America focuses on NAFTA. Building on the short-lived Canada–US Free Trade Agreement, signed in 1988, NAFTA was agreed to in 1991 by Canada, Mexico, and the US. Mexico, we should note from the outset, also appears prevalently in discussions of Latin America as a region (Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume). Upon its launch in 1994, NAFTA became the largest free trade space in the world. It remains the most relevant and comprehensive form of regionalism in North America, with a combined gross domestic product (GDP) of around US$20 trillion and intra-trade levels near 50 percent of all exports. As we shall see in the coming pages, however, an increasing number of scholars have also turned their attention to smaller formal efforts towards integration (the list of the most important, with membership information, appears in Appendix TableA7.1). These include the Council of the Great Lakes Region (launched in 2013), Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America (2005), Climate Registry (2007), Western Climate Initiative (2007), Conference of New England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premiers (1973), Pacific Northwest Economic Region (1991), Program for North American Mobility in Higher Education (1995), and Arizona–Mexico Commission (with its counterpart, the Comisión Sonora-Arizona) (1972).

How have these scholars addressed the questions of drivers, institutional design, and effects of regionalism?



Drivers

When it comes to drivers, in line with liberal intergovernmentalism, scholars have pointed to business and local organizations pressuring—because of existing economic, environmental, and other types of “interdependencies”—governmental policy-makers to develop formal types of cooperation (Capling and Nossal, 2009, 150;Friedman, 2009). Representing domestic interests, public officials have struck various kinds of regional arrangements (Fry, 2005). Hence, in the case of NAFTA, much importance has been placed on the value for American business of accessing the Mexican and Canadian markets (for exporting products but also sourcing energy and raw materials), and a corresponding sentiment in Mexico that access to the American market could prove very beneficial for at least some sectors of the economy (Cameron and Tomlin, 2000;Ciccantell, 2001). “Industry clusters” and other business networks explain, in turn, the existence of the Arizona–Mexico Commission and Pacific Northwest Economic[bookmark: p136](p. 136)Region (Scott, 1999, 612). While some of these dynamics take on some neo-functionalist characteristics—i.e. they point to a progression from economic ties to transnational institution-building (Sandholtz and Stone Sweet, 1998)—the focus of this scholarship is more on the strategic mindset of political leaders responding in deliberate fashion to pressures from business for more beneficial, and minimally institutionalized, policy arrangements.

In keeping with rationalist approaches to regionalism, researchers have also pointed to the asymmetry in political and economic development between Mexico and the US. This has translated into a desire, on the part of the US and a succession of willing Mexican governments, to promote modernization and democratization in Mexico or, at the very least, to overcome somehow the huge gap in development that exists between the two countries and “lock in” whatever progress is made in Mexico. NAFTA has certainly been depicted in this light (Cameron and Wise, 2004) and the same has been said for smaller initiatives such as the Program for North American Mobility in Higher Education. Mexico joined the latter in 1994 with American encouragement out of a realization that “production gaps” between Mexico and its northern neighbors could partly be attributed to “differences in educational performance,” and could accordingly be addressed by a major overhaul and upgrading of Mexican higher education towards some convergence with the Canadian and American models (Sá and Gaviria, 2012, 116).

Institutionalist accounts paint a different story. Several scholars remind us, for instance, that, as federations, the three North American countries allow for very developed subnational (state- and provincial-level) regulatory systems. Bordering units between Canada and the US, or Mexico and the US, have at times found it both possible and convenient—especially given limited cooperation at the national levels—to formalize cooperation in standards and related administrative structures, all the more so once NAFTA was instituted (Friedman, 2009, 1086). This has happened in the case of climate control (Selin and VanDeveer, 2011, 297) with, for instance, the Western Climate Initiative (Klinsky, 2013, 152). In other cases, subnational units have been interested in learning from each other’s best practices in areas such as economic recovery and health care (Scott, 1999).

A different set of researchers has emphasized geopolitical and security concerns (primarily originating from the US) as key drivers of regionalism. Here, a distinction is made between global and more localized dynamics. NAFTA should be seen in the context of American uncertainty as to with whom, at the end of the Cold War, the country should establish strong economic ties, deepening integration occurring in Europe, and the related establishment of Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) in 1989. But when it comes to smaller forms of regionalism (such as for instance the Security Prosperity Partnership of North America, which has promoted border controls in the region), attention has gone to more local problems: terrorism, the drug trade, illegal migration, and environmental degradation and instability (Kent, 2011). Some of these problems, of course, are reflective of local forms of regionalization (as we will discuss later in this chapter; insofar as this is the case, a neo-functionalist logic, by way of which informal regional dynamics lead to more formalized instances[bookmark: p137](p. 137)of regionalism, appears to be at work). NAFTA has done little on these fronts, and this has encouraged more localized responses to shared problems. Underlying these concerns, according to scholars such asGilbert (2007, 78), are more fundamental preoccupations with the wellbeing and health of the citizens of the North American region as a whole.



Institutional Design

How do scholars describe the legal, policy, administrative, and judicial structures of formal regional initiatives in North America? And how does what they believe explain what is in place? Scholars often point to the relatively low degree of institutionalization (in administrative and regulatory terms) of virtually every regional initiative in North America. With the contrasting case of the EU typically in mind, they write that North American regionalism is oriented more towards cooperation, coordination, and parallel regulatory convergence. NAFTA has for instance puzzled some scholars for its reliance on mutual recognition (rather than legal harmonization), shallow administrative and judicial apparatuses, profile as a complete contract without opportunities for expansion, and absence of neo-functionalist spillovers (Capling and Nossal, 2009, 148;Aspinwall, 2009). Smaller regional efforts, such as the Western Climate Initiative, are often depicted as having “loose” structures, with minimalist intergovernmental arrangements and the flexible participation of private-sector players and interest groups (Klinsky, 2013). They seem more like targeted and limited policy agreements than intergovernmental projects with serious institutional aspirations.

What explanation have researchers offered for the low degree of institutional pooling and delegation in NAFTA and the more localized instances of regionalism? Several accounts have pointed to the general acceptance of market-oriented and market-driven logics in the regions, which ensure that a “private sector discourse” dominates the mind of state actors as they devise formal agreements, whether among the governments of Canada, Mexico, and the US or their states and provinces (Gilbert, 2007, 81). There is distrust, in other words, in North America of complex institutional designs. This is almost a cultural matter. Diffusion of the deeper European model of integration was thus not an option (Duina 2006a, 92–93). Historical and sociological institutionalists, along with legal scholars, have in turn emphasized the predominance of common law traditions (which are generally resistant to extensive regulatory codification) and the presence of federal—rather than unitary—nations in the region (something that complicates regulatory harmonization further) (Duina, 2006a;Glenn, 2001). Functionalist dynamics may also be at work: NAFTA’s contracting parties were highly protective of their sovereignty, and chose a closed-book contract that precludes additional expansion or further institutionalization (Cooley and Spruyt, 2009, 178). The presence of a hegemon—the US—in the region may explain in part this protective mindset (with Mexico and Canada eager to limit American influence on their countries, and the US not interested in investing too much in cooperation with its partners). More rationalist accounts, finally, have[bookmark: p138](p. 138)also been offered: low institutionalization encourages participation, bypasses bureaucratic gridlock, and is ultimately seen as more efficient (Klinsky, 2013).

Other works have examined specific aspects of institutional design. The inclusion in NAFTA of the North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation (NAALC) and North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC) has attracted considerable attention: why were these agreements introduced? Both added progressive—and unprecedented, particularly in the case of the environment—elements to an otherwise fairly standard trade agreement. Attention here has gone to President Clinton and his realization that, to get NAFTA through Congress, more had to be done to appease the labor movement and environmentalists. Theoretically speaking, this underscores the relative bargaining powers of various interest groups (Kay, 2005;Díez Medrano, 2010;Özel, 2013)—actors who, according toScott (1999)and others, have played a key role in many regional initiatives besides NAFTA in North America. A more institutional variable also seems to have been very important: because Congress’ Fast Track Authority was quickly expiring, Clinton had to rush to conclude NAFTA. This gave labor and environmentalists extra bargaining power (Bolle, 2002).

As this discussion highlights, political forces—fueled by business and other interest groups in the US—are at times singled out in the literature for their inordinate influence over the initial design (and evolution) of regional efforts over time. The Western Climate Initiative, for instance, underwent significant membership and policy changes because of political polarization in states like Arizona and New Mexico (Klinsky, 2013, 157–158). In the case of the Pacific Northwest Economic Region, it was legislative representatives from the founding five states and two provinces that identified a list of 125 potential areas of cooperation, chose to prioritize six of those areas (ranging from telecommunications to forestry), and laid out the design for the supporting administrative structures (Bluechel, 1993;Friedman, 2009, 1091). As less is done by national federal governments, “transgovernmental networks” of local legislators and administrators have mobilized to design cooperative arrangements that suit their constituents—especially so in the case of the US–Canada border (Friedman, 2009, 1081).



Effects

Considerable research exists on the effects of regionalism. A great deal of attention—from political scientists and sociologists, and not only economists—has been given to economic considerations: wages and wellbeing, the numbers and quality of jobs, business relocations, and the restructuring of industries. The evidence points to both positive and negative effects—partly as a function of what, exactly, is being considered and partly because of conflicting data. To some, for instance, Mexico has suffered a great deal because of its integration via NAFTA into the American supply chain and marketplace (Otero, 2011). Others attribute to NAFTA similar negative effects but also stress the sharp rise in trade and the “locking in” of beneficial reforms (Castañeda, 2014). Yet others conclude that regionalism has benefited American economic interests[bookmark: p139](p. 139)above all, with Mexico and Canada willingly playing a secondary and more passive role in return for more integration into the international economic system to the benefit of their own, more limited, transnational enterprises (Clarkson, 2008, 468).

Scholars have also paid much attention to democratic matters. A major debate has developed around the effects of NAFTA’s Chapter11on sovereignty in particular. The measures give foreign investors the ability to challenge domestic laws and court decisions in ways that exceed what is granted to domestic actors (McBride, 2006;Jones, 2002). But democratic objections have also been raised systematically for many other, more local, regional initiatives. On the one hand, because of their “bottom-up” nature, which often involves non-governmental organizations (NGOs), local political actors, and local business, there are grounds to think of these organizations as fairly responsive to the needs and views of local populations. On the other hand, questions of “accountability and transparency” in how they operate can justifiably be raised (Friedman, 2009, 1094–1096).

Because many regional initiatives—up to 50 by some accounts (Friedman, 2009, 1087)—concern directly or indirectly the environment (Chapter19by Haas, this volume), a literature has developed on the impact and effectiveness of those initiatives. The findings are mixed at best. The carbon trading scheme envisioned by the Western Climate Initiative, for instance, has had very limited results (Klinsky, 2013), prompting analysts to question the design of that scheme in the first place. The Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America has, in turn, been criticized for actually discouraging impactful environmental initiatives (VanNijnatten, 2007). Most of the attention, however, has gone to the impact of NAFTA and NAAEC on environmental degradation and protection. These have been rather straightforward (i.e. not particularly theoretical) investigations. The evidence is mixed, with some scholars reporting some degree of impact. In Mexico, for instance, regionalism appears to have caused some damage with underdevelopment and poverty leading to suboptimal responses to the environmental challenges associated with increased trade, especially in agriculture. At the same time, regionalism also prompted valuable initiatives (primarily in terms of awareness-raising) to deal with issues of degradation (Soto, 2012). In North America as a whole there seems to be improved cooperation in areas like greenhouse gas emissions (Betsill, 2007), but also increased environmental pollution in Canada and the US—including, for instance, in the Great Lakes Region (Reinert et al., 2002).

As is the case for research on other parts of the word, scholars of North American regionalism have also examined the rise and evolution of transnational networks both before and after the arrival of regional efforts. Those efforts are often depicted as presenting “opportunity structures” for new forms of collaboration, mobilization, and participation. When plans were announced in the 1980s around the creation of NAFTA, business, organized labor, environmentalists, women, and other elements of civil society began forming cross-national alliances. Many sought to influence the negotiation phases (Kay, 2005). Others acted as watchdogs after NAFTA’s launch and the implementation of the NAALC and NAAEC. A parallel strand of research has focused on trilateral semi-formal networks among business and government[bookmark: p140](p. 140)actors, as in the area of bankruptcy (Duina, 2006b), looking to harmonize policies and practices further so as to facilitate cross-national transactions. Some of these networks can be considered instances of regionalization, as we shall see later in this chapter.





The North Atlantic Region


We would be remiss if, in discussing research on regionalism in North America, we did not recognize literature on Canadian and American connections towards Europe. Three are especially important: TTIP, CETA, and NATO. As with other instances of regionalism, research points to a bureaucratized and legalized cross-national space—in this case the North Atlantic—where the member states pursue a shared set of objectives.

TTIP, also known as Transatlantic Free Trade Area, is intended to be a fairly comprehensive trade agreement between the EU and the US, aiming at tariff reductions across a wide range of economic sectors and mutual recognition of regulation and standards. It was first pursued in the 1990s, then 2007, and new negotiations started again in 2013 with mixed progress to date.

Amidst considerable media coverage, CETA was signed in 2013 by Canada and the EU. It will soon undergo national ratification and, like TTIP, targets significant tariff reductions across many sectors and the elimination of regulatory and standard barriers to trade; to that, we can add the opening of public procurement markets. Given its scope beyond tariffs, CETA has thus been labeled the first major instance of “next-generation preferential trade agreements” (Leblond, 2010, 77), and is likely to influence the design of TTIP.

NATO is of course a major intergovernmental military alliance with 28 member states joining since 1949. With its headquarters in Brussels, the combined military expenditures of its member states amount to 70 percent of the world’s total. Its most important features is Article 5, which requires member states to come to the aid of any member state subject to an armed attack.

What have scholars discussed when thinking about thedriversof these transatlantic projects? State actors, especially members of the executive branch of Canada (at the federal but, importantly, also provincial levels) and EU bureaucrats (acting on the behalf of a few key member states), have been driving CETA, especially in the broader context of the faltering World Trade Organization (WTO) Doha rounds. Negotiations have been fairly secretive: labor, environmentalists, and other interest groups have not had the chance to participate meaningfully in the process. Business has participated, with some research suggesting that Canadian corporations in particular have been lukewarm towards CETA (Wood and Verdun, 2011, 12). Other researchers argue, though, that while big business may not be at the negotiating table it has been, from the very beginning, a driving force behind the deal. Indeed, business seems to have been very attracted[bookmark: p141](p. 141)to the possibility of accessing the huge and integrated European market and diversification beyond the US (Hübner, 2011).

Research on TTIP points to American and EU officials fearing that the center of gravity of the global economy is moving from traditional core countries to emerging economies like China and India. From their perspective, TTIP could act as a counterweight to that shift (Hadfield and Fiott, 2013, 177). Scholars also note a growing preoccupation on the part of EU leaders with intensifying US–China interdependencies (Menon, 2013;Barfield, 1998, 209) and American interests in the Trans-Pacific Partnership—a proposed regional free trade agreement that is currently being negotiated by the US, Japan, Malaysia, Singapore, Vietnam, Australia, and other countries. These linkages extend beyond the economic realm to matters of security, especially given the Obama administration’s 2011 “pivot” to Asia and its reorientation of American priorities towards the East and corresponding European concerns, dating back to the 1990s, that the US might neglect Europe (Hindley, 1999, 58).

The initial impetus behind NATO is, of course, no longer a subject of much academic research. What scholars are currently focusing on instead are the forces and logics driving its expansion to Central and Eastern European countries since the end of the Cold War (McGwire, 1998;Stefanova, 2005). The most important factors seem to be the promotion of Western political and economic values, international terrorism, the stabilization of potentially vulnerable countries, and ever-present tensions with Russia (Pevehouse, 2005;Schimmelfenning, 2004). In that vein, questions have also been raised about NATO’s hesitance, after two waves of enlargement in the 1994 and 2004, to pursue additional members (such as Georgia, Ukraine, and Azerbaijan)—with realist (specifically focused on the growing assertiveness of Russia) and constructivist (emphasizing the interaction between Russia and the West) explanations offering competing accounts (Tsygankov, 2013).

As to the variables responsible for the institutionaldesignof transatlantic regionalism, a growing amount of research has focused on CETA and TTIP. Scholars seem especially preoccupied with the prominent role played by members of Canadian and American executive branches of government and their close cooperation with big business. When it comes to TTIP, for instance, they emphasize the influence exerted by the Transatlantic Business Council and major corporations (Aggarwal and Fogarty, 2005, 335;Engel, 2000). Labor, environmentalists, and other interest groups have largely been excluded from the negotiation processes that will give TTIP its final architecture (Jasper, 2013). By virtue of its rather static character and the dominance of the US, even after various enlargements and France’s decision to renormalize its relations to the organization (Bozo, 2010), few scholars are currently intent on understanding the drivers of NATO’s design.

It is in relation toeffectsthat contemporary research on NATO takes center stage, since at this point there are only a few speculative works on the implications of CETA and TTIP (Hamilton, 2013). NATO has been active in numerous parts of the world, and a fair amount of work has sought to assess the organization’s ability to impose conditionalities in return for accession—especially when it comes to defense system reforms[bookmark: p142](p. 142)in Central and Eastern Europe through the Membership Action Plan and other means (Aybet and Bieber, 2011;Jacoby, 2006). NATO’s mixed results in Afghanistan and other weak states have also come under scrutiny, not only for their implications for the countries involved, but for the pressures they have generated for more flexible military and peacekeeping capabilities (Williams, 2011).



Regionalization in North America


Sociologists, anthropologists, and geographers have depicted de facto regions in North America: geographical spaces straddling either the US and Mexico or the US and Canada where some sort of linkages have happened outside the scope of (even if sometimes resulting from) formal regional institutions and state-led efforts. They have identified in particular five types of such informal processes of regional integration or—in the terminology of this volume—regionalization: migratory networks, cultural and ethnic spaces, economic exchanges, epistemic communities of experts and private sector professionals, and policy convergence. In most cases, the regionalization in question involves subnational units of two countries, rather than the entire three countries together (as in the case of NAFTA).

Studies of migratory networks focus primarily on the US–Mexico border. Scholars talk about “MexAmerica” or “Amexica,” and estimate that there are approximately one million border crossings a day, 500,000 Americans living in Mexico fairly close to the border, over 26,000 American companies operating just south of it, and of course millions of Mexicans living in the US (Perez and Berger, 2009, 3;Coleman, 2005). The traditional idea of national borders seems to be losing significance (Bakker, 2011). Thus, communities near the US–Mexico border represent also regional cultural and ethnic spaces—places with significant overlaps of values, traditions, and practices. Scholars describe the emergence of a new language (“Spanglish”), merged architectural styles, and shared music, foods, and values.

In the case of economic exchanges, sociologists and political scientists point to the growth ofmaquiladorasjust south of the American border as effectively forming a region with the northern side of the border—one that suffers from serious inequalities and abuses (Peña, 1997). These enterprises are closely integrated into, and are ultimately serving, the American industrial supply chain. In parallel, some researchers have documented complex cross-border webs of economic activities involving the trade of finished goods, labor movement, and significant quantities of financial transactions (Staudt, 2001). In the case of the US–Canada border, scholars have described more balanced economic linkages in the Northwest (primarily in terms of natural resources, consumer goods, and labor movement), Midwest (with regards to manufacturing above all, especially in the Detroit–Windsor area), and Northeast (especially in terms of lumber and fisheries) (Brunet-Jailly, 2012). In parallel, researchers have also examined a[bookmark: p143](p. 143)considerable amount of informal, and often illegal, economic activity—ranging from human trafficking to the drugs trade.

A third set of scholars has described the rise of localized cross-border epistemic communities active around specific policy issues. There has been collaboration among private citizens, universities, non-profit organizations, and city officials, for instance, in four Mexico–US cross-border cities (the Paso del Norte, Ambos Nogales, the Four Valleys Region in Southern California, and Tijuana–San Diego) on climate change—though institutional and developmental barriers limit significantly how much can be achieved (Lara-Valencia and Giner, 2013, 199). In the Pacific Northwest, in turn, there is evidence that environmentalists in Canada and the US are “imagining the boundaries of Cascadia in terms of biological ecosystems, which simultaneously provide a scale that blurs the boundaries of the nation-state.” The resulting “discourses” help define “a common regional identity with shared regional values” (Cold-Ravnkilde et al., 2004, 60).

There is plenty of research, then, on regionalization in specific areas of North America. Yet, some researchers have also argued that regionalization is happening across the whole of Mexico, Canada, and the US (or in select localities in all three countries). This is so especially when it comes to extended networks of professionals and experts (including government officials) collaborating and exchanging information, encouraging policy diffusion, and therefore ultimately promoting legal convergence in areas as diverse as migration, bankruptcy, and climate change (Selin and VanDeveer, 2011, 299;Pellerin, 1999;Duina, 2006b). Scholars point, in other words, to the organic, rather than centrally planned or institutionalized, emergence of a North American policy and legal space (McHugh, 2012).



Drivers

What forces are promoting regionalization in North America? Historical ties, physical proximity, and multi-generational cross-border connections are fundamental. This is especially the case for the Mexico–US border region, which not too long ago belonged largely to Mexico (Johnson and Graybill, 2010, 5). Stricter border controls have not dismantled those ties (Perez and Berger, 2009, 4). Indeed, according to observers, those ties can be far more powerful than NAFTA or other more formalized efforts in the promotion of regionalization. Compounding all this are the active policies, sometimes criticized by American politicians, of successive Mexican governments encouraging migration to the north, helping those migrants remain strongly connected to Mexico, and promoting networks of support in the US for those migrants (Bakker, 2011).

Most scholars also attribute to regionalism—and NAFTA in particular—considerable importance. NAFTA—as an economicandlegal entity—has facilitated practical cooperation and thus convergence in a number of policy areas (McHugh, 2012;Brunet-Jailly, 2012), from trade to the automotive industry, competition, and consumer rights, labor[bookmark: p144](p. 144)rights, property rights, bankruptcy, and the environment (Aspinwall, 2009, 8–9, 18). How has this happened? According toAspinwall (2009, 19), “the institutionalization of an economic relationship between the US and Mexico appears to have set in motion certain political adjustments by altering the opportunity structure or by changing the incentives that actors face.” NAFTA, in other words, has increased the benefits stemming from policy convergence.

At a broader level, neo-liberalism and with it globalization may also be at work. While the nation-state remains institutionally relevant, scholars point to a dilution or weakening of borders as signifiers of impermeability or separation. Ironically, this is so even in the post-9/11 era and the increased militarization of the Mexico–US border. Technological advancements, greater flows of information, reduced costs of transportation, and more flexible and multiple national identities have fueled a variety of informal regionalisms (Smith and Bakker, 2008). The same has been said about increased competition. In the case of convergence in migration policies across Canada and the US, for example, analysts have argued that governments in both countries have developed similar, targeted labor-friendly policies (Pellerin, 1999). In these analyses, too, the US figures as the central player—since, without interest on its part in neo-liberalism and globalization, little would happen in the region.

On the other hand, at a more local level, civil society organizations are also acting as drivers for at least one type of regionalization: policy convergence. Federal governments in North America are often unable to coordinate regulatory responses at state and provincial levels. The resulting gap in policy opens up opportunities for more localized responses. Faced with similar and often shared problems—such as pollution and illegal immigration—local actors move and push for fairly similar policy initiatives. Thus, evidence suggests that “civil society organizations” in Canada, Mexico, and the US serving “transnational populations” of immigrants “act as drivers for health policy innovation and convergence” (Barnes, 2011, 69).

Finally, as is the case with regionalism, scholars talk about the importance of economic considerations. The Canadian Maritime provinces, along with Quebec and Ontario, are simply much closer to the American states south of them than to other provinces in Canada. Those states represent the natural markets for those provinces. In the northwest, abundant energy (gas and oil) along with the availability of cheaper goods in Washington State drive exchanges, along with local tourism (in both directions) between the Seattle and Vancouver metropolitan areas (Blatter, 2004). In northern Mexico, the availability of cheap labor fuels the productivity ofmaquiladorasas manufacturing appendices of the American economy. All these factors promote not only economic regionalization but also migration, the rise of cross-border cultural spaces, policy learning, and ultimately policy convergence (Smith and Bakker, 2008). They also highlight the centrality of the US as the key and central country in the region—an economic giant bearing enormous purchasing and exporting power among other things, with which both Mexico and Canada inevitably must have deep and varied connections.



[bookmark: p145](p. 145)Institutional Design

Regionalization lacks clear institutional structures. At most we can observe various forms of cooperation—among local governments, for instance, or private sector entities—which almost by definition tend to be fairly loose, non-hierarchical, and primarily concerned with the exchange of information or achieving some sort of coordinated response to a shared problem. Regionalization may have at most a network-like design (Blatter, 2004, 530). What might explain this sort of design? Not surprisingly, very little has been written explicitly on this question. Yet, implicitly, existing works point to some variables of importance. Regionalization more often than not reflects voluntaristic, bottom-up, and decentralized forces: it happens without a central coordinating mechanism, long-term political agendas, or significant funding. It is often a local reflection of, or response to, closer and more intimate ties among the three North American countries (or portions thereof).



Effects

Because regionalization is, given its informal qualities, by definition difficult to measure with precision, literature on its impact has focused more on identifying its possible and varied implications rather than establishing its actual impact (as has been the case for scholarship on regionalism). Many scholars thus point, for one implication, to a de facto weakening, or perhaps transformation, of traditional understandings of actual and figurative national borders. The US and Mexico are no longer neatly divided by a clearly demarcated, and thin, strip of land—militarization efforts notwithstanding. Geographers and anthropologists in particular depict a dramatically widened border: an “in-between,” multiethnic and multicultural space that embodies a unique blend of cultural, economic, and ethnic characteristics. Similar things are said of the Canada–US border. In the case of the West Coast in particular, scholars speak of “deterritorialization” (Blatter, 2004, 544) and the idea that “the territorially based nation-state is … being challenged more fundamentally by new kinds of polities—transnational socio-economic exchange networks and transnational ideological coalitions which embody enormous transformational potential” (Blatter, 2001, 175). Given that the US lies between Mexico and Canada, it is in this sense experiencing the most intense changes.

Accordingly, scholars have also analyzed American responses in particular to this transformation of borders. How have politicians in Washington, DC, responded to the challenges it raises? What language and images have they invoked? Most importantly, when it comes to American preoccupations with Mexico, what policies are being advanced in reaction to the blurring of national territorial lines? Of special relevance in this regard are laws and measures aimed, rather fruitlessly, at containing illegal immigration, especially post-9/11 (Zaiotti, 2014), as well as the parallel role of civil society, nativist organizations in seeking to control that immigration (Ackerman, 2014). The[bookmark: p146](p. 146)initiatives include, among other things, the increasing militarization of the border with Mexico and intelligence cooperation with Mexican authorities. At the same time, attention has also gone to political responses in Mexico and the consequences of those responses, including the strengthening of thePartido Acción Nacional(Blatter, 2004, 544) as a more transparent and trustworthy alternative to thePartido Revolucionario Institucional. And while traditionally scholarship has focused on the Mexico–US border, more recent work analyzes the securitization of the Canada–US border, primarily in light of illegal movements of people as well as the implied threat of terrorism since 9/11 (Salter and Piché, 2011;Helleiner, 2013).

Scholars of regionalization have also examined the implications of increasingly diverse ethnic communities on domestic political processes. Ethnic regionalization means for instance that Latinos—Mexicans above all—are transforming the social, cultural, and therefore also electoral landscape of the US. Gubernatorial races in the Southwestern states pivot to a large extent on winning Latino votes. The same can be said, even if to a lesser extent, about presidential races. Scholars note that according to the Pew Hispanic Center, each month 50,000 Latinos turn 18 and become eligible to vote (Wallace, 2012, 1360). This has had major consequences for the platform of both Democratic and Republican parties (Hawley, 2013). At the same time, increasing research has considered the impact of migratory networks (via migrant returns, for instance, or cross-border communication) on Mexican political processes, such as voting behavior (Pérez-Armendáriz and Crow, 2010;Pérez-Armendáriz, 2014).

There are then the economic consequences of regionalization, and research on this topic points to varied and numerous outcomes. For instance, intense economic exchanges in the border regions have often spurred economic growth. This is true of the West and East coasts. Analyses suggest that themaquiladoraboom has fueled the rise of the middle class on the Mexican side of the border (Blatter, 2004, 544). Such increased economic interactions have of course spurred as well more formal instances of regional integration, as we discussed earlier in this chapter when exploring drivers of regionalism. In parallel, researchers have shown that human trafficking and the illegal trade of drugs have transformed border areas in northern Mexico into dangerous, corrupt, and conflicted spaces (Bonner, 2012). And on yet another front, scholars have examined the volume, flow, and importance of remittances from illegal (and legal) migratory networks across North America (Fairchild and Simpson, 2004).





Looking Ahead


At the formal level, existing literature onregionalismin North America focuses on one major instance of regional integration—NAFTA—and a number of smaller, more localized initiatives covering issue areas such as the environment and the economy. Typically proposing rational choice, institutionalist, and market-driven accounts for the formation of these regional initiatives, scholars have been especially preoccupied[bookmark: p147](p. 147)with determining the practical impact of those initiatives. At the informal level, in the case ofregionalization, scholars have described cross-border spaces where dense but also amorphous and fluid linkages of various kinds—migratory, cultural, epistemic, and more—are at work. Focusing more on the historical and cultural, civil society and network, and neo-liberal drivers, they have sought to identify the indirect and varied implications (geographical, political, economic, etc.) of those spaces. Taken together, the two literatures on regionalism and regionalization suggest that integration in North America takes on remarkably different kinds of forms.

We noted important points of connection between the literatures on regionalism and regionalization, despite their rather independent evolutions over time. Several scholars underscore the fact, for instance, that regionalism—by virtue of its presence and limited character—has created opportunities for regionalization, while cases of regionalization (for example migratory patterns, legal and not) have encouraged governments to strike formal regional agreements, especially in the area of border security. Both camps, in other words, see neo-functionalist dynamics at work in this region. Secondly, both literatures are consistent with the idea that regional integration in North America has a very low degree of institutionalization (something that in the case of regionalism in particular is explained by a propensity to prefer market and private sector solutions to problems of collective coordination).

What is the likely trajectory of future research? Relatively little is happening when it comes to regionalism within North America and scholars are bound to pay special attention instead to developments in the transatlantic regions—in particular TTIP and CETA. The specific design of both agreements remains at this time unclear. The coming of TTIP in the first place is still an open question. Scholars will undoubtedly scrutinize very closely the relevant texts, compare them to other trade agreements, and predict their likely impact in practice on everything from specific industries to national sovereignty. As time unfolds, there will surely be debate about their substantive consequences. The same, incidentally, can be predicted about research on American and Canadian interests in the Asia-Pacific region. In parallel, scholars are likely to pay increased attention to regionalization in these broader spaces.

There will also be significant discussion about regionalization. Activities in “MexAmerica” are unquestionably going to intensify on all sorts of fronts—economic, cultural, civil society coordination, policy convergence, and more. Researchers will debate the territorial, political, security, and other implications of these changes. Deeper interdependencies in the Pacific Northwest, Midwest, and Northeast will also likely lead to further research. Here, with so many Canadians living on the border and cultural differences being already quite minimal, the focus will be more on the territorial implications of those regions in terms of regulatory coordination and national sovereignty.

Given all this, it seems safe to assume that there is indeed a future for scholarship on regional integration in North America. At the same time, it will likely concern less regionalism in North America as an entire region, and more regionalism—and likely regionalization—across the Atlantic and Pacific oceans as well as regionalization along the borders of Canada, the US, and Mexico.
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Table A7.1Regional Organizations in North America and the Transatlantic Area

	Year established


	Institution


	Issue-areas covered


	Member countries


	Member provinces or states


	Website URL





	1949


	North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)


	Security


	Canada and the US (North America) and 26 European countries


	
	http://www.nato.int/nato-welcome/index.html




	1972


	Arizona-Mexico Commission & Comisión Sonora-Arizona


	Multi-purpose


	
	Arizona (for the US) and Sonora (for Mexico)


	http://www.azmc.org/about/




	1973


	Conference of New England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premiers


	Multi-purpose


	
	Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont (for the US) New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, and Quebec (for Canada)


	http://www.cap-cpma.ca/default.asp?mn=1.98.3.26




	1991


	Pacific Northwest Economic Region


	Economic development and trade (some emphasis on the environment)


	
	British Columbia, Alberta, Yukon (1994), Saskatchewan (2008), and the Northwest Territories (2009) (for Canada), Alaska, Washington, Idaho, Montana, and Oregon (for the US)


	http://www.pnwer.org/about-us.html




	1994


	North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)


	Trade


	Canada, Mexico, US


	
	http://www.naftanow.org/




	1995


	Program for North American Mobility in Higher Education


	Higher education


	Canada, Mexico, US


	
	http://www2.ed.gov/programs/fipsenortham/index.html




	1997


	Great Plains Institute


	Environment


	
	Manitoba (for Canada), Iowa, Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wisconsin (for the US)


	http://www.betterenergy.org




	2005 (ended in 2009)


	Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America


	Security


	Canada, Mexico, US


	
	http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Security_and_Prosperity_Partnership_of_North_America




	2007


	The Climate Registry


	Environment


	
	Over 60 states, provinces, and tribes from Canada, Mexico, and the US


	http://www.theclimateregistry.org




	2007


	Western Climate Initiative


	Environment


	
	Several states and provinces from the three countries as either partners or observers


	http://www.wci-inc.org




	2013


	Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA)


	Trade


	Canada and the European Union


	
	http://www.international.gc.ca/trade-agreements-accords-commerciaux/agr-acc/ceta-aecg/index.aspx?lang=eng




	Under negotiation


	Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP)


	Trade


	US and the European Union


	
	https://ustr.gov/ttip
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8 Latin America

Andrea C. Bianculli

Regionalismhas pervaded the history of Latin America. However, rather than being a linear or uniform process, it has proceeded in waves (Rosenthal, 1991). While new organizations were constructed, old ones were reconstructed and reframed to the extent that Latin American regionalism can be defined by a pluralism of regional organizations, including complementary and competing ones with overlapping memberships. This is certainly one of the most puzzling features of regionalism in Latin America, especially when compared with the experience of the European Union (EU), where long years of regional cooperation and integration and successive processes of enlargement have resulted in a single regional organization (Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume). In addition, this rich tapestry stems from two opposing but interdependent visions of regionalism, dating back to the early years of independence but still valid today: the idea of a strong, united, and autonomous Latin America vis-à-vis a United States- (US-) led pan-Americanism (Hurrell, 1995b). Finally, as the pervasiveness and cast of regionalism changed over time, theoretical analyses were rejected or reformulated, and new concepts developed.

The chapter starts by defining Latin America as a region, followed by an analysis of the empirical waves and theoretical debates surrounding them, while looking into the ways in which indigenous and foreign approaches have interacted. Subsequent sections delve into the drivers underlying these regional processes and their institutional design, and present an assessment of their effects and impact. The final section summarizes the findings and reviews prospects for current initiatives in Latin America.



Setting the Context


To begin with, what is Latin America? Its name conveys certain vagueness. While historians argue over the origins of the name (Meade, 2010), political geographers disagree as[bookmark: p155](p. 155)to where its borders lie (Price and Cooper, 2007). Ambiguity is inherent in the definition of all regions, which is reinforced by the great social, economic, and political diversity its countries exhibit. Depending on how we understand “Latin” and “America,” a variety of countries may be included or excluded.

In this chapter, the characterization of Latin America as a region relies on a rather clear geographical basis, namely the Rio Grande as the demarcation line, and the relative spatial proximity and contiguity of its territories. Still, understanding regionalism in Latin America requires moving beyond issues of geography (Hurrell, 1995a) and mutual interdependence (Nye, 1968). As a socially constructed and politically contested space between the national and global levels, the region builds on relevant historical, cultural, and linguistic traits, and social, political, and economic interactions at various levels, among state and non-state actors, and an early idea of regional unity and solidarity.1However, political unity has remained a myth and regional cooperation has not resulted in a single common project. Furthermore, two competing visions of regional order span the history of regionalism in the Americas (Hurrell, 1995b). The tension between them persists to this day.

Calls for Latin American political unity could be heard during the wars for independence in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries (Mace, 1988, 404) with Simón Bolivar being the most fervent advocate. Bolivar acknowledged the contentious factors underlying such an enterprise, including natural and administrative hindrances in addition to divergent interests among countries. Nevertheless, he envisioned the creation of a political bloc bringing together the new countries to assure their independence and protect them against external threats, mainly from the former colonial empires but also from the expanding US. Several unsuccessful attempts were made to promote political unification between 1820 and 1870. However, the seeds of regional unity had been sown. The idea has since permeated the intellectual community in Latin America (Mace, 1988) and influenced regionalism schemes established after World War II even if these entailed a dramatic turn towards economic rather than political cooperation.

A second vision of regionalism was encouraged and largely sponsored by the US as played out during the long series of pan-American conferences (1889–1930). The objective was to promote hemispheric-wide regionalism through formal multilateral institutions addressing democracy, human rights, trade, development, and security among others (Mace, 1999). Embodied in the Monroe Doctrine proposed in 1811 to unite all countries in the continent against Europe, this pan-Americanism gained expression with the establishment of the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (the Rio Treaty) in 1947 and of the Organization of American States (OAS) one year later.

In all, two competing visions framed regionalism in Latin America, giving rise in turn to different institutional forms, either hemispheric or regional. Though divergent, these concepts led Latin American countries (LAC) to develop their own idea of regionalism based on independent statehood and anti-imperialism (Fawcett, 2005).



[bookmark: p156](p. 156)Empirical Waves and Theoretical Debates in Latin American Regionalism


Regionalism, an enduring feature of Latin America, has advanced not through enlargement but through different waves of cooperation (Rosenthal, 1991, 10), leading in turn to the superposition of layers (Bull and Boas, 2003). These political developments fueled theoretical debates as scholars attempted to come to grips with new realities. However, the EU has traditionally and maybe naturally monopolized the literature on regionalism. The first attempts at regionalism in both regions emerged almost simultaneously during the post-war years. Yet, while initiatives in Latin America stagnated or collapsed, Europe has remained the intellectual laboratory for the study of regionalism (Breslin et al., 2002; see Chapter3by Börzel and Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume).



Old Regionalism

Two innovations followed World War II: the creation of the OAS at the hemispheric level, and a dramatic change in the concept of cooperation and how to achieve it at the regional level. As an organization controlled by its member states, the OAS nevertheless strove to be an international actor in its own right (Legler, 2014). First, because of the high power asymmetry between the US and LAC, the organization faced the dilemma of fulfilling their competing visions (Grabendorff, 1982). Second, the OAS was intended to contain and fend off global rivalries in the context of the Cold War, and promote—together with the Rio Treaty—regional security through conflict settlement procedures and collective arrangements. However, during the 1970s and 1980s, the conflict in Central America revealed its limited capacities to play an effective political role, and the OAS was perceived as inefficient and irrelevant (Herz, 2011).

Also framed by the rationality of the Cold War, several regional initiatives flourished in the 1950s and 1960s. The main objective was no longer political unity but economic cooperation of the closed variety. Building on Europe’s early experience, the constitution of a single market should allow for the enlargement of national markets and the development of national industries. This first homegrown development triggered various regional groups: the Latin American Free Trade Association (LAFTA), the Central American Common Market (CACM), the Caribbean Community and Common Market (CARICOM), the Latin American Integration Association (LAIA), and the Andean Group. However, these projects failed to promote the expected results and they languished as the region faced years of crisis and stalemate, equally affecting economic cooperation and wider frameworks under the OAS.

From a theoretical standpoint, old regionalism was the focus of (neo-)functionalist approaches which, based on the European experience, promoted comparative analyses (Haas and Schmitter, 1964;Haas, 1967; Chapter2by Söderbaum and Chapter6by[bookmark: p157](p. 157)Acharya, this volume). Given its strong focus on regional integration processes and the role of institutions (Hurrell, 1995c), the absence of such institutions in Latin America led to the (temporary) death of this approach. (Neo-)functionalism found that the two main factors leading to political integration were missing, namely spill-over and build-up (Schmitter, 1969).

However, the decisive thrust of the structuralist school developed by the Economic Commission for Latin America (ECLA;2seeMace, 1988;Wionczek, 1970) underlay this first wave of regional integration. In contrast to modernization theory, the structuralist school analyzed how to encourage and sustain development. With the inspired leadership of Raul Prebisch and the Institute for the Integration of Latin America and the Caribbean (INTAL), ECLA advocated economic regional cooperation. The regional markets expressed a desire to achieve development and autonomy and thus surpass the region’s economic and political dependence on advanced industrial economies (ECLA, 1950). Together with dependency theory (Cardoso and Faletto, 1979), this was the first genuinely local—and Southern—approach to investigating the impact of the region’s international expansion and its effects on political, economic, and social development. Though very influential, even beyond Latin America, the structuralist school faced increasing criticisms. ECLAC scholars had always advocated a “mixed model” combining import substitution industrialization (ISI) with export diversification and regional cooperation. Intellectual opposition came, hence, from both economic orthodoxy and the Left (Ocampo and Ros, 2011). While the former advocated an outward-oriented strategy, as in East Asian countries (Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume), the latter criticized the inability to change social structures and the creation of new forms of dependence on foreign capital and technology. In a similar vein, political opposition came from those sectors relying heavily on the export of primary goods and from the liberal middle classes (Bresser Pereira, 2011).

Overall, analyses dealing with the specificities of old regionalism remained minimal and, together with dependency theory,3were thereafter neglected. Nevertheless, they established the connection between regional cooperation and international political economy (IPE) as a trait of regional theories in Latin America (Bianculli, forthcoming). This tendency was reinforced by the failure to distinguish between international relations and IPE in indigenous international relations studies (Tickner, 2003).



New Regionalism

As countries underwent democratic restoration and embarked on deep structural adjustment programs, the 1990s saw the revival of old regional schemes—CACM, CARICOM, and Andean Pact—and the setting up of new ones, e.g. the Common Market of the South (Mercosur). This dense intra-regional activity initiated from the South ran parallel to the introduction of North–South agreements as the most innovative feature of inclusion (Fawcett, 1995), being thus inconceivable within the previous paradigm.

[bookmark: p158](p. 158)In 1994, the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) set a precedent for the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) and subsequent bilateral and multilateral agreements promoted by both the US and the EU in Latin America. The FTAA was supposed to create a free trade area from Alaska to Tierra del Fuego by 2005 within the wider framework of the Summit of the Americas (SOA), which certainly reinforced the process of modernization and reactivation of the OAS as a relevant actor in regional governance (Bianculli, 2003). As LAC sought to avoid marginalization and maximize their power after the end of the Cold War, a new consensus emerged regarding regional cooperation: the need to achieve political and economic objectives through open rather than closed regionalism. Additionally, this entailed exploiting a wide range of external links (Mittelman, 2000), including the regional, the inter-regional, and the multilateral arenas (Bianculli, forthcoming).

Two different visions imbued these new regional strategies. While the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund acted as champions of the neo-liberal Washington Consensus, the ECLAC encouraged “open regionalism” (ECLAC, 1994). The latter implied a comprehensive strategy aimed at stimulating technological innovation, production integration, and equity, through more active social policy to promote the incorporation of these countries in the global economy.4In practice, however, these recommendations remained rather irrelevant and new regionalism initiatives more strongly pursued free trade to enhance the region’s participation in the global economy.

The intense regional activities reignited theoretical debates. Among these, new regionalism (NR) found fertile ground in Latin America in the early and mid-1990s as scholars in the region attempted to move beyond—and sometimes complement—EU integration theories. The latter were deemed inappropriate for fully explaining the new phenomena (Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume) given that Latin American regionalism had not followed the EU model of regionalism. NR focused precisely on the developing world (Söderbaum, 2005). It also relied extensively on the toolkit provided by international relations and IPE, which matched the indigenous understanding of regionalism developed in the 1950s and 1960s. Finally, contrary to traditional EU theories, NR more strongly addressed the homegrown idea of linking regional cooperative strategies to the countries’ insertion in global arenas.



Post-Variations on the Theme

As the neo-liberal model became obsolete in the 2000s, the region turned to the Left—Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Honduras, Nicaragua, Paraguay, and Uruguay—and governments sought alternative political, economic, and development policies at the domestic level. Concomitantly, they embarked on a new wave of regionalism. As with the domestic policies, these initiatives did not entail a complete rupture with the past.

Whereas the presidents of Argentina and Brazil—Lula da Silva and Kirchner—were committed to relaunch Mercosur—until then the stellar model of new regionalism in Latin America—with a social imprint, a new alphabet soup of schemes emerged.[bookmark: p159](p. 159)Examples include the Union of South American Nations (UNASUR), the Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our Americas (ALBA), the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC), and the Pacific Alliance (PA).

This expansion of institutions and the scope of agendas today gives voice again to the two different visions of regionalism in Latin America: one relying on an idea of a united and independent Latin America, the other on schemes based on the open regionalist model and searching for increased trade relations, particularly with the US and Europe but also with Asia. Moreover, empirical developments again fuel theoretical debates.

Consensus exists about regionalism being more than trade encompassing cooperation in new economic and non-economic areas (Bianculli and Ribeiro Hoffmann, forthcoming), including financial and monetary policy (Trucco, 2012), security and defense (Battaglino, 2012), regional infrastructure (Carciofi, 2008), health (Ventura de Freitas Lima, 2011), education (Murh, 2010), and migration (Margheritis, 2013). However, there is less agreement on the categorization of these initiatives, which are variously labeled as strategic (Briceño-Ruiz, 2007), post-liberal (Veiga and Rios, 2007;Sanahuja, 2008), and post-hegemonic (Riggirozzi and Tussie, 2012).





Drivers of Regionalism in Latin America


Regionalism in Latin America is a complex and non-linear process, shaped by a mix of internal and external variables. The international (political and economic) order and the role of external actors are portrayed as the two main exogenous drivers. The end of the Cold War and increasing integration and globalization are usually taken as the dividing lines between the old and the so-called “new” regionalism (Fawcett, 1995; Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume). Whereas “old regionalism” was a device to promote industrialization through protectionism and reduce dependency on the international economy, “new regionalism” was extroverted, thus reflecting the deeper interdependence of the global political economy and the relationship between globalization and regionalization (Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000).

Regional cooperation was therefore an appropriate policy tool to support domestic structural reforms (Tussie, 2009a) and effective incorporation in global markets (Gamble and Payne, 1996). Regionalism was conceived as a building block of global liberalization through the interplay between state-led processes of liberalization and (de)regulation, on the one hand, and informal and bottom-up processes as promoted by non-state actors, on the other (Hurrell, 1995b;Boas et al., 1999). Moreover, North–South agreements appeared to be a “rational” policy choice for LAC as these were expected to grant stable access to Northern markets, which the South wished for but was never able to get through multilateralism (Tussie, 2003).

[bookmark: p160](p. 160)Post-liberal regionalism initiatives are also characterized as an attempt to respond to the regional and global transformations resulting from the increasing discrediting and delegitimization of neo-liberal policies as framed by the Washington Consensus (Sanahuja, 2010). Similarly, but with a focus on the regional and international power configurations, post-hegemonic regionalism is portrayed as the “result of a partial displacement of dominant forms of US-led neoliberal governance” (Riggirozzi and Tussie, 2012: 12), which in turn calls for the end of US hegemony (Acharya, 2009).

External actors have also played a relevant role in shaping regionalism in Latin America. On the one hand, the EU offers Latin America a model for development and consolidation through cooperation and trade (De Lombaerde and Schulz, 2009), but also by forcing Latin American countries to speak with one voice, which certainly contrasts with the “divide and rule” strategy of the US. Not surprisingly then, the US and the EU strategies have led to different regional governance patterns (Grugel, 2006), having in turn a differential impact on the way actors define their preferences and collective action strategies at domestic and regional levels (Bianculli, forthcoming). Nevertheless, they have both promoted increasing procedural and governance demands taken as the standardization and harmonization of norms and rules (Botto and Bianculli, 2011). On the other hand, the US has played a key role in explaining the success of the CACM (Schmitter, 1970;Mattli, 1999) and the 1990s attempts through NAFTA, the SOA, and the FTAA (Phillips, 2003a;Grugel, 1996;Tussie and Botto, 2003).

The expansion of China’s relationship with Latin America increasingly challenges the already diminished influence of both the US and the EU. Clearly, China is far from promoting EU-type regionalism (Fawcett, 2013) as it pursues trade relations and political dialogue on a bilateral basis and with a specific set of countries. However, this strategy does not contrast sharply with that of the US and the more recent strategies of the EU. The EU has seriously undermined its original commitment to inter-regionalism (Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume) by the designation of Brazil as a “strategic partner” in 2007 and the pursuing of bilateral free trade agreements with Colombia, Peru, and Ecuador.

Regionalization may affect the more recent articulation and institutional design of regional organizations (Breslin et al., 2002). Trade liberalization and export growth strategies led to increased economic regionalization in the Southern Cone, Mexico, and Central America, as they are reflected by the constitution of Mercosur (Schelhase, 2008), NAFTA, the Central American System of Integration (SICA), and the Central America Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA) (Bull, 2004) respectively. However, the impact of informal and de facto exchanges between societal and market actors has remained weak. Within the limits of state initiatives in the 1990s and under post-hegemonic projects, it is too early to judge whether current regional cooperation and coordination schemes in non-economic policy areas will affect regionalism through more bottom-up dynamics.

Finally, diffusion studies (Chapter5by Risse, this volume) highlight the role of the EU as an active agent in the constitution of the Andean Court of Justice (Alter, 2012), and within Mercosur by market-building (Lenz, 2012), the design of the bloc’s Parliament (Rüland and Bechle, 2011) and the transmission of democratic norms and[bookmark: p161](p. 161)social citizenship (Grugel, 2007). From an intra-regional perspective, since its creation in 1965 as a unit of the Inter-American Development Bank, INTAL has acted as a diffusion agent through socialization, research, and dissemination of new ideas (Bull and Boas, 2003).

Clearly, regionalism is not only about trade but about promoting political objectives as well. It is a way of building and retaining power at the regional level, but also in multilateral and global arenas (Tussie, 2009a). Democracy (Dabène, 2009;Gardini, 2010) and presidential diplomacy (Malamud, 2005;Merke, 2010) are taken as the most relevant “political” factors driving regional cooperation, especially in the 1990s. Recent initiatives are explained by the central role played by Left-leaning presidents (Veiga and Rios, 2007), and the competition for regional leadership (Burges, 2007;Giacalone, 2013). UNASUR and ALBA are two cases in point. While the former builds on Brazil’s geopolitical designs and offers a single umbrella for various sub-regional schemes in South America, ALBA is a tool to promote Venezuela’s influence in the region by making oil available at discount rates, especially attractive for smaller economies in the region (Briceño-Ruiz, 2010). Studies have assumed a broader concept of the state: as an actor having preferences and interests, and as an (institutional) arena for the articulation of political preferences by business, civil society actors, and academia (see inter aliaTussie, 2009b;Botto, 2009).

Political factors also account for the demise and failure of regional schemes, starting with old regionalism. In the 1990s, when the FTAA revolved around the US aspiration for hemispheric trade liberalization, this initiative fell victim to the conflicting visions of regional cooperation held by the US and LAC. The failure of FTAA resulted in a series of bilateral agreements between the US and particular countries. Additionally, it triggered the formation of new schemes—PA and ALBA—and the re-politicization of the region, as shown by the broadening of Mercosur’s agenda and the creation of UNASUR, which form three different axes of economic cooperation (Briceño-Ruiz, 2014). This “positive” approach to integration relies on the common Left stance of many governments, which shows in their South America and South–South cooperative strategies prioritizing non-trade agendas (Serbin, 2012).



Institutions of Regional Cooperation in Latin America


Despite strong and continuous regional cooperation in Latin America, institutionalization has remained weak, showing a large gap between an oversupply of laws and a low degree of compliance, and a divergence between scope and level of integration (Dabène, 2009, 23). Regional cooperative projects have not led to the creation of supranational institutions as these consciously avoided “the institutional and bureaucratic structures of traditional international organizations and of the regionalist model represented by[bookmark: p162](p. 162)the EC” (Fawcett and Hurrell, 1995, 3). This seems paradoxical given the EU’s (political and economic) efforts to promote its own institutional model of integration in the region (Briceño-Ruiz and Puntigliano Rivarola, 2009). Mercosur provides a good example, as the EU supported the creation of the customs union (Sanchez Bajo, 2005), the regional parliament (Dri, 2010), and the Economic and Social Consultative Forum (Grugel, 2004b), and continues to support the development of regulatory institutions (Bianculli, 2013).

At first glance, the Inter-American Court of Human Rights and the Andean Community Court of Justice appear to be outliers. The Andean Pact includes a Consultative Council, an Economic and Social Advisory Committee, and a regional parliament (PARLANDINO). Established in 1979, the PARLANDINO hardly existed before 1997, when a new treaty was signed. Even today, its performance, just as is the case of the other Andean Community (CAN) institutions, lags far behind the EU equivalents by which they were inspired: competencies remain unclear and decisions are non-binding. Supranationalism remains a dead letter, showing an asymmetry between de jure regionalism and de facto regional practices.

CARICOM and Mercosur opened up channels to allow the participation of citizens either through the establishment of parliaments or direct mechanisms, as in the case of consultative councils and forums in the 1990s (INTAL-ITD-STA, 2002). LAC conceived regional organizations as a means of domestic democratic consolidation, while also coping with their own “democratic deficit.” The result was modest and the role of societal actors in the construction and evolution of the regional projects has been through state-led institutional frameworks (Grugel, 2004a). Participation remained largely restricted to business actors, especially multinationals and “multilatinas” (Gardini, 2006), which attempted to minimize the risks associated with regional cooperation (Phillips, 2003b), while the role of broader societal actors was narrow and institutionally thin. Rather paradoxically, the regional projects associated with the post-wave and subscribing to intense political and development agendas—namely, UNASUR, ALBA, and CELAC—have not overcome this democratic deficit (Serbin, 2012; Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume). Just as in the case of old regionalism, any evolution towards supranationalism has been discarded.

Regionalism in Latin America has thus proceeded through intergovernmental mechanisms where presidents play a key role. Relying on them for the negotiation and implementation of regional strategies should allow enough flexibility to push forward the projects, avoid possible paralyses and deadlocks, and could also defuse crises over particular events (Malamud, 2003;Dominguez, 1998). However, the lack of a solid institutional basis may have a negative impact on the sustainability of regional cooperation (Emerson, 2014).

Institutional accounts refer to the governments’ reluctance to surrender political sovereignty and their desire to keep strict control over regional cooperative processes. Such reluctance and the leading role of presidents relate to domestic characteristics, namely presidentialism, and the fact that other actors—i.e. parliaments—play[bookmark: p163](p. 163)a negligible role in the formulation of regional and international policies. Regional institutional developments and dynamics resemble those in member states (Duina, 2006, 185), since domestic features limit the institutional menu from which to choose (Dabène, 2012). Integration from above has been bolstered by the relative weakness of societal and market actors (Kaltenthaler and Mora, 2002), hence feeble regionalization. Finally, regionalism has always been a fundamental part of these countries’ strategies to achieve and defend national interests given that foreign policies have entailed a consistent quest for autonomy and independence (Tickner, 2008). This concern for autonomy and sovereignty is also present in African and Asian regionalism (Chapter6by Acharya, Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, and Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume).

Additionally, Latin American regionalism advanced through waves leading to multiple layers characterized by overlapping organizations, a trait which is also common to the African experience. Overlapping regionalism seems to be becoming more crucial today as new projects move beyond traditional economic issues to embrace cooperation in new policy areas. Hence, recent regional developments reveal that membership is no longer exclusive (see Appendix TableA8.1) and Latin American states are key actors in this process. Driven by the need to lessen dependence and promote development, regionalism today encompasses economic, political, and social agendas.

Economic cooperation has permeated the history of Latin American regionalism. Still, while both old and new regionalism followed a rather common pattern, today the region exhibits at least three different axes of economic cooperation, formed by Mercosur, the PA, and ALBA. In political terms, CELAC is heir to the Contadora Group and the later Rio Group, and a clear response to the OAS inability to build regional consensus. For both agendas, the tension between the attempt to advance or deepen the region’s autonomy to overcome dependency and resist US hegemony is still valid. From a historical perspective, there has been cooperation in policies as diverse as infrastructure, health, and education. In all, overlapping regionalism today is a direct reflection of the strong heterogeneity of LAC in economic and political terms, which then translates into a more complex mosaic of old, new, and even newer projects of regional cooperation.

As for the political and institutional consequences of this overlapping and complex regional architecture, some argue that it may lead to the “demise” or “peaking” of regionalism (Malamud and Gardini, 2012). It may also perpetuate the lowest common denominator logic, exhibited for years by the OAS. Others, however, see overlapping regionalism as a multifaceted and dynamic process based on different policies and forms of cooperation (Riggirozzi and Tussie, 2012), opening the door to variable geometry as established in the Constitutive Charter of UNASUR. This “modular regionalism” (Gardini, 2013) or “institutional elasticity” (Hofmann and Mérand, 2013) allows states to adhere to the regional grouping that best fits their preferences and strategies. In sum, overlapping regionalism builds on whatTickner (2008)has defined as the “practical” character of LAC international strategies.



[bookmark: p164](p. 164)The Impact of Regionalism in Latin America


While there is still a lack of systematic analyses of the effects of regional cooperation in Latin America, research has looked into how and to what extent regionalism has contributed to trade and development, democracy, social welfare, and security.



Economic Cooperation and Trade

Regional cooperation has been mainly about trade in Latin America. However, results across waves were sparse. The first wave was ephemeral as initiatives fell short of expectations regarding the distribution of costs and benefits (LAFTA) or the scope of trade liberalization and the degree of industrialization (CACM). Disenchantment did not prevent fresh attempts in the 1970s. New institutions were set up, including the Andean Group, which, as a direct response to the failure of LAFTA, established innovative and far-reaching cooperation including a common external tariff, the coordination of industrial policies, and cooperation in relevant social agendas (i.e. education, health, and labor). Even if these initiatives led to some increases, intra-regional trade remained small, and non-complementarities, poor communications, and sovereignty claims hindered integration. Economically speaking, regional initiatives were quite successful in locking in structural reforms in the 1990s. At the same time, Mercosur together with CACM and CAN contributed to increasing the percentage of intra-regional trade, but remained behind Asia, for example (ECLAC, 2008). In the case of Mercosur, the Brazilian crisis in the late 1990s and the sovereign debt crisis of Argentina led to its stagnation, while the institutionalization of the customs union remained elusive. The fact that Mercosur survived hardly implies success (Gomez Mera, 2013).

During the 2000s, as neo-liberalism became increasingly contested, countries experimented with varying models of economic cooperation in a context later marked by the global financial crisis that strongly affected intra-regional trade while LAC exports to all leading destinations other than China contracted. Even though all countries have imposed restrictions on their partners, protectionist measures have been fewer than in other regions (Tussie, 2011).

Despite these shortcomings, regular interactions at the regional and hemispheric level promoted enmeshment and provided a space of learning and socialization for public officials, bureaucrats, and technical cadres, thus stimulating their commitment to cooperative projects.



Social Agendas

Given its strong focus on economic cooperation, regional integration in Latin America has remained asymmetric until recently. Countries have largely pursued negative[bookmark: p165](p. 165)integration, i.e. removal of trade barriers, but this has not been matched by positive regulation focused on setting up common standards and regulation in social policy areas. Overall, the social agenda has been traditionally weak. This applies to the CAN, but also to the wide hemispheric SOA process, where trade and social policy run parallel, showing no convergence in the negotiations towards the FTAA and the social agendas concerning education, health, and women.

The failure of the neo-liberal approach of the 1990s marked a turning point. At the domestic level, economic and development policies failed to produce substantial economic growth, and led to crisis, unemployment, poverty, and increasing social polarization. The emergence of new left-wing leaders found its match in the move away from free trade and the articulation of developmental regionalism (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume). Within this trend marked by the return of the state, of politics, and of social concerns (Serbin, 2012), differences persist in the practices, institutions, and mechanisms devised to advance regional cooperation in new fields such as education, health, employment, energy, infrastructure, and security. It remains to be seen whether and how these developments will contribute to regionalization since state-led practices persist. Though embryonic, these agendas are setting new contours for regionalism in Latin America, especially when compared with the predominant free trade paradigm with the US (and the EU) during the 1990s.



Democracy, Peace, and Human Rights

Regional cooperation has been portrayed as an instrument capable of consolidating democracy (Gardini, 2010) and preventing authoritarian backlash (Steves, 2001; Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume). The promotion of democracy and human rights is claimed to be a major achievement of regional cooperation in the 1990s as with Mercosur (Carranza, 2014), though similar instruments are also found in older initiatives, e.g. the CAN and the OAS.

The Inter-American Commission on Human Rights was a relevant actor during the 1970s and 1980s, when dictatorships and human rights violations swamped the region. Later on, as countries underwent democratic restoration, democracy became increasingly intertwined with security and peace. To this end, Mercosur not only expanded its original objectives to include commitments to regional democracy (1998) but also declared Mercosur, Bolivia, and Chile a peace zone in 1999. Thus, the bloc built on the solid and sometimes pioneering body of regional norms and standards, e.g. the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean (Treaty of Tlatelolco, 1945). CARICOM also established a Regional Task Force on Crime and Security to address the security problems arising from illicit drugs, arms, and money laundering in 2001.

Similar developments include the OAS Santiago Declaration (1991), which linked democracy and security, and the establishment of institutional mechanisms for the defense of democracy through the Inter-American Democratic Charter (2001). However, OAS interventions on behalf of democratic promotion have remained selective (Arceneaux and Pion-Berlin, 2007). Furthermore, the OAS has lately been subjected[bookmark: p166](p. 166)to much controversy and criticism both in the US and in LAC for the way it has handled challenging political situations, e.g. the Honduras coup d’état in 2009, which in turn led, among other factors, to the creation of CELAC. At the same time, UNASUR is positioning itself as a regional security organization for promoting democracy.

Regional institutions and norms have built and sustained peace in the region and have reinforced the peaceful nature of inter-state relations, helping consolidate a pluralistic security community (Kacowicz, 2005). When compared with Africa and Asia, Latin America has shown greater interest in defending democracy both from a normative and institutional perspective (Acharya, 2012). Still, this has not gone unchallenged.





Conclusion: Whither Latin American Regionalism?


Regionalism has spanned the history of Latin American countries for centuries. However, rather than converging in a single initiative, regionalism has evolved through the creation and recreation of regional schemes and has undergone distinct phases showing variation across space and time. From a theoretical and practical standpoint, Latin America has not simply been a rule-taker but developed its own varieties of regionalism.

Today the region evidences the increasing proliferation of regional forms of cooperation, showing overlapping memberships and addressing both complementing and competing political, economic, and social agendas. If the EU is taken as a benchmark, this complex mosaic may be viewed as dysfunctional because it prevents integration and unity under a grand ensemble. To gain a more comprehensive understanding of the current reconfiguration of the regional scenario, theoretical insights and approaches need to be combined.

First, the two visions underpinning Latin American regionalism are still valid today. On the one hand, the formation of the PA shows the revival of the open regionalist model and the search for increased trade relations with the US, Asia, and Europe. On the other hand, a relevant group of countries is moving beyond trade as the exclusive focus of regional cooperation. Initiatives such as UNASUR, CELAC, ALBA, and to a lesser extent Mercosur provide fresh evidence of a stronger politicization of the regional agenda and a space for the provision of public goods, including norms, standards, and policies, in areas other than trade. Secondly, institutional dynamics and constellations of state and non-state actors, their ideas, preferences, and strategies in a particular historical context are fundamental to unraveling the evolution of these waves, showing how regional governance arrangements have helped states respond to domestic and global challenges. Finally, the multiplication of schemes and arenas relates to previous experiences of regional cooperation, to domestic changes—the obsolescence of previous development models—but also to transformations in the international sphere. In sum, though overlapping, current regional schemes underlay these countries’ search for an enhanced role in the current global order marked by shifting leverage of extra-regional powers and changing political and economic balances.
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Table A8.1Regional Organizations in Latin America

	Year established


	Institution (abbreviation)


	Issue-areas covered


	Member countries


	Website URL





	1948


	Organization of American States (OAS)


	Multi-purpose


	

	Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada (full member 1990), Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent & the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad & Tobago, US, Uruguay, and Venezuela


	* Cuba was excluded in 1962 and invited to re-join in 2009 but refused to do so







	<http://www.oas.org>




	1951


	Organization of Central American States (ODECA)


	Multi-purpose


	Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua


	<http://www.sica.int/sgsica/index_en.aspx>




	1960


	Central American Common Market (CACM; created by ODECA)


	Trade and economic cooperation


	Costa Rica (1962), Guatemala, Honduras, El Salvador, and Nicaragua


	


	Latin American Free Trade Association (LAFTA)


	Trade and establishment of a common market


	Argentina, Bolivia (1967), Brazil, Chile, Colombia (1961), Ecuador (1961), Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela (1966)


	


	1964


	Latin American Parliament


	Multi-purpose


	Argentina, Aruba, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Curaçao, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, St. Martin, Suriname, Uruguay, and Venezuela


	<http://www.parlatino.org>




	1965


	Caribbean Free Trade Association (CARIFTA)


	Trade


	Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Guyana, and Trinidad & Tobago; in 1968: Dominica, Grenada, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia and St. Vincent & the Grenadines, Montserrat and Jamaica; Belize (1971)


	<http://www.caricom.org>




	1968


	

	Eastern Caribbean Common Market (ECCM)


	(later turned into the Economic Affairs Secretariat of the OECS)







	Trade


	Antigua and Barbuda (1981), Grenada, Montserrat, St. Lucia, St. Vincent & the Grenadines (1979); St. Kitts & Nevis (1980)


	<http://www.oecs.org>




	1969


	Andean Pact


	Multi-purpose


	Bolivia, Chile (left 1976), Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and Venezuela (1973)


	<http://www.comunidadandina.org/>




	1973


	Caribbean Community and Common Market (CARIFTA turns into CARICOM)


	Trade


	Barbados, Guyana, Jamaica, and Trinidad & Tobago; until 1983 the other eight Caribbean territories joined CARICOM; Bahamas (1983) became member state of the Community, but not of the Common Market, Suriname (1995), Haiti (2002)


	<http://www.caricom.org>




	1975


	Latin American Economic System (SELA)


	Trade


	Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Chile, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Suriname, Trinidad & Tobago, Uruguay, and Venezuela


	<http://www.sela.org>




	1980


	Latin American Integration Association (LAIA) (replaced LAFTA)


	Trade


	Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Cuba (1999), Ecuador, Mexico, Paraguay, Panama (2011), Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela


	<http://www.aladi.org/>




	1981


	Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS)


	Multi-purpose


	Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, Montserrat, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent & the Grenadines; Anguilla and British Virgin Islands (associate members)


	<http://www.oecs.org>




	1986


	

	Group of Rio


	(predecessors: Contadora Support Group and Group of Eight)







	Security and defense


	Argentina, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Suriname, Uruguay, Venezuela, and CARICOM member states


	


	1991


	Common Market of the South (Mercosur)


	Multi-purpose


	Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, Venezuela (2012); Bolivia (2015); Chile, Colombia, Peru, Ecuador, Guyana, and Suriname (in process of ratification)


	<http://www.mercosur.int/>




	Central American System of Integration (SICA) (reformed ODECA)


	Multi-purpose


	Belize (2000), Costa Rica, Dominican Republic (2013), El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama; Regional observers: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Mexico, Peru, US, and Uruguay


	<http://www.sica.int/>




	1994


	Association of Caribbean States (ACS)


	Multi-purpose


	Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent & the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad & Tobago, Venezuela; Associate members: Aruba, Curaçao, France (on behalf of French Guiana, Guadeloupe, Martinique, St. Barts and St. Martin), the Netherlands (on behalf of Bonaire, Saba and Eustatius), and Sint Maarten


	<http://www.acs-aec.org/>




	North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)


	Trade


	Canada, Mexico, and US


	<https://www.nafta-sec-alena.org>




	Group of Three


	Trade


	Colombia, Mexico, and Venezuela (left 2006)


	


	Summit of the Americas


	Multi-purpose


	OAS member states


	<http://www.summit-americas.org/>




	1997


	Andean Community (CAN) (replaced the Andean Pact)


	Multi-purpose


	Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and Venezuela (left 2006)


	<http://www.comunidadandina.org/>




	1998


	Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) (as part of the Summit of the Americas)


	Trade


	OAS member states; negotiations came to a halt in 2005


	<http://www.ftaa-alca.org/>




	2004


	Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America (ALBA)


	Multi-purpose


	

	Antigua and Barbuda (2009), Bolivia (2006), Cuba, Dominica (2008), Ecuador (2009), Grenada (2014), Nicaragua (2007), St. Kitts and Nevis (2014), St. Lucia (2013), St. Vincent & the Grenadines (2009), Venezuela


	*Honduras joined in 2008 but left in 2010







	<http://www.portalalba.org/>




	2008


	Latin American and Caribbean Summit on Integration and Development (CALC)


	Multi-purpose


	Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, and Peru


	


	Union of South American Nations (UNASUR)


	Multi-purpose


	Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Guyana, Paraguay, Peru, Suriname, Uruguay, and Venezuela; Observers: Panama and Mexico


	<http://www.unasursg.org>




	2011


	

	Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC)


	(successor of the Rio Group and CALC)







	Multi-purpose


	Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Dominica, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, St. Lucia, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Vincent & the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad & Tobago, Uruguay, and Venezuela


	<http://www.celacinternational.org/>




	Pacific Alliance


	Multi-purpose


	Chile, Colombia, Mexico, Peru (Costa Rica is in accession process)


	<http://alianzapacifico.net/>
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Notes:

(1.) Mexico (Chapter7by Duina, this volume) is part of the analysis in this chapter, too, because of the social and cultural commonalities it shares with other countries; it is part of relevant Latin American organizations, e.g. CELAC.



(2.) In 1984, the organization became ECLAC to include the Caribbean countries.



(3.) Together with structuralism, dependency theory faced increasing criticism starting in the mid-1960s due to the demise of the ISI strategy, but the 1980s debt crisis, which questioned the state’s role and the causes of underdevelopment, led to a paradigm shift to economic orthodoxy based on reduced state intervention, liberalization, and privatization.



(4.) This “new cepalism” entailed a move beyond ECLAC’s traditional focus on economic policy to a rights approach (Ocampo, 1998).
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9 Europe

Frank Schimmelfennig

Europehas pioneered regional integration, and studies on European integration have dominated the study of regionalism. Curiously, as much as the study of regionalism has long been Europe-centered, the study of European regionalism and the theories of European integration have centered on the European Union (EU), its organizational growth and performance. This literature is vast and discussed in entire handbooks on the EU (e.g.Jones et al., 2012;Jørgensen et al., 2006). By contrast, this chapter deliberately takes a regional perspective. It starts with a discussion of how “Europe” has been constructed as a civilizational and institutional region and how it has developed from being the core region of the global system to the divided region of the Cold War era to the post-1990 unified region. Rather than looking at regionalism as a process of uniform deepening and widening of the EU, the chapter conceives of European integration as the establishment of a region-wide system of differentiated integration, which extends to virtually all policy areas and countries but integrates them at different levels of centralization. Understanding European integration as differentiated region-building requires a refocusing of both theories and impact assessments of European integration.



What Defines Europe as a Region? Geography, Civilization, and Institutions


Since its origins in Greek mythology, “Europe” has been a construction. This is even true for the geographic definition that constitutes the indispensable core of any delineation of the European region and is usually the starting point of lexical entries on “Europe.”1Geographically, Europe is the Western peninsula of Eurasia, conventionally delimited by the Mediterranean Sea, the Black Sea, and the Caucasus Mountains in the south, the[bookmark: p179](p. 179)Atlantic Ocean in the west, the Arctic Ocean in the north, and the Urals and the Caspian Sea in the east. It is sufficient for states to be located within the conventional geographic borders of Europe to be defined as “European”—regardless of their political, cultural, or institutional characteristics. It is taken for granted that autocratic Belarus, Muslim Albania, and neutral and integration-averse Switzerland are in Europe.

Geography is not a necessary condition, however. Europe’s boundaries in the north, west, and south are generally unambiguous and uncontested because they are constituted by large sea areas. The exceptions are several island territories conventionally allocated to Europe, e.g. Iceland and Cyprus. By contrast, in the absence of “sundering physical boundaries” creating “cultural, political, or economic discontinuity,”2Europe is less geographically determined in the east. The most relevant contentious cases are Russia and Turkey—they are the largest and most populated countries whose territory is partly in but mostly located outside of geographic Europe. In addition, the Southern Caucasus and Central Asia are “borderline cases.”

In the absence of true continental status and clear physical boundaries on land, Europe has always been constructed as the home region of a distinct “Western” civilization: Greco-Roman civilization in ancient Europe, (Latin) Christianity in medieval Europe, and “enlightened” Western civilization in modern times. These European civilizations often dissociated themselves from “Eastern” or “Oriental” civilizations: the Persians, the Turks, and the Russians or, in more abstract terms, “oriental despotism” (Aristotle), the “Asiatic mode of production” (Marx), or the “hydraulic empire” (Wittfogel)—all subsumed and criticized by Edward Said under the term “Orientalism” (Said, 1978). Filled with varying content, the “East” is the most importanttoposin Europe’s “othering” (Neumann, 1999).

Two of these civilizational discourses are still salient. The more essentialist, religion-based construction of Europe as “Christian occident” and the concomitant “othering” of Islam has long been a powerful narrative for a Europe surrounded by Muslim territories in the south and east from the era of the crusades, the SpanishReconquista, and the defense of Central Europe against the Ottoman Empire to recent debates on references to Christianity in the failed Constitutional Treaty of the EU and on Turkish EU membership. By contrast, the more malleable, political construction of Europe as a “Western community of liberal democracies” is open to the inclusion of a secularist and democratic Turkey. In this view, Europe’s “others” have been fascism and the Holocaust, on the one hand, and communism, on the other—and the German and Russian attempts at imperial domination of Europe that came with both forms of “totalitarianism” (e.g.Judt, 1992;Pakier and Stråth, 2010;Risse, 2010;Wæver, 1998). A mix of temporal/internal differentiation (Europe vs. its own past) and spatial/external differentiation (Europe vs. culturally or politically other neighbors) characterizes the discursive civilizational construction of Europe (Diez, 2004;Neumann, 1999;Rumelili, 2004).

Finally, institutional definitions of Europe based on membership in regional organizations (see Appendix TableA9.1) mirror the fact that regional integration has become a signature feature of contemporary Europe. They do not, however, settle the issue of demarcating Europe’s borders. The most encompassing institutional definition is[bookmark: p180](p. 180)“OSCE-Europe.” The Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe has 57 members including not only the borderline countries but also the United States (US), Canada, and Mongolia. The “CoE-Europe” of the Council of Europe excludes the US, Canada, and Central Asia; its membership is at 47 countries. Both “NATO-Europe” and “EU-Europe” currently have 28 member states but NATO-Europe includes North America, which is excluded from EU-Europe. In addition, the United Nations (UN) statistical division defines Europe as excluding Central Asia, the Southern Caucasus, and North America, whereas the UN in general retains two regional groupings for Europe as a legacy of the Cold War, the Group of Western European and Other Countries (WEOG) and the Group of Eastern European States (GEE), with 53 countries combined and excluding Central Asia.

In sum, all definitions of Europe resemble each other with regard to Europe’s geographic core on the Western peninsula of Eurasia and Europe’s fuzzy and fluid Eastern boundaries. In political and media discourse, however, “Europe” has become closely associated with the EU.



How Has Europe Developed as a Region? Core Region, Divided Region, and Unified Region


Europe’s development as a region of the international system has gone through three major phases: core region, divided region, and unified region. Roughly until the mid-twentieth century, Europe was the core or center of the global international system rather than a region among others. In the eras of “discovery,” colonialism, and finally imperialism from the sixteenth to the nineteenth centuries, European powers and trading companies expanded worldwide and created a global international system. In the first half of the twentieth century, this dominance began to decline. Non-European powers, the US and Japan, rose and established their own empires; the two World Wars severely weakened the European powers; and decolonization reduced colonial empires to small overseas territories.

Between 1945 and 1990, Europe developed into a region among others in the international system. At the same time, Cold War Europe was deeply divided. Politically and institutionally, two separate regions emerged on the European continent: the predominantly liberal-democratic Western European region under the leadership of the US and regional institutions such as the CoE, NATO, and the European Communities—and the communist Eastern European region, dominated by the Soviet Union and organized in the Warsaw Pact Organization and the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA). Western and Eastern organizations had no overlapping membership and only a few small European countries remained in a neutral or non-aligned status. It took until the early 1970s, during the era of détente, to establish the first pan-regional[bookmark: p181](p. 181)negotiation forum: the “Helsinki process” resulting in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE).

The most recent phase started with the end of the Cold War, the collapse of communism and the Soviet Union, and the transition to democracy in most ex-communist countries. The regional organizations of the east were dissolved; the CSCE was institutionalized as a pan-regional organization, the OSCE, in 1995; and Western regional organizations—the CoE, the EU, and NATO—started to expand eastwards. In the process, Europe has been transformed from a divided to a unified region. All major regional organizations (OSCE, CoE, NATO, and EU) have a region-wide membership scope. They are based on overlapping rather than exclusive membership, subscribe to the basic liberal-democratic values and norms of the West, and have developed a functional division of labor. NATO focuses on military security, the EU on economic integration, and the CoE on human rights; the OSCE retains a broad portfolio of activities on a low level of integration (see Appendix TableA9.1). Roughly half of the countries of the region (22) are members of all major regional organizations (OSCE, CoE, EU, and NATO); eight further countries are members of three out of four organizations. Only Kosovo, a recent and not universally recognized state, is not a member in any of them. Moreover, almost all countries have some form of association with the organizations in which they are not members.

In addition, cooperation among the regional organizations has increased. The EU established security cooperation with NATO in the context of the Berlin Plus package of agreements (2002), which allow the EU to use NATO capacities and resources for its own peacekeeping operations. The EU is also in the process of adhering to the European Convention of Human Rights of the CoE and thus becoming subject to the jurisdiction of the European Court of Human Rights. Finally, several regional organizations have been crowded out or become less relevant in the course of regional unification. The Western European Union (WEU), a defensive alliance of Western European countries founded in 1948, was incorporated in substance by the EU in the Treaty of Lisbon of 2009 and formally abolished in 2011. The European Free Trade Association (EFTA) founded in 1960 by seven countries that decided not to join the European Economic Community (EEC) has lost most of its members due to successive enlargements of the EU. Moreover, its free trade area was integrated with the EU internal market in the European Economic Area (EEA) in 1994 (and the bilateral agreements with Switzerland).

Post-Cold War institutional Europe has often been depicted as a region of “concentric circles” with open, malleable, and fuzzy boundaries at the periphery (Christiansen et al., 2000;Lavenex, 2011). The events in Ukraine since 2013 have, however, increased the likelihood of an alternative scenario: competitive and mutually exclusive Western and Russian/Eurasian regionalisms confronting each in other in the post-Soviet space (see Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume). In 2000, Russia, Belarus, and several Central Asian states established the Eurasian Economic Community; in 2010 a customs union between Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Russia came into force; in 2014, the same three countries founded the Eurasian Economic Union, joined by Armenia and Kyrgyzstan in 2015. In addition,[bookmark: p182](p. 182)Russian President Putin declared his intention to enlarge the customs union to all post-Soviet countries (not members of the EU). The plans clash with the EU’s Eastern Partnership. Similarly, the aspirations of post-Soviet states (Georgia and Ukraine) to move closer to NATO membership have met with Russian resistance. The confrontation over the integration of the post-Soviet space is likely to provide a contemporary answer to the perennial question of Europe’s Eastern boundaries.



How Has the Literature on European Regionalism Developed?


The literature on Europe has generally been a literature on regionalism rather than regionalization. The building and development of regional organizations has been in the focus from the start. In addition, the literature has become increasingly EU-centered, and the literature on other organizations has ceded to make a contribution to the theory of regionalism (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume). Whereas the emerging study of regionalism in the 1950s and early 1960s generally treated Europe as the pioneering and most advanced example of region-building, it did not yet have an exclusive focus on regionalism or on the European Communities being established at the time. Karl Deutsch’s analysis of integration as security communities in the North Atlantic area is exemplary in this regard because his cases were multinational and neighboring states, not regional organizations, and his concept of “pluralistic security communities” highlighted the development of transnational ties, values, and empathies (Deutsch, 1957).

Ernst Haas’ magnum opus on the “Uniting of Europe” (1958) was indeed exclusively on the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) and the development of the Common Market, but many of his other books and articles examined the CoE, the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC), the Benelux cooperation, the Nordic Council, EFTA, the WEU, and even the Eastern European CMEA—mostly in a comparative perspective with each other and with organizations from other regions (Haas, 1960,1961;Haas and Schmitter, 1964). The same was still true for Joseph Nye’s “Peace in Parts” (Nye, 1971).

Otherwise, the literature came to focus increasingly on the EEC. Integration in the EEC developed dynamically in its first decade, whereas regionalism elsewhere stagnated; the dominant neo-functionalist paradigm moved from International Relations to a political systems approach that seemed to fit the EEC, but not other organizations (Lindberg, 1963;Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970); and the intergovernmentalist reaction to neo-functionalism (Hoffmann, 1966) never ventured beyond the EEC. When Ernst Haas rang down the curtain on regional integration theory in the mid-1970s, he referred almost exclusively to the EEC (Haas, 1976).

In the late 1980s and throughout the 1990s, the revival of the study of regional integration and of the debate between neo-functionalism—now often dubbed[bookmark: p183](p. 183)supranationalism (e.g. Stone Sweet and Sandholtz, 1996)—and (liberal) intergovernmentalism (Moravcsik, 1998) was entirely concerned with developments in the EEC, above all the internal market program and the plans for monetary union. In contrast to a regional or regionalization perspective, these studies had an intra-organizational focus, i.e. they dealt with negotiations and decision-making among the member states of the organizations and with processes of task expansion, centralization, and institutionalization. This focus was reinforced by the “governance” and “behavioral turns,” which took up where neo-functionalism had left off in the early 1970s and analyzed the EU as a political system among others or a system of multilevel governance more akin to a federal state than a regional organization (e.g.Hix, 1994;Jachtenfuchs, 2001).

In addition, “Europe” and “European integration” had become synonymous with the EU. It is not that studies on other regional organizations in Europe did not exist but they were not designed to make a contribution to the study of regionalism. This impression is reinforced by most of the literature addressing new developments after the end of the Cold War. The end of the Cold War presented an opportunity to reintroduce a regional perspective. For a brief moment in the early 1990s, this could indeed be observed. Several contributions toKeohane et al. (1993)andSchneider et al. (1995)explored general regional integration dynamics of widening and deepening, regionalization across the East–West divide, and the role of a variety of institutions in Eastern Europe. Later on, book titles like “Recreating Europe” (Mayhew, 1998), “The Reuniting of Europe” (Torreblanca, 2001), “The Future of Europe” (Cameron, 2004), and “Europe Undivided” (Vachudova, 2005) still suggested such an open approach—whereas in fact they closely identified the reintegration of the formerly divided region with the expansion of the EU. Similarly, “Europeanization” has developed from a concept originally applied to the member states of the EU (e.g.Green Cowles et al., 2001) to the entire region (Börzel and Risse, 2012;Schimmelfennig, 2012), and the concept of “European governance” has traveled to the EU’s external governance of neighboring countries (Lavenex and Schimmelfennig, 2009).

There are only a few exceptions. The joint or comparative analysis of European regional organizations—mostly EU and NATO—has been widespread in the study of enlargement (Jacoby, 2004;Kuus, 2007;Lašas, 2010;Schimmelfennig, 2003). This literature has developed several theoretical arguments on the foundations and conditions of regional community and institution-building in Europe (see alsoAdler, 1998; andWæver, 1998on the OSCE and the EU as security communities). Others have studied the relationship of the EU with other regional organizations, above all NATO, with a focus on security policy coordination (e.g.Howorth and Keeler, 2003), but also the CoE (Kolb, 2013). This literature is, however, without a theoretical perspective on regionalism.

Finally, there have been attempts to conceptualize and analyze the EU as the hub or center of a regional system including both member states and non-member states. Some authors have used the metaphor of “empire” to highlight the pan-regional extension of the EU, its form of authority, which overarches rather than replaces the territorial rule of states, and its graded membership and fuzzy borders (e.g.Beck and Grande, 2007;Marks, 2012;Zielonka, 2006).Leuffen et al. (2013)conceive of the EU as a “system of[bookmark: p184](p. 184)differentiated integration,” in which the territorial extension of policy regimes varies among the member states as well as across the non-member states of the European region. Although they do so from an EU vantage point, these concepts reintroduce a truly regional perspective.



Drivers of Regionalism in Europe: Theoretical Concepts and Approaches


Europe has played a prominent and special role for the theory of regionalism. Theories of regionalism—and theories of regional integration in particular—have generally been developed with reference to the European experience. As a consequence, the study of European regionalism is not confronted with the issue of how well the concepts and theories of regionalism apply to the region. The debate is rather about which “European” theory fits Europe best. Yet, as argued above, theory development has not only privileged institutional regionalism over regionalization but also come to focus on the EU exclusively. In this section, I therefore focus on the presentation of major theoretical approaches to the study of the EU—but with an additional emphasis on how these approaches may apply to the larger region.

The great variety of theoretical approaches to European integration mirrors the variation in disciplinary takes on the study of the EU. The major divide is between International Relations (IR) approaches that analyze the EU as an, albeit highly institutionalized, international organization and seek to explain the dynamics of constitutional or organizational development—and those that apply the concepts and theories of comparative politics or policy analysis to the EU as a political or policy-making system. Because of its thematic focus on the drivers of regionalism, this section is dedicated to “developmental” theories that seek to explain the mechanisms and conditions of region-building.

Theories of European integration have traditionally been categorized into intergovernmentalist and neo-functionalist theories. These theories have been inspired by theory development in IR but also mirrored the ups and downs of EU integration itself. Neo-functionalism was the dominant theory in the early periods of integration theorizing. Coinciding with French President de Gaulle’s attempts to block moves to further supranational integration, the mid-1960s saw the birth of intergovernmentalism (Hoffmann, 1966). Since the mid-1980s, both intergovernmentalism and neo-functionalism have undergone a process of internal diversification. While liberal intergovernmentalism was the major innovation within the intergovernmentalist camp (Moravcsik, 1998), supranational institutionalism (Stone Sweet and Sandholtz, 1997) marked a refinement of neo-functionalism. Constructivist approaches have arrived slightly later from IR (Christiansen et al., 2001). Finally, critical political[bookmark: p185](p. 185)economy approaches make an important additional contribution to regionalism.3These theoretical approaches differ with regard to the main structural drivers and actors of regionalism in Europe.

Intergovernmentalism puts national governments and their interests center stage. Integration decisions are made in intergovernmental negotiations in which national governments bargain to further the national interest and in which the most powerful governments prevail. Intergovernmentalism has a realist and a liberal variant.

Realist intergovernmentalist accounts of integration regard geostrategic motives and overall power relations as core factors in regional integration. In general, states are assumed to be autonomy-maximizing actors and therefore reluctant to transfer competencies—especially if the scope of integration affects policies that are sensitive to state sovereignty and state power (Hoffmann, 1966). Regional integration may, however, work as an instrument of balance-of-power politics against dominant powers within and outside the region. In line with hegemonic stability theory, however, regional integration may also be facilitated by a powerful leading state internal or external to the region and acting as a focal point, paymaster, and enforcer (Mattli, 1999). In a realist perspective, the origins of European integration have been explained as a form of US empire-building (Lundestad, 1997), an attempt to counterbalance the Soviet Union (Rosato, 2011) or a way to “rescue the nation state” from the shambles of World War II (Milward, 1994). Further integration has been attributed to Germany’s “embedded hegemony” in Europe (Crawford, 2007) but also as an attempt to rein in Germany’s preponderant economy through supranational integration (Grieco, 1996).

According to realist intergovernmentalism, geopolitical interests, autonomy gains, and the balance of power are the key drivers of regionalism. Regionalism benefits from concentrations of power—either as a threat that integration seeks to counter or as a source of coordination and stability. In this view, Europe’s emergence as a region was an effect of its declining power, and the division of Europe was an effect of geopolitical bipolarity. At the same time, bipolarity produced regional integration promoted by the superpowers in their spheres of influence and strengthened by geopolitical competition. The decline of the Soviet Union allowed for the unification of Europe by a single, Western European power center, whereas the reassertion of Russian geopolitical ambition is currently creating new regional borders. In sum, realist intergovernmentalism provides a useful account of the geopolitical context in which European regionalism has developed.

Andrew Moravcsik’s “liberal intergovernmentalism” (1998) regards international economic interdependence as the fundamental driver of integration. Interdependence creates demand for international cooperation to avoid policy externalities and benefit from efficiency gains. National interests in European integration emerge “from a process of domestic conflict” and reflect “primarily the commercial interests of powerful economic producers.” In a second step, these national interests confront each other in intergovernmental negotiations. “The outcomes reflected the relative power of states—more precisely patterns of asymmetrical interdependence” (Moravcsik, 1998, 3).[bookmark: p186](p. 186)Finally, governments establish supranational institutions to overcome problems of credible commitment to the integrated policies.

The home turf of liberal intergovernmentalism is the analysis of treaty negotiations expanding European integration to new areas of economic policy. Moravcsik’s work covers, inter alia, the negotiations on the establishment of the EEC, the internal market, and monetary union. In a broader perspective, liberal intergovernmentalism would expect regionalism to grow with “globalization” pressures on Europe and interdependence within the region, both of which increase the (opportunity) costs of non-cooperation. Countries are more likely to join regional organizations if their preferences converge, their (asymmetric) interdependence increases, and if the costs of national autonomy rise (see alsoMattli, 1999).

In contrast with intergovernmentalism, supranationalism (or neo-functionalism) assumes a transformative and dynamic effect of integration. Even though the beginnings of integration may well be driven by international interdependence, state preferences, and bargaining power, its further development is the result of a self-reinforcing dynamic of institutionalization that is beyond the control of the member states. Put differently, whereas liberal intergovernmentalism regards regionalism as an effect of (transnational) regionalization, supranationalist theory attributes subsequent regionalization to the workings of regionalism. In addition, regionalism regularly leaps ahead of regionalization. To theorize the dynamics of European integration, supranationalist integration theory draws on historical institutionalism (Pierson, 1996;Stone Sweet and Sandholtz, 1997). Endogenous “spill-overs” (Haas, 1958;Schmitter, 1969) cause externalities between integrated and non-integrated policies or cooperation and compliance problems in already integrated policies. Multinational corporations and transnational interest groups proliferate and take up these problems to demand more and stronger supranational rules. Supranational organizations take up these demands to push for more integration. “Incomplete contracting” opens up venues for agency slippage and bureaucratic drift. “Path dependence” due to sunk costs of regional integration and high thresholds for institutional change make it difficult for states to correct these unanticipated and undesired spill-overs of their integration arrangements (Pierson, 1996). In the medium term, then, the growth of integration is the unintended result of a series of incremental decisions to shift competencies from the national to the regional level, each of them motivated by the imperfections and inefficiencies of previous integration steps and by the calculation that, at the end of the day, preserving the status quo, cutting back integrated competencies, or exiting from the economic integration arrangement would be more costly than moving ahead.

In a broader regional perspective, geographical spill-overs are most relevant. They are caused by the externalities between integrated and non-integrated countries. As a regional organization deepens its economic integration, it increases its market power, diverts trade and investment away from non-members and imposes its regulatory choices on them—thus increasing the gains and lowering the costs of joining. As a consequence, many states (such as Britain and the Nordic countries) reversed their initial decision to stay out of the common market. Geographical spill-over thus constitutes a[bookmark: p187](p. 187)mechanism for the dynamic growth of regional integration beyond the initial membership (within the constraints and opportunities created by geopolitical context).

Constructivism in the study of regional integration (e.g.Risse, 2009) assumes that states interact in a highly institutionalized and culturally dense international environment, which is structured by collectively held ideational schemes and rules. Regional institutions are not just designed as instruments to efficiently solve collective action problems but shaped by the standards of legitimacy and appropriateness of the international community they represent. Regional integration is tightly linked to a process of community-building. Generally, integration depends on the strength of transnational community: the stronger the collective, regional identity and the larger the pool of common or compatible beliefs, values, and norms, the more integration is possible (Chapter24by Checkel, this volume). Shared community values and norms support regional integration. Dense interactions in a regional institutional context socialize state representatives to these values and norms (Checkel, 2007). By contrast, exclusive national identities undermine support for regional integration (Hooghe and Marks, 2005,2008). Over time, (ideational) community-building and (institutional) integration mutually influence and potentially reinforce each other.

In a regional perspective, political ideology and regime type are the most important constructivist factors. The division of Europe in the Cold War era was not only between two hegemonic powers but also between liberal democracy and Soviet communism. Transitions to democracy, first in Southern Europe in the 1970s and then in Eastern Europe in the 1990s paved the way for the expansion of Western regional organizations committed to liberal democracy. Both the EU and NATO admitted militarily and economic weak countries if they were legitimate (European and democratic) members of the community (Schimmelfennig, 2003). On the other hand, countries with strong exclusive national identities or strong norms of independence and neutrality have been skeptical towards participating in these regional organizations even though they were liberal democracies (Gstöhl, 2002).

Finally, critical political economy approaches to regionalism in Europe focus on transnational class relations and production regimes (e.g.Van Apeldoorn, 2002;Bieler, 2005). In this view, the division of Europe in the Cold War era was at its core a division between capitalism and socialism, in which regional integration served to spread and stabilize the respective production modes and class structures transnationally. Transnational classes are the main actors of regionalism. The unification of Europe after the end of the socialist systems corresponds not only to the dissemination of capitalism but also to a neo-liberal restructuring of the entire region, for which the EU’s single market and trade liberalization agreements with non-member states have been the mainconduitand the EU’s supranational institutions have been the main enforcer. In this perspective, the region is divided into core and periphery countries according to their position in the transnational production regimes. Starting with the core countries of Northwest Europe, characterized by the production of high-technology goods by skilled, high-wage labor, European economic integration has expanded to the periphery countries, first of the South and then of the East. These countries are penetrated by core[bookmark: p188](p. 188)capital and integrated into the core’s production networks by providing cheap labor and goods at the lower end of the value chain. This economic core–periphery structure of the region has remained stable in the course of European integration.

Several of the drivers and conditions of regionalism stipulated by the various theoretical approaches overlap and reinforce each other. Power blocs, ideological communities, and production regimes were largely co-extensive when Europe was divided and have tended to expand together during the unification of the region. The emerging European-Eurasian borders in the East separate Russian and Western spheres of military influence and democratic and autocratic countries as well. In addition, constructivist and political economy approaches highlight internal institutional and economic divisions of the unified region based on identity and economic core–periphery status. By contrast, diffusion does not feature significantly in any of the theoretical approaches on European integration. All appear to agree that European integration is “home-grown,” driven by intra-regional and intra-organizational structures and developments, and a source rather than a product of inter-regional or inter-organizational cross-fertilization.



How Has European Regionalism Developed? Deepening, Widening, and Differentiation


Like the literature on European integration, existing measures and descriptions of institutional design and development in the region have focused on the EU.Schmitter (1969, 163) introduced two basic measures: scope, i.e. the number of integrated policy areas, and level, i.e. “the extent of commitment to mutual decisionmaking” (see alsoBörzel, 2005, 221).Leuffen et al. (2013)collapse level and scope into a measure of “vertical integration” and add “horizontal integration,” i.e. the number of members or the coverage of the region, as a third dimension of integration. Whereas this is still an EU-centered measure, it takes the entire region into account. In addition,Leuffen et al. (2013)include differentiation, i.e. exemptions and opt-outs of member states from policies and the selective integration of non-members, as an additional feature of institutional design. Again, this measure tells us something about European integration rather than just EU integration.
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Figure9.1shows the trajectory of integration from the mid-1950s to 2013 along the three dimensions of vertical integration (“deepening”), horizontal integration (“widening”), and differentiation (Schimmelfennig et al., 2015). The values for each year represent the mean of 18 policy areas. For vertical integration, it is based on Börzel’s scale of level (standardized to values between 0 and 1). Horizontal integration represents the proportion of European states that formally participate at the highest level of integration in each policy area.4Differentiation is measured as the share of differentiated policy[bookmark: p189](p. 189)areas in each year including both internal differentiation (member states do not participate in the policy at the highest level of integration) and external differentiation (non-member states participate in the policy at the highest level of integration).

Three major trends can be discerned. First, European integration is a story of deepening. There were periods of accelerated growth (the 1950s and the 1990s) and periods of relative stagnation (the 1970s and 2000s) but no rollback has occurred so far.5By 2013, the average value for vertical integration of 0.8 indicates that the strong version of the “Community method” (including legislative proposals by the European Commission, qualified majority voting in the Council, co-decision by the European Parliament, and judicial enforcement by the European Court of Justice) is now the typical decision-making mode. Second, the line for horizontal integration similarly indicates that, on average, three quarters of European countries currently partake in the EU’s integrated policies. It is remarkable that the lines for vertical and horizontal integration show roughly the same trajectory and have reached roughly the same level of integration. This indicates that the alleged dilemma of deepening vs. widening does not exist (e.g.Kelemen et al., 2014). Third, however, the dynamic growth in integration has not been uniform. The 1990s have seen a surge in internal and external differentiation; more than half of the policy areas are now differentiated in one way or another. In addition, the EU has created and used an increasing number of grades of EU membership to build institutional relationships with all countries of the region, ranging from simple trade and cooperation agreements via various forms of EU association to several categories of full membership ranging from economic union to monetary union (Schimmelfennig, 2015). Whereas theories of European integration have mostly focused on explaining vertical integration, and horizontal integration or enlargement to a lesser extent, they have treated differentiated integration as an anomaly rather than a constitutive feature[bookmark: p190](p. 190)of region-building in Europe. They can, however, be extended to include differentiated integration (Leuffen et al., 2013).

Differentiated integration can be explained by policy and country characteristics. Regarding policy, the EU has traditionally been a “regulatory” polity (Majone, 1996), seeking to create and regulate a common market but refraining from large-scale redistributive and coercive policies. The EU’s internal market policies show in general the highest degree of combined vertical and horizontal integration: they are supranationally integrated; there are no opt-outs among the member states, but non-members (in the EEA) participate as well. Other policies are characterized by higher politicization. The EU’s main expenditure policies (agriculture and cohesion) have redistributive implications. They were also integrated early as a compensation for market liberalization but remain limited to the member states. Policies affecting core state powers (Genschel and Jachtenfuchs, 2014) produce sovereignty and identity concerns. For this reason, they were integrated comparatively late in the process and with high levels of internal differentiation (Schimmelfennig and Winzen, 2014). The monetary union of the Eurozone comprises only 19 out of 28 member states. Policies related to internal security and migration (Schengen, justice and home affairs) were only (partly) supranationally integrated in the late 1990s and have internal as well as external differentiation. Finally, external security and welfare policies have remained at a low level of vertical integration because they affect core state powers and redistribution most strongly.

Turning to country characteristics explaining differentiated regional integration, we need to distinguish two settings, one in which states refuse (further) integration in the EU, and another in which states are being refused (further) integration by the core countries of the EU (Schimmelfennig, 2015). States refuse further integration if they fear that supranational integration will harm domestic good governance and efficiency and if they value their national autonomy and identity highly. The wealthier and more democratic they are, the better they are governed, and the stronger their national identity is, the earlier in the process they refuse to integrate further and the lower their membership status remains. Similarly, core countries fear that the integration of underperforming countries will produce redistribution, efficiency losses, and a dilution of the EU’s democratic identity. As a consequence, states are refused further integration by the core countries if they are relatively poor and poorly governed. The wealthier they become, the more they consolidate democratically, and the more they improve their governance, the further they are allowed to move towards full membership in the system.

Similar time series of institutional development do not exist for the other major regional organizations of Europe. Some general comparisons can be made, however. First, only the EU features a high level of supranational integration across several policy areas and has experienced significant vertical integration since the end of the Cold War. The CoE possesses supranational powers in the area of human rights protection only: the Strasbourg-based European Human Rights Court receives individual complaints and makes binding decisions. NATO has an integrated military command in Brussels but its post-Cold War institutional development has been characterized by high flexibility in military commitments (Schimmelfennig, 2007). By contrast, the Vienna-based[bookmark: p191](p. 191)OSCE has no supranational features. This comparison suggests that supranationalism in European integration depended on the initial choices of a small group of like-minded founding members.

Second, the organizations have varied in the speed of expansion from West to East. The OSCE was pan-European from the start and immediately admitted the new states of the region. The CoE expanded quickly during the 1990s on the basis of rudimentary democratic requirements: both organizations have a design of inclusive membership and promote liberal democratic norms from within. By contrast, the EU and NATO follow the principle of exclusive membership and require countries to first consolidate democratically before they are admitted. As a result, both organizations have only started to expand in the late 1990s and remained considerably smaller than the OSCE and the CoE. Third, the EU is the most differentiated of the regional organizations. NATO created the Partnership for Peace for (most) non-members. By contrast, the OSCE and CoE have not established formal institutional differentiations for the countries of the region. Tangible security and economic benefits provided to members appear to be correlated with exclusive membership, and exclusive membership goes together with external differentiation.



What Is the Impact of Regionalism on Europe? Peace, Welfare, Inequality, and Democracy


How has regionalism in Europe contributed to peace, welfare, inequality, and democracy in Europe? Peace is often claimed to be the most important achievement of European integration, recognized in 2012 by the Nobel Prize for Peace awarded to the EU. It is true that the member states of the EU, which were engaged in great power rivalry for centuries and started two world wars in the twentieth century, have established a stable security community and expanded it to Southern and Eastern Europe in the course of enlargement. First, however, the EU peace is overdetermined: it could also be explained as an effect of the democratic peace (all EU members are democracies) or the Pax Americana (all big EU members are also NATO members). Second, European peace was possible outside the EU. The Nordic countries, which joined the EU late and only partly, have formed a security community for more than a century. Third, the EU has not been able to end or prevent war outside its area of membership. The civil wars in former Yugoslavia were ended by NATO. The war in Kosovo, however, prompted the EU to develop its own security and defense policy, to establish peacekeeping forces that were subsequently deployed in Bosnia, Kosovo, and Macedonia, and to offer the Western Balkans a membership perspective. EU enlargement remains the most reliable way to stable peace in Europe: accession conditionality provides candidates for membership with a strong incentive to strive for the peaceful management of domestic[bookmark: p192](p. 192)conflicts and conflicts with neighboring states; and inter-state violence is virtually unthinkable among EU members.

Economic studies generally come to the conclusion that EU membership and enlargement have created positive welfare effects.Campos et al. (2014)show that EU accession has had a positive effect on incomes (in the order of 12 percent on average) and growth rates in all new member states with the exception of Greece. The extent of the positive effects varies strongly among new member states but all have been able to narrow the welfare gap to the old member states (again with the exception of Greece). In addition, Eurozone countries benefited more strongly than those that did not adopt the common currency. Even association agreements with the EU have a positive effect on welfare—and one that is stronger in the non-member countries than in the member states (Egger and Larch, 2011). A part of the effect might, however, be attributable to the anticipation of accession.

The impact of European integration on income inequality has varied across time and levels. According toJason Beckfield (2009,2013), between-nation inequality sharply decreased until the early 1970s, fluctuated without a trend between the 1970s and 1990s, and reached an all-time low in the mid-2000s. By contrast, within-nation inequality has increased since the early 1970s as a result of neo-liberal policy reinforced by European integration. The net effect has still been a decrease in income inequality. This analysis does not yet take into account the effects of the financial crisis, however.

Finally, EU enlargement has had positive region-wide effects on democracy. EU democracy promotion among non-member states has proven effective—but only if the EU offered membership (or association as a first step towards accession) as an incentive for democratic consolidation (Schimmelfennig and Scholtz, 2008; see alsoVachudova, 2005;Schimmelfennig et al., 2006). Whereas EU incentives do not trigger regime change, they help overcome domestic resistance against unpopular liberal democratic reforms and lock in democratic consolidation by inducing illiberal parties to modify their strategies (Schimmelfennig, 2005). NATO’s political accession conditionality has also had a positive effect (Schweickert et al., 2011). By contrast, the CoE’s and the OSCE’s socialization-based methods were not effective when used in the absence of conditionality (Kelley, 2004). It is more debatable to what extent the EU is able to stabilize democracy once countries have joined. Recent illiberal developments in Central and Eastern Europe put into question the finding that backsliding has not happened (Levitz and Pop-Eleches, 2010), and the EU has long been associated with a “democratic deficit” (Hix and Føllesdal, 2006).

The study of “Europeanization,” which deals with the impact of regional integration on the policies, politics, and polities of Europe, has mainly focused on the EU and a broad range of individual policies. Europeanization has proven particularly pervasive in the post-Cold War accession process of Central and Eastern European countries both at the policy and the polity level (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2005). At the level of politics, however, European integration has generally strengthened executives and reduced the scope of domestic policy choice and participation both in[bookmark: p193](p. 193)old and new member states (Jurje, 2013). It is furthermore doubtful whether the EU’s Europeanization impact continues beyond its current membership. Weak state and economic capacities slow down the integration of the Western Balkans; in Eastern Europe these impediments are reinforced by Russian geopolitical resistance and EU reluctance to offer a credible accession perspective. As a consequence, Europeanization depends on policy-specific international and domestic conditions and remains patchy and often shallow (e.g.Langbein and Börzel, 2013).



Conclusion


Europe is easily the most extensively studied area of regionalism. Theoretical approaches to regional integration have generally been inspired by, and often focus exclusively on, the experience of post-war Europe. A huge body of literature examines the development of institutions and policies as well as the politics and decision-making processes at the European level. As I have argued in this chapter, however, this rich literature has focused almost exclusively on the organizational growth and activities of the EU. Studies of Europe outside the EU and other European regional organizations have either taken an EU vantage point or failed to contribute to the theory of regionalism.

To some extent, this EU-centeredness was empirically justified in a post-Cold War era characterized by dynamic EU enlargement, expansion of tasks, and encroachments into the turf of other regional organizations. Yet, EU enlargement is slowing down markedly and some countries both in the West and the East of the region are unlikely to become members in the foreseeable future. At the same time as the EU has expanded into new policy areas and deepened supranational integration, it has also created new grades of membership and increased the internal and external differentiation of integrated policies. The EU’s move into security and defense policy has stalled at a low level of integration; and both Russia’s and Turkey’s new assertiveness create limits to the EU’s apparent monopoly in region-building. Europe is likely to remain a system of differentiated integration.
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Table A9.1Regional Organizations in Europe

	Year established


	Institution (abbreviation)


	Issue-areas covered


	Member countries


	Website URL





	1944


	Benelux Union


	Multi-purpose (starting with economy)


	Belgium, Netherlands, Luxembourg


	<http://www.benelux.int/fr>




	1949


	Council of Europe (CoE)


	Democracy, human rights


	

	Belgium, Denmark, France, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom


	Greece, Turkey (1949), Germany, Iceland (1950), Austria (1956), Cyprus (1961), Switzerland (1963), Malta (1965), Portugal (1976), Spain (1977), Liechtenstein (1978), San Marino (1988), Finland (1989), Hungary (1990), Czechoslovakia (1991–1993), Poland (1991), Bulgaria (1992), Czech Republic, Estonia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia (1993), Andorra (1994), Albania, Latvia, Macedonia, Moldova, Ukraine (1995), Croatia, Russia (1996), Georgia (1999), Armenia, Azerbaijan (2001), Bosnia and Hercegovina (2002), Serbia (2003), Monaco (2004), Montenegro (2007)







	<http://www.coe.int/en/>




	1949–1991


	Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (Comecon)


	Economy


	Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Soviet Union, Albania (1949–1961), Germany (DR, 1950), Mongolia (1962), Cuba (1972), Vietnam (1978)


	<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Comecon>




	1949


	North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)


	Security (defense)


	

	Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom, US


	Greece, Turkey (1952), Germany (1955), Spain (1982), Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland (1999), Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia (2004), Albania, Croatia (2009)







	<http://www.nato.int/>




	1952


	Nordic Council


	Multi-purpose


	Denmark, Iceland, Norway, Sweden, Finland (1955)


	<http://www.norden.org/en/nordic-council>




	1952 (European Coal and Steel Community); 1958 (European Economic Community); 1994 (EU)


	European Union (EU)


	Multi-purpose (starting with economy)


	

	Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands


	Denmark, Ireland, United Kingdom (1973), Greece (1981), Portugal, Spain (1986), Austria, Finland, Sweden (1995), Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia (2004), Bulgaria, Romania (2007), Croatia (2013)







	<http://europa.eu/index_en.htm>




	1954–2011


	Western European Union


	Security (defense)


	

	Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, United Kingdom


	Portugal, Spain (1990), Greece (1995)







	<http://www.weu.int/>




	1955–1991


	Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO)


	Security (defense)


	Albania (–1968), Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Germany (DR, –1990), Hungary, Poland (–1990), Romania, Soviet Union


	<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Warsaw_Pact>




	1960


	European Free Trade Association (EFTA)


	Trade


	Austria (–1995), Denmark (–1973), Norway, Portugal (–1986), Sweden (–1995), Switzerland, United Kingdom (–1973), Iceland (1970), Finland (1986–1995), Liechtenstein (1991)


	<http://www.efta.int/>




	1973 (Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe); 1995 OSCE


	Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE)


	Security (collective), democracy


	

	Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia (–1993), Denmark, Finland, France, Germany (FR), Germany (DR –1990), Greece, Holy Seat, Hungary, Ireland, Iceland, Italy, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta, Monaco, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, San Marino, Soviet Union (Russia), Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdom, US, Yugoslavia (Serbia)


	Albania, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania (1991), Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia and Hercegovina, Croatia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Slovenia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, Uzbekistan (1992), Czech Republic, Slovakia (1993), Macedonia (1995), Andorra (1996), Montenegro (2006), Mongolia (2012)







	<http://www.osce.org/>
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(3.) For recent overviews of European integration theory, see e.g.Wiener and Diez (2009);Leuffen et al. (2013);Saurugger (2013).



(4.) For the list of countries, seeLeuffen et al. (2013, 16), plus Kosovo since 2008.



(5.) The small dent in the horizontal integration line during the early 1990s is a statistical effect of the addition of many new states to the European region.
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10 Eurasia

Kathleen J. Hancock and Alexander Libman

Sincethe collapse of the Soviet Union in December 1991, a subset of the 15 newly independent states that replaced the vast communist country have formed a region around Russia, while others have broken off to join Europe and still others have connected with one or more other regions, depending on time and issue-area.1The post-Soviet states minus the Baltics are now generally referred to as Eurasia to denote the basic geographic fact that they spread across the two continents, but also, for some, the political point that this region is historically not entirely of either continent, instead its own unique space. Scholars primarily from Russia, Europe, and the United States (US) have been studying the region since 1991, with Western scholars mostly including the area in theoretical literature but with limited empirics and Russian scholars, occasionally joined by colleagues in Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine, focusing on empirics. When these two groups of scholars work more closely together, we will see significant contributions to our understanding of economic, political, cultural, and other issues in the region. In turn, scholars of regionalism who systematically include this sometimes forgotten region in their comparative analyses will advance the fields, for both those working on regional issues in Eurasia and those studying regionalism from a comparative perspective.



Definition of the Region


Naming Eurasia

Unique to world regions, Eurasia was once a single state, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), which disintegrated into its constituent parts on December 26, 1991, almost exactly 69 years after its founding. The 15 republics subsequently became independent states: three along the Baltic Sea (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania), three[bookmark: p203](p. 203)bordering Europe (Belarus, Ukraine, and Moldova), three along the Caucasus mountains (Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia), five in Central Asia (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan), and Russia itself.

At the conclusion of World War II, the victorious states divided the world into spheres, with the US leading the capitalist/democratic states, and the Soviet Union the communist ones. With the Iron Curtain drawn between East and West, the region of Eastern Europe came to mean European states with communist systems. Institutionally, the Soviet Union and its so-called satellite states of Eastern Europe were united through the Warsaw Treaty Organization and the Council of Mutual Economic Assistance (Stone, 1996;Metcalf, 1998).

Between 1989 and 1991, the once unified communist region completely transformed politically and economically, splitting into Eastern Europe and Eurasia. Communist regimes in Eastern Europe collapsed first, starting with Poland and then Czechoslovakia (which later split into the Czech Republic and Slovakia) and Romania in 1989, followed by Bulgaria, Hungary, and East Germany, which united with West Germany in the Federal Republic of Germany in October 1990. The Eastern European states joined the European Union (EU), with some creating intermediary groups, such as the Visegrád Group of Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic and Slovakia, which created the Central European Free Trade Agreement.2As events rapidly unfolded with communist governments falling like dominoes, some of the Soviet republics began negotiating to reform the USSR into a less centralized Union of Sovereign States. The debate became moot when Belarus, Russia, and Ukraine declared the USSR non-existent and created the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), proclaiming the goal of deep economic and political integration without the communist ideology and with voluntary membership. Some of the Soviet institutions survived the state’s collapse and became part of new regional organizations.

Scholars have used varying names to identify the 15 former republics. In the early 1990s, studies often called them the post-Soviet space or newly independent states. Increasingly, the Baltic states were seen as separate, due to their strong preference for European integration, which culminated in joining the EU and NATO in 2004. Since 1994, all other former Soviet states belong to the CIS, leading some to refer to the group as the CIS, a problematic term since Georgia left the CIS in 2008 and there are many components to the CIS, with varying memberships. In Russia, the informally used term “near abroad” suggested that the region was in Russia’s sphere of influence, a nineteenth-century idea that many in the newly independent states and in the West opposed. Given the political overtones of the term, scholars abandoned its use.

Since the 2000s, a growing literature uses the geographic term Eurasia, as do several economic agreements, research institutes, and journals. The term has been linked to “Eurasianism,” an anti-Western political ideology that developed in Russian emigrant circles in the 1920s and is sometimes used in modern Russia (Laruelle, 2008). However, there is no empirical evidence for a link between this ideology and today’s regionalism. For most English-speaking scholars, the term does not carry a political connotation.



[bookmark: p204](p. 204)Contested Boundaries

Despite the routine use of Eurasia, the region is contested. Some states and their citizens are in geographic, economic, cultural, and political spaces that allow them to see themselves as part of two or more regions. We discuss four regions that are either subsets of the 12 former Soviet states or include some of the 12 plus states outside Eurasia.

By far the most contested region is the border between Eurasia and Europe, with Ukraine as the key state straddling the two, both geographically and politically. While Belarus firmly chose Russia/Eurasia, and the Baltics went with Europe, Ukrainian leaders and their citizens have remained divided between East and West, choosing to maintain strong political and economic relations with both Russia and the EU (Prizel, 1998). Russian leaders have often pressed Ukraine to join Eurasia, with little success. In 2013, Ukraine’s careful balancing act came to a close when Russian President Vladimir Putin made Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych choose between the Association and Free Trade Agreement with the EU and the Russian-led Eurasian customs union. Putin threatened serious economic consequences if Ukraine went forward with the EU accord. On November 20, Russia agreed to grant Ukraine low-cost natural gas and credits in exchange for joining the customs union. On November 21, the Ukrainian cabinet suspended discussions on the agreement, citing economic issues with Russia and calling for three-way discussions with the EU, Russia, and Ukraine. The Ukrainian public went to the streets in mass protests. Yanukovych eventually fled the country, and new elections brought in President Petro Poroshenko who vowed to stand up to Russia. Russia annexed the Crimean Peninsula as Russian territory, following a hastily called referendum in which a majority of residents voted to join Russia (Englund, 2014). As of February 2015, with Moscow’s political and military support, pro-Russian insurgents in eastern Ukraine are clashing with Ukrainian troops (Socor, 2014). The outcome of this clash remains uncertain, as does Ukraine’s fate regarding Eurasia vs. Europe.

The second most discussed region is Central Asia, comprising Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. Despite some variations in their trajectories (Gleason 1997), most scholars view Central Asia as a natural grouping because they are contiguous, predominantly Muslim and Turkic-speaking (except Tajikistan, where a version of Farsi is spoken), share historical, cultural, and economic ties, and rely on clan politics (Olcott, 1995,2005;Collins, 2004,2006;Qoraboyev, 2010). In addition, Central Asia is connected by energy and natural resources. A left-over from the Soviet era, a single electricity grid links the five states (Hancock, 2009). In addition, rivers link the states (Spoor and Krutov, 2003;Zakhirova, 2013). Relatively poor Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan are upstream from fossil-fuel rich Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan (Wegerich, 2004). Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan have occasionally used their upstream positions to deny the others access to water in retaliation for political actions. Common problems bind together the states, notably ecological degradation[bookmark: p205](p. 205)of the Aral Sea; the growth of organized crime, narcotics, drug trafficking, and arms smuggling; considerable outmigration; and criminal elements in the power structure (Ubaidulloev, 2010). The mandate for the 2007 United Nations Regional Center for Preventative Diplomacy for Central Asia notes these common threats (UNRCCA, 2014). Furthermore, Central Asia may be one of the most important areas for informal regionalism called “bazaar networks” (Kaminski and Mitra, 2012). Despite these commonalities, none of the Central Asian economic agreements signed in 1993–2004 are in effect.

Some scholars consider Central Asia to encompass Afghanistan and Mongolia while others include China (Byrd et al., 2006), with a focus on ties preceding Russian imperialism (Christian, 1994). With China and Russia as members, the 2001 Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) is the most important organization in this group. Most SCO research examines the organization’s ability to deal with security threats, with some seeing the SCO as an effective security framework (Aris, 2009) and others being highly skeptical (Laumulin, 2006). Scholars of Russia and China have questioned how the SCO fits into the foreign policy of its leading members (Yuan, 2010;Facon, 2013). Others have debated whether the SCO is an anti-Western alliance, balancing the US and the EU, or if it is merely about members’ security challenges (Aris, 2009;Song, 2013). Finally, some see the SCO as a coalition of autocrats promoting particular norms and values (Ambrosio, 2008;Lewis, 2012).

Our final sub-region is the Black Sea. Archaeological findings suggest that Black Sea civilizations acted as an economic region dating back to the third millenniumbce(Bauer and Doonan, 2012;Bauer, 2009), with the region re-emerging in the post-Cold War era (Ivan, 2012;Aydin, 2005,2009).Dudäu and Guedes (2012)argue that the region has become more important as Central Asian states vie to sell petroleum to Europe. Moreover, states signed a 1992 convention to clean up the Black Sea, where the Danube, Dnieper, and Don rivers empty. In 1993, the UN/World Bank’s Global Environmental Facility and several states funded the Black Sea Environment Program. Finally,Aydin (2009)argues that after 9/11, the US saw the region as a gateway to the Middle East and thus of strategic interest, which in turn brought the EU’s and Russia’s attention, the latter seeing US military bases as a threat to its regional dominance.

States in the trans-Caucasus do not form a region, as conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan makes cooperation impossible. Another group straddles East and West: Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, and Moldova. In 1997, these states formed GUUAM (including Uzbekistan, which withdrew in 2003), an organization widely seen as countering the Russian-led CIS. In May 2006, GUAM members reinvigorated the group, adding the subheading Organization for Democracy and Economic Development, and noting their ambition to join NATO and the EU. The group languished after Ukraine elected a NATO-neutral government. In 2005, Ukraine and Georgia initiated the Community of Democratic Choice but the organization has been largely dormant (Bugajski, 2008, 28–31).





[bookmark: p206](p. 206)Regionalism


Eurasia features a spaghetti bowl of regional agreements with overlapping membership, a development that has occurred over the span of the post-Soviet years. Scholars typically divide Eurasian regionalism into three periods (Olcott et al., 1999;Hancock, 2009;Obydenkova, 2011;Libman and Vinokurov, 2012a).

First, from 1992 to 1994, the CIS dominated, with its ambiguous and wide-ranging goals. While some founding documents discuss strong economic and political cooperation, others look at the CIS as a tool to coordinate reforms and limit the costs of disintegration, in a so-called “civilized divorce.” Initially, the CIS was based on Soviet organizations and institutions (e.g. the Ruble Zone, a currency zone based on the Russian ruble), most of which never functioned properly. In 1993, the CIS members signed several new accords (the New Ruble Zone, the CIS Economic Union, the CIS Payment Union, and the CIS Free Trade Area), mimicking the regional agreements in other parts of the world, particularly the EU. Scholars generally concur that these agreements were never implemented, making the CIS a mostly paper organization. Partial exception was the set of CIS industrial councils, which mostly succeeded in areas where Eurasia inherited indivisible Soviet infrastructure (railroads, electricity grids) and common standards (aviation; seeLibman and Vinokurov, 2012b).

In the second era (1995–2000), smaller groups of states signed accords that were distinct from the CIS (Bremmer and Bailes, 1998;Hancock, 2009). Most required all members to comply fully and used weighted voting for decision-making. This group includes the Customs Union (1995), which later became the Eurasian Economic Community (EurAsEC) of Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, and Tajikistan, and several accords between Russia only and Belarus. The EurAsEC created a limited Free Trade Agreement (FTA) and some tariff harmonization. The Russia–Belarus Union includes free movement of labor and capital and a limited FTA and customs union. However, states did not fully implement the agreements. Economic integration thus remained a series of incomplete accords. The same applied to the security cooperation within the Collective Security Treaty Organization.

Finally (2006–present), agreements were more fully implemented. States formed the Eurasian Development Bank (EDB) and the 2010 Customs Union (CU) of Russia, Belarus, and Kazakhstan. The EDB was established in 2006, obtaining substantial funding from members to finance projects supporting regional integration. The 2010 CU created strong supranational authorities governing trade relations (the Eurasian Economic Commission), established the common customs tariff and removed internal customs checkpoints at the borders of its members. While the 1995 CU was partially implemented (Hancock, 2009) and thus served as a foundation for the next accord, the 2010 CU is considered the first fully functioning Eurasian integration agreement (Dragneva and Wolczyk, 2013). In 2012, the CU members[bookmark: p207](p. 207)signed agreements on economic policy coordination and free factor movement. In 2014, the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU) agreement was signed, which includes ambitious goals of liberalizing markets for services and some goods (e.g. energy and medicines), although with a substantial delay (up to ten years). Thus, there was a fundamental shift between the second and the third eras in terms of implementing the agreements.



Drivers

Most studies concentrate on explaining the lack of drivers for regionalism. Those who do look at drivers mostly emphasize the states’ common past, including regional roads, railways, pipelines, electricity grids, a single currency, extensive trading networks, and a centralized government. Regionalism was meant to manage and profit from these interdependencies (Libman and Vinokurov, 2012a). Furthermore, in some countries (notably Russia and Belarus), an important driver for regionalism was the demand of the public, driven by Soviet nostalgia (Libman, 2007) and persistent social ties between countries (discussed in the “Regionalization” section).

To explain why regionalism has not emerged, most scholars draw on rational choice, constructivist, and domestic politics arguments. First, integration creates redistributional conflicts between members. State policies, especially Russian ones, created negative externalities for neighbors. For example, countries implemented unilateral currency devaluations or imposed tariff and non-tariff barriers (e.g. health concerns) and changed the prices for state-regulated commodities (especially gas). As a result, these policies shifted the terms of trade, making some states more competitive than others, forcing the losers to introduce further protectionist measures. Second, regionalism contradicts nation-building projects that rely on distancing the state from Russia (Abdelal, 2001;Hale, 2008).3Some studies suggest the states differ on the goals of Eurasian regionalism (Kubicek, 2009).Darden (2009)argues that some ruling elites have economic ideologies opposed to regionalism. Third, some claim that because non-democracies find it more difficult to make credible commitments, they are less likely to engage in regional cooperation, a point not supported by the 2010 CU. Fourth, other states or integration efforts may be preferable (Malfliet et al., 2007;Hancock, 2009), notably integrating with the EU might be more advantageous (Movchan and Guicci, 2011;Shepotylo, 2013). However, this option is open only to Ukraine, Moldova, and perhaps Georgia, given that the other states are not in Europe and Belarus’ dictatorship prevents it from joining (Hancock, 2006).

Power asymmetry in the region is an important driver of Eurasian regionalism. In Eurasia, Russia is clearly the dominant state, accounting for 76 percent of the regional gross domestic product (GDP) (as of 2012). Given Russian imperial and Soviet history, combined with rising nationalism and authoritarianism under Putin, many have raised[bookmark: p208](p. 208)questions about Russia’s motives in pushing Eurasian regionalism. Comparative studies have shown that regional plutocrats, defined as economically dominant states that can provide substantial benefits to other members (Hancock, 2009), have historically been required for successful regional economic integration (Mattli, 1999). Has Russia been playing this traditional role or is it a different kind of actor? A number of studies, assuming a realist perspective, argue that smaller states perceive Russian-led organizations as a threat, given the extent of their economic ties, their weak statehood, and, more recently, Russia’s aggressive actions in the region. Some argue that Russia is insufficiently strong to force Eurasian countries to join regional organizations (Libman, 2007), while others argue that Russia can use its economic and political power to entice other states to join. For example, Russia charged Belarus substantially lower natural gas prices in exchange for being a highly active integration member (Hancock, 2006). Thus, there is no consensus on whether Russia has a positive or negative role in increased integration. Moreover, it is not clear why the leading power is consistently supporting multilateral regionalism rather than bilateral bargaining with individual countries, which could give Russia more leverage: it may be related to domestic purposes, geopolitical concerns (Kricovic, 2014), or to appear less threatening.

Most likely, Russia’s role in Eurasian regionalism changed due to domestic political change. Probably the largest strand of the literature interprets Eurasian integration as a tool of Russian foreign policy, used to control the neighboring countries depending on their importance in Russian foreign policy (Tsygankov, 2007;Savietz, 2012). This literature, however, tends to overemphasize the role Russia plays as the key driver of regional integration. At times, Belarus and Kazakhstan have more actively pushed regionalism than has Russia, and Russia has even rejected some proposals for deeper integration.

These largely critical assessments of the feasibility for Eurasian regionalism are at odds with the 2010 CU. This treaty’s success vis-à-vis its predecessors has not yet been explained by the literature. Some preliminary studies link increased regionalism to the 2008 global recession, which made countries more willing to cooperate (Vinokurov and Libman, 2014); reduced economic interdependence compared to the 1990s, which made the regimes more willing to dare cooperation with their powerful neighbor (Libman and Vinokurov, 2015); and the expansion of the European Neighborhood Policy, which made Russia more interested in developing an alternative project for the region (Delcour and Kostanyan, 2014).4Still, empirical research on this topic is mostly lacking. Similarly, there have been almost no attempts to explain the described “spaghetti bowl” of the second era of regionalism. Leaders may have been trying different configurations to improve on preceding agreements; there is no research testing this plausible conjecture.



Institutional Design

Since most regional organizations in Eurasia have never been implemented, institutional design has rarely been subject to empirical scrutiny. Nevertheless, Eurasian[bookmark: p209](p. 209)regionalism has provided a broad array of approaches to institutional design. The CIS was created as an intergovernmental organization, where all members have the right to opt out of agreements or decisions, which many did. This approach was often claimed to be one of the reasons for the implementation gap (Gleason, 2004). In the second and third eras of Eurasian regionalism, the formal design of institutions frequently mimicked that of the EU (Brusis, 2014). From this point of view, design of Eurasian regionalism could be perceived through the lens of the diffusion literature (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). However, Eurasia represents an unusual case since the EU, until recently, has seldom interacted with Eurasian organizations, and most bureaucrats of Eurasian organizations have no European experience (Furman and Libman, 2014). Even more, as mentioned, some of the Eurasian organizations were explicitly designed as attempts at balancing EU policies in its Eastern neighborhood, but still copying the EU design. Further research on this topic is needed.

The design of Eurasian regionalism has certainly been influenced by Russia’s role as a regional power. One case which has been studied is the design of the 2010 CU. Members substantially adjusted their tariffs after joining the CU. It is typically claimed that the common customs tariff was modeled on Russian tariffs, as was the case for the 1994 CU.Mktrchyan (2013a)challenges this view, showing that Russian influence was even smaller than one would expect. More generally,Hancock (2009)considers Eurasia a rare example of “plutocratic” regional agreements, where the smaller members delegate policy-making not to a supranational body as in the EU but to the richest member. From this point of view, Eurasian regionalism experienced a number of changes over time. While CIS regionalism was mostly intergovernmental, the second era of Eurasian regionalism was characterized primarily by plutocratic agreements. It could have been driven by the internal political changes in Russia (making plutocratic agreements more acceptable or desirable), but also linked to the change of power balance between countries. The last factor most likely explains why the plutocratic design did not last: while the 2010 CU was created as a plutocratic agreement, in less than two years it was transformed into a supranational organization with equal powers of all member countries.



Effects

The literature on effects of Eurasian regionalism is minimal. Most of the traditional economic effects of regionalism (i.e. trade or investment) have almost never been empirically investigated until the 2010 CU (with the notable exception ofMichalopoulos and Tarr, 1997)—this is not surprising, given the huge implementation gaps in most Eurasian regional organizations. The 2010 CU with its much smaller implementation gap triggered a large number of studies of its economic effects. Thus far, most studies attempt to forecast the possible implications of the CU on economic ties and welfare effects. Those using computable general equilibrium (CGE) models predict that the CU will have limited or negative effects on its members in terms of overall welfare (World Bank, 2012;[bookmark: p210](p. 210)Tarr, 2012;Carneiro, 2013), but the effects will be distributed unequally among member countries (Astrov et al., 2012). The CU could become welfare-enhancing if it succeeded in removing non-tariff barriers between states and facilitated foreign direct investment (FDI) and labor flows (Tarr, 2012). Only one study, done by the EDB, unambiguously predicts the CU will substantially improve the economic performance of its members (EDB, 2012b). Finally, most recently, studies have looked at empirically observed trade effects. They typically find either no effect, or very weak evidence of trade creation, and even some evidence of trade diversion (Mogilevskii, 2012;Libman and Ushkalova, 2013;Isakova et al., 2013). However, some argue that Eurasian regionalism did have a substantial trade-creating effect (Mktrchyan, 2013b). We anticipate continued analysis of this type.

Eurasian regionalism has frequently been investigated in a different context—as an example of non-traditional effects of regional economic organizations for which the true rationale differs substantially from the declared goals. Questions about Russia’s ultimate goals combined with the predominance of non-democracies in the region makes Eurasia a relevant case for a recent and growing literature on autocracies and “regime boosting” (Chapter2by Söderbaum and Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume). While none of the Eurasian organizations are explicitly anti-democratic, they can be used to prevent democratization. Russia is frequently studied in the regime boosting literature, but few papers explicitly consider Eurasian regional organizations in this context. It has mostly been done from two angles. First, Eurasian regionalism rhetoric may be interpreted as being used by authoritarian regimes to increase their legitimacy (Libman, 2007). Belarus President Alexander Lukashenko, for example, built his regime based on the idea of being the protector of the Russia–Belarus Union. This argument also explains the repeated attempts to establish or develop regional organizations that have little effect: they are only rhetorical devices.5Second, a number of studies look at how these organizations provide legitimacy. For example, CIS Electoral Monitoring seems to regularly endorse electoral manipulations in the Eurasian countries (Kelley, 2012;Russo, 2015). Some also emphasize the role of cooperation of security services (Olcott et al., 1999), partly disguised by anti-terrorism rhetoric. Eurasian regionalism is particularly interesting in this context since, as mentioned, it emulates European regionalism in terms of formal institutions but often positions itself as a contestant to the EU.

This is a nascent literature, which leaves many questions unanswered. First, it is unclear which actors are using Eurasian regionalism as a tool of regime boosting. While Russia is often discussed in this context (Cameron and Orenstein, 2012), other studies suggest a more complex picture of a coalition of autocrats, mutually supporting each other’s regimes (Furman, 2004;Allison, 2008;Collins, 2009). Even then, the motivation for autocrats to promote autocracy abroad is unclear, given that most post-Soviet countries lack a clear ideological foundation for their regimes. The relation between regime boosting goals and geopolitical goals is particularly worth studying (Babayan and Risse, 2015). Second, what is the direction of causality? The fact that Eurasian organizations[bookmark: p211](p. 211)mostly comprise autocratic regimes may reflect both evidence of autocracy-promotion and self-selection of autocracies into these regimes for other reasons (Libman and Obydenkova, 2013;Jackson, 2014). Research would benefit from creating explicit connections to the growing literature on regional cooperation of non-democracies (Mattes and Rodríguez, 2014). Third, the effectiveness of regime boosting is disputed, especially in terms of whether Eurasian regionalism could contribute to it. Distinguishing between the role of external actors and of the domestic conditions for regime transition is challenging. Fourth, what are the unintended effects of joining regional organizations in terms of regime boosting? They may both strengthen the regimes, e.g. by influencing the structure of trade ties (Libman and Obydenkova, 2014). But they may also undermine their power and stability, e.g. if the focus is purely on economic issues (Melnykovska et al., 2012) or if the autocrats’ decision-making is constrained by supranational institutions (Obydenkova and Libman, 2015). A particular challenge is the unclear self-perception of many Eurasian organizations. Only a handful of studies look at this issue (Furman and Libman, 2014); most of them show that even successful organizations are subject to conceptual struggles between different groups.





Regionalization


While regionalism in Eurasia until recently was characterized by major implementation gaps, there is much larger evidence of strong regionalization in the region. Research on regionalization can be subdivided into studies of trade, investments, migration, energy, and culture. Several econometric studies find that intra-regional trade declined substantially after the Soviet collapse, but still remains higher than expected from a standard gravity model (Djankov and Freund, 2002;Fidrmuc and Fidrmuc, 2003;De Sousa and Lamotte, 2007). Studies of FDI and labor migration show greater regionalization than the trade data suggest, thus making Eurasia an exception in terms of the standard theory, assuming labor and investments to be more advanced phenomena of regionalization than trade. On the one hand, there is substantial evidence of growing cross-border investments, with particular attention to emerging multinationals from Russia and Kazakhstan (Crane et al., 2005;Vahtra, 2005;Kalotay and Sulstarova, 2010;Kheyfets, 2011). On the other hand, economic growth in Russia and Kazakhstan attracted a substantial flow of temporary labor migrants from poorer countries; for some of the Eurasian countries, remittances from the temporary migrants abroad became one of the main sources of growth. The FDI literature mostly uses case studies, attempting to identify reasons why Eurasia attracts the bulk of Russian and Kazakhstani investments and the obstacles companies face. Migration in Eurasia is studied primarily by sociologists, identifying the features of migrant communities and the patterns of their behavior; there has been some recent work by economists and political scientists on this as well (Korobkov, 2007;EDB, 2012c).6

[bookmark: p212](p. 212)Energy, natural resources, and related infrastructure have had a significant effect on creating or reinforcing regionalism in parts of Eurasia. Scholars see these as playing differing roles, sometimes creating cohesion and other times tension. Drawing on economic theories,Hancock (2006,2009) andHancock and Lane (2015)argue that oil and gas pipelines have pulled Belarus, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Ukraine closer to Russia than might have otherwise been the case, but also created pressure for these states to find alternate routes to reduce their dependence on Russia. The pipelines are an example of relation-specific assets, physical assets that link together one or more states and that would be costly to rebuild or repurpose for uses that would break the relationship. Regional electricity grids link together different states, as do oil and gas projects, with extraction in one state and refineries across the border in another state.

Culture is another factor connecting Eurasian states. Russian still serves as the lingua franca (Pavlenko, 2006). People in Eurasian countries frequently have relatives or friends in others. Russian mass literature and Russian TV dominate the media landscape throughout the CIS.Sterzhneva (1999)indicates that the extent of this “social integration” in Eurasia is extremely high even as compared to the EU. In the 1990s, a large portion of the population identified themselves with the common “Soviet” origin over their individual state. Increasingly, nationalism is stronger than regionalism, although this varies. Some studies (Rose and Munro, 2008) show that Russians perceive themselves as a “Eurasian” nation, but this self-identification does not necessarily reflect the willingness to develop ties to other Eurasian countries. Large cross-country public opinion surveys have been implemented by a consortium of polling agencies from Eurasian countries, called “Eurasian Monitor,” and from 2012 implemented by the EDB as “EDB Integration Barometer.” They provide a picture, which is heterogeneous not only for different states, but also for different areas (e.g. economic, cultural, or social), but at least in some of them the self-perception as “Eurasian” still seems to dominate (EDB, 2012a).



Drivers

As with regionalism, the studies of regionalization typically refer to the legacy of the common past as the main factor for economic and social interdependence of Eurasia. From this point of view, different aspects of regionalization can reinforce each other (e.g. cultural proximity and common infrastructure could strengthen migration and FDI flows).Kurmanalieva and Vinokurov (2011)investigate the role of path dependence of trade ties and the persistence of common infrastructure on trade (see alsoHancock, 2006,2009). Investments also flourish partly due to persistent Soviet business connections, but can also to some extent be explained by the activity of new companies in emerging industries, benefiting from cultural proximity of Eurasian countries:Kuznetsov (2007)systematically discusses this topic using the theoretical toolbox[bookmark: p213](p. 213)of the business administration literature. Migration, finally, is also due to the survival of cross-border ethnic networks, and cultural and linguistic proximity. Furthermore, the fact that links in migration and investment are more pronounced than in trade can be explained as a specific feature of regionalization evolving from a single state (Libman and Vinokurov, 2010c).

Migration and FDI have emerged with very little support from formal regional organizations—in fact, they flourished where intergovernmental cooperation failed or when governments attempted to restrict emigration or inflow of FDI. This is not to say that political factors had no impact on multinationals and migrants. On the contrary, under Putin, Russia seems to actively use the economic expansion of its multinationals as a tool of political dominance (Tsygankov, 2006), along with more traditional tools of energy dependence (Nygren, 2007). But in many cases investments in Eurasia are made by Russian companies with weak political connections or even by small and medium-sized enterprises. Thus, Eurasia seems to resemble East Asia in the predominance of market-driven integration as opposed to intergovernmental cooperation (see Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume).



Institutional Design

The empirical evidence on the institutional design of various forms of regionalization in Eurasia is almost absent, as is any theoretical literature on this topic. Eurasian regionalization typically proceeds in an informal area. Most investments are organized through offshore companies, which makes investment deals opaque. Eurasian labor migration is predominately informal and semi-legal, or even illegal. In some parts of Eurasia (for example, in Central Asia and in the Caucasus) informal trade networks play a crucial role in organizing cross-border trade ties; there is a literature investigating this topic (Kaminski and Mitra, 2012). Thus, studying institutions of regionalization in Eurasia (e.g. cross-border networks) becomes a difficult task, which has yet to be resolved. In most cases, it is challenging enough to identify the presence of regionalization; providing detailed accounts of how it is organized becomes infeasible for empirical research.



Effects

Evidence of effects of regionalization is equally limited. To start with, there exists no research on how regionalization could affect the demand for regionalism. A widespread argument in the literature suggesting that growing economic interdependence should make companies more interested in formal regional organizations has never been investigated for Eurasia. Since most of the Eurasian countries are authoritarian regimes, the impact of business interests on their leaders’ decisions is highly uncertain. Until recently,[bookmark: p214](p. 214)the impression seems to be that Eurasian regionalism and regionalization proceeded as independent processes, with little impact on each other. The creation of the CU in 2010 changes it, because this organization has substantial impact on trade; however, as mentioned, the empirical evidence regarding this impact is limited.

Research on the impact of regionalization on other social or economic characteristics has been equally limited. The only issue that has been empirically investigated thus far has been the role of trade relations in maintaining economic growth. A number of studies argue that states with higher rates of intra-regional trade exhibited higher economic growth rates (Jenish, 2013;Libman and Obydenkova, 2014). It is again consistent with the literature on “disorganization” in economics (Blanchard and Kremer, 1997), which attributed the economic decline in the post-communist world to the fragmentation of economic ties after the fall of the planned economy, including those interrupted by the new borders in Eurasia. Finally, a number of studies look at the micro-level consequences of regionalization. For FDI, an intriguing question is how Russian investments affect the business practices in the countries they target—while in some cases they seem to be associated with import of better practices, in others Russian business merely strengthens the corrupt practices and prefers an opaque environment (Libman, 2007). For migration, there is a broad array of social consequences, starting from labor market changes over the growth of xenophobia to the transmission of cultures, which is frequently studied by sociologists, anthropologists, and economists.





Conclusion


Until recently, Eurasia has been the forgotten region among comparative regionalism studies. Many scholars and political leaders in the West assumed that efforts at integration were actually Russian attempts to recreate the Soviet Union and thus were better placed in the imperialism literature. Since 2014, when the Ukrainian–Russian crisis broke out, this perspective seems to prevail, though mostly in the media and in think tank research. This chapter seeks to demonstrate that there is much more going on in the region than is often assumed and that Eurasia should be included in comparative regionalism studies. At the least, empire-building should be a point of investigation rather than an assumption.

Research on Eurasia paints a rich picture of regionalism, even as findings are contested: How much regionalism is there? What role have institutions played? Should states join these formal agreements? How contested is the region? We conclude with discussing some of the challenges of researching Eurasian regionalism as well as areas that deserve greater attention.

First, Eurasian regionalism emerged immediately after the collapse of the Soviet Union, which may have affected the way it developed and the behavior of political and[bookmark: p215](p. 215)economic actors.7However, studies of Eurasian regionalism, while advancing arguments explaining success or failure of regional organizations, should explicitly contrast them with explanations of the collapse and the fragmentation of the USSR, or explain why some factors affected the development of the USSR in one way, but may have had a different impact on how Eurasian regionalism has developed. With very few exceptions (Hale, 2008), this type of research is absent.

Second, most of the research has focused on formal regional economic integration. We recommend more research on other types of regionalism, such as interactions between elites, on the effect of lobby and interest groups, citizen perceptions of regionalism, and on security regionalism. At the same time, the functioning of Eurasian regional organizations (especially of the EEU) and the formation of the bureaucracy of the Eurasian Economic Commission should be carefully investigated. Studies on regime boosting and energy regionalism are promising and should be further explored.

Given its increasingly authoritarian nature, Russian intentions are notably difficult to document, leaving scholars unable to conclusively argue about a number of important issues. For example, there is a debate over whether Putin strategically orchestrated the takeover of Crimea and the Eastern Ukrainian independence movement, or whether he badly miscalculated the Ukrainian population’s response to being forced to abandon the association agreement with the EU, and recovered as best he could by being opportunistic. Was he all along using the CU as a tactic to force Ukraine back into the Eurasian fold, or was he sincere in his efforts to create economic regional integration along the lines of the EU? We argue the latter in both of these debates: he had hoped to build a Eurasian Union using more-or-less standard economic pressures and incentives when needed, but underestimated Ukrainian nationalism, which led to the ongoing conflict. Nevertheless, we can only use logic and limited evidence to support these claims. It is likely to take a long time before scholars can formally document Putin’s intentions for Eurasian regionalism.

Finally, as noted at the beginning of this chapter, two separate scholarly communities need to work together: European/American scholars with their theoretical lenses and Russian/Eurasian scholars with their empirical studies. Combining the two research strands can contribute to our understanding of the region and how it fits into comparative regionalism. We hope that our chapter stands as an example of the fruits of this type of collaboration.
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Table A10.1Regional Organizations in Eurasia

	Year established


	Organization


	Issue-areas covered


	Member countries


	Website URL





	
	Primary organizations


	
	
	


	1991


	Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)


	Multi-purpose


	Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia (1993–2009), Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Turkmenistan (self-proclaimed associated member since 2005), Tajikistan, Ukraine (as of 2015, may withdraw), Uzbekistan


	<http://www.cis.minsk.by/>




	1993


	CIS Economic Union


	Economy (never implemented)


	Armenia,

Belarus,

Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, Uzbekistan


	<http://www.cis.minsk.by/>




	1996 (1997,1999)


	Union State of Russia and Belarus (originally Commonwealth, Union of Russia and Belarus)


	Multi-purpose


	Belarus, Russia


	<http://www.soyuz.by/>




	2000-2014


	Eurasian Economic Community (EurAsEC)


	Economy


	Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan (2006–2008)


	<http://evrazes.com/>




	2002


	Organization of Collective Security Treaty (OCST)


	Security


	Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan (2006–2012)


	<http://www.odkb-csto.org/>




	2003


	Single Economic Space


	Economy (never implemented)


	Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Ukraine


	<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eurasian_
Economic_Community#Common_
Economic_Space>




	2006


	Eurasian Development Bank (EDB)


	Finance


	Russia, Kazakhstan, Armenia (2009), Belarus (2010), Kyrgyzstan (2011), Tajikistan (2009)


	<http://eabr.org/>




	2011


	CIS Free Trade Area (CIS FTA)


	Trade


	Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia, Moldova, Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan (special status)


	<http://www.cis.minsk.by/>




	2010 (2012, 2015)


	Eurasian Economic Union (since 2015, originally Customs Union and Common Economic Space)


	Economy


	Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Armenia (2015), Kyrgyzstan (2015)


	<http://www.eurasiancommission.org/en/
Pages/default.aspx>




	
	Central Asian regionalism (post-Soviet Central Asia)


	
	
	


	2002-2005


	Central Asian Cooperation Organization (CACO)


	Economy


	Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan


	


	2007


	United Nations Regional Center for Preventative Diplomacy for Central Asia


	Security, environment


	Kazakhstan,Kyrgyzstan,Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan


	<http://unrcca.unmissions.org/>




	
	Central Asian regionalism (broad Central Asia)


	
	
	


	1985


	Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO)


	Economy


	Afghanistan (1992), Azerbaijan (1992), Iran, Kazakhstan (1992), Kyrgyzstan (1992), Pakistan, Turkey, Tajikistan (1992), Turkmenistan (1992), Uzbekistan (1992)


	<http://www.ecosecretariat.org/>




	1997


	Central Asian Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC)


	Economy


	Afghanistan,Azerbaijan, China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Mongolia, Pakistan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan


	<http://www.carecprogram.org/>




	1998


	UN Special Program for the Economies of Central Asia (SPECA)


	Economy


	Azerbaijan, Afghanistan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan


	<http://www.unece.org/speca/
welcome.html>




	2001


	Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)


	Security


	China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan


	<http://www.sectsco.org/EN123/>




	2003


	Eurasian Group on Combating Money Laundering and Financing of Terrorism (EAG)


	Finance, security


	Belarus, India, Kazakhstan, China. Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan


	<http://www.eurasiangroup.org/>




	2009


	Turkic Council


	Culture, economy


	Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkey


	<http://www.turkkon.org/tr-TR/AnaSayfa>




	
	Black Sea organizations


	
	
	


	1992


	Organization of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC)


	Economy, culture


	Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Georgia, Greece, Moldova, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Turkey (2004), Ukraine


	<http://www.bsec-organization.org/Pages/homepage.aspx>




	1993 (2009)


	Black Sea Environment Program (BSEP); aka Black Sea Commission (BSC)


	Environment


	Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russia, Turkey, Ukraine


	<http://www.blacksea-commission.org>




	2001


	Black Sea Naval Cooperation Task Group (BlackSeaFor)


	Security


	Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russia, Turkey, Ukraine


	<http://www.mfa.gov.tr/blackseafor.en.mfa>




	
	Organizations created to limit Russian influence


	
	
	


	1997 (2001, 2006)


	GUAM Organization for Democracy and Economic Development (GUUAM during the periods Uzbekistan was a member)


	Security, democracy-promotion


	Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Moldova; plus Uzbekistan (1999–2002)


	<http://guam-organization.org/en/node>
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Notes:

(1.) Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the ISA-FLACSO Joint International Conference, Buenos Aires, July 23–25, 2014; and three KFG workshops in Berlin in 2013–2014. The authors thank Tanja Börzel and Thomas Risse and all the conference participants for their guidance and comments, which greatly strengthened this chapter.



(2.) In early post-Soviet studies, these regional integration attempts were discussed along with Eurasian regionalism. However, after the EU admitted the Eastern European states in the 2000s, there was no longer a separate region of Central and Eastern Europe.



(3.) Unlike the standard realist account, the reasons for this distancing are driven not by concerns of international power, but by the fear that closer ties to Russia will prevent the formation of independent national identities.



(4.) From this point of view, Eurasian regionalism is similar to some regional organizations in Latin America, which have also been created to counteract the impact of the US (see Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume).



(5.)Yevstigneev (1997)even argues that economic regionalism in Eurasia serves as a rhetorical tool to protect the interests of Soviet-style monopolies rather than as true economic enterprise.



(6.) The studies of regionalization in Eurasia face a major problem: lack of data. The CIS includes an Interstate Statistical Committee, which maintains detailed statistical accounts on most Eurasian countries. This is much better than in many developing countries, where there is simply no statistical information available. However, the quality of information on the cross-border economic linkages remains questionable. The data on trade are somewhat better, although they also contain multiple gaps (which seem to matter particularly for Central Asia with its developed informal cross-border networks); furthermore, there is a challenge of creating reliable trade statistics in the CU, where internal borders were abolished. Data on investments and labor flows have been even less reliable than for trade. Since 2010, the EDB has made a significant effort to improve the quality of data primarily for two projects: the System of Indicators of Eurasian Integration (SIEI) aggregates a large set of indicators on various forms of economic connections between countries; and the Mutual Investment Monitoring collects press information on FDI transactions in Eurasia. While these data sets have received only limited attention, we expect scholars will use these to publish detailed micro-level studies.



(7.)Libman and Vinokurov (2012a)attempt to develop a theory of what they call “holding-together regionalism” in Eurasia.
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11 Asia

Anja Jetschke and Saori N. Katada

Forthe last 20 years, Asia has experienced considerable regionalization, the intensification and deepening of economic, political, and social ties. But when it comes to regional institutional consolidation, Asia seems to have been a complete outlier (Langhammer, 1995). Studies of regional integration were extremely rare in the past. In the early 1990s, the policy community discussed the region as a counter-model to the model of integration through the pooling and delegation of sovereignty in the European Union (EU) (seeStieglitz, 1996;World Bank, 1993). Conventional approaches to international relations (IR) dominated scholarly debates about Asia as a region. This has changed recently, and Asia, particularly Southeast Asia, has become the center not only of regional institution-building, but of lively debates on the nature of regionalism, its institutional design, and its effects.

This chapter hence argues that one of the most puzzling features of Asian regionalism as compared to other regions is its limited formal institutionalization or the contrast between high levels of regionalization as compared to low levels of regionalism. We address how various literatures explain this phenomenon. The following section defines Asia as a region from various angles. The second section describes the evolution and characteristics of regional institutions in Asia with a focus on the contrast between vibrant regionalization dynamics and “soft” regional institutions. The third section examines how theoretical approaches address the empirical puzzle of this gap, and the fourth section discusses Asian templates for institutional designs. We do not find a compelling explanation in the existing literature for the overall characteristics of Asian regionalism. We integrate two major approaches, the literature on developmental states and diffusion approaches in International Political Economy (IPE) and IR, to account not only for the limited amount of delegation, but also a more recent phenomenon among Asia’s institutions: institutional emulation.



[bookmark: p226](p. 226)Asia as a Region: Geography, Civilization, Power, Institutions


Regions are constructs of “physical, psychological, and behavioral traits” and at each temporal stage such constructs are defined and redefined (Pempel, 2005, 4). Asia’s geographical definitions are highly ambiguous with huge expanses of land and islands and with its diverse population and cultures, and so is its identity as a region. The region of Asia is vast, stretching from the Pacific Islands from the east all the way to Pakistan to the west; it expands as far north as Mongolia and includes Indonesia and Papua New Guinea in the south.1Asia’s geographical borders are easier to draw along the Pacific coast than on the continental shelf. While it is relatively clear that Mongolia still belongs to Asia, it is less clear whether Pakistan or Afghanistan belong to it or not.

Given the absence of natural geographical boundaries, one way to construct the region has been through power (Katzenstein, 2005), resulting in changing geographies of “Asia” with distinct sub-regional definitions. Politically, the Asian continent has long been dominated by Chinese dynasties, which perceived themselves as the core of a Sinic civilization with several tributary states grouped around it (Kang, 2012). In the eighteenth century, when the Chinese empire was at its largest (comprising Mongolia, Sinkiang, and Tibet), its orbit also included states on the Indian subcontinent (Nepal), Southeast Asia (Annam, Myanmar), and East Asia (Japan and Korea). During Asia’s colonization (1842–1942), the region was primarily divided into European and Asian sub-regions, with Southeast Asia being dominated by European powers and Northeast Asia dominated by China, Japan, and Russia. China became divided into spheres of influence among the colonial powers resulting almost in its annihilation.

Asia’s political geography changed again in the late nineteenth century until World War II. It was re-Asianized, when Japan expanded to continental East Asia, expelled European powers from Southeast Asia, and developed its vision of an enlarged East Asian co-prosperity sphere, encompassing Korea, Manchuria, and Southeast Asia including Indonesia and the Philippines. During the Cold War East–West confrontation, the main dividing line was ideological, with China, the northern part of the Korean peninsula, and the former French colonies all turning communist, and Japan and Southeast Asia becoming Western-oriented. These experiences have contributed to Asia’s diversity. Regionalism in Asia of the twenty-first century has evolved amidst a challenging and mutable environment.

From a civilizational perspective, Asia was also defined from the outside (Suzuki, 2014). Starting as a region named by a Greek historian and later defined by Western colonialism, Asia was for a long time a construct of the strategic and cultural notion held by the West as being non-European (Goderment, 1997). Despite some emerging ideas from within Asia through contested imageries of Sun Yat-sen, Jawaharlal Nehru, or Okakura Tenshin, modern Asia continued to be defined by the major non-Asian powers in the twentieth century, and principally by the United States (US) and the Soviet Union[bookmark: p227](p. 227)through the Cold War. Finally, the liberation of Asia’s identity from outsiders has arguably begun in earnest in the last couple of decades where Asia will be increasingly constructed from the inside rather than from outside while even the internal “idea of Asia” remains starkly contested among diverse members of the region (Acharya, 2010, 1001).

Another way of defining Asia is through its institutions, although this provides some challenges. As discussed in this chapter, in the mid-1990s, Asia was known as a region or a series of sub-regions with thin or weak regional institutions even though the region was increasingly connected with common security threats and active business networks (Katzenstein and Shiraishi, 1997). Accordingly, Asia could be defined by its sub-regional groupings, with Southeast Asia defined by membership in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), and South Asia defined by membership in the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC), encompassing Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, the Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Afghanistan.

Transregionalism has historically been an important phenomenon for Asia’s institutional approach (Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume). The Non-Aligned Movement, founded in 1955 with India and Indonesia as key members and encompassing important Asian but also African countries is one such important transregional organization. So is the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum with the aim of liberalizing trade among the members, which expanded to 21 countries in and around East Asia at the time of its prominence in the mid-1990s (Katzenstein and Shiraishi, 1997). Most recently and with the rise of China, strategic thinkers of the Asia Pacific are promoting the concept of the Indo-Pacific covering the expanse from the western hemisphere through Oceania to the Indian Ocean (Medcalf, 2013).

Regardless of the definition, Asia is very heterogeneous in terms of levels of development as well as political systems of the various countries. The region features democracies as well as autocracies, Western capitalist as well as communist economic systems, and currently the region houses 60 percent of the world’s population with the world’s two most populous countries, China and India. There are states where the population adheres predominantly to Confucian, Buddhist, Hindu, Christian, or the Islamic religion as well as a mix of religions. Countries with a per capita gross domestic product (GDP) above the world average coexist with countries whose per capita GDP is far below average. The region is heavily influenced by the competition among two emerging powers, China and India, which capture 20 percent share of global GDP, as well as two large advanced economies, Japan and the US.



Evolution of Regionalism in Asia over Time and How to Explain It


Three observations provide starting points for debates on Asian regionalism. The first one is the low level of formal regional institutionalization in Asia (see section on[bookmark: p228](p. 228)institutional design). This contrasts, second, with the high level of regionalization as evidenced in Asia’s regional production networks (Asian Development Bank, 2010). The coexistence of these two elements, and the fact that high levels of regionalization are not associated with high levels of formal institutionalization, is puzzling. The third observation is the coexistence of dense patterns of bilateral treaties especially in trade and security, which often undergird the multilateralism of regional institutions (Appendix TableA11.1). The question of “bottom-up and society-led” versus “top-down and state-led” drivers of Asian regionalism, thus, became the subject of heated debates (Quiliconi and Wise, 2009;Solís and Katada, 2009).

Crucial components of the region’s dynamism are economic production networks. They are frequently regarded as the main drivers of economic regionalization in Asia rather than state-led multilateral institutions. Informal and business-driven manufacturing networks across multiple nations linked by investment and intra-firm trade (Hatch and Yamamura, 1996) or ethnic Chinese business networks connected the region (Peng, 2002;Weidenbaum and Hughes, 1996). Along with economic exchanges, various channels link the region through advanced infrastructure and communication as well as movement of business people. Such activities closely connect business-led regional production and regional investment strategies mainly of Japan and China (Hatch and Yamamura, 1996;Peng, 2002;Tachiki, 2005;Aggarwal, 2005;Katzenstein, 2005). Intra-regional ties have grown rapidly, as trade among the 15 East Asia nations increased tenfold to US$5,316 trillion (Fig.11.1.), with regional partners accounting for 50 percent of their trade and 48 percent of their foreign direct investment (FDI) flows (Asian Development Bank, 2015;Hameiri and Wilson, 2014). In terms of trade by region, there are larger differences, with East Asia accounting for almost 80 percent of Asia’s economy and trade, and South and Southeast Asia’s trade each accounting for 10 percent of overall Asian trade (Dent, 2014).

Regionalism in Asia is characterized by its slow pace of regional institution-building. Where institutions exist, with trade and security only the most prevalent ones, they are characterized by low levels of institutionalization. Academics have described this in a number of ways: as “self-blocking security multilateralism” (Katzenstein and Okawara, 2004, 116), “perennial under-institutionalization” (Beeson, 2010, 330), or an “organizational gap” (Calder and Fukuyama, 2008). It is noteworthy that many global trends in regional institution-building have not arrived in Asia or do so only slowly, such as peacekeeping and conflict mediation despite locally high conflict densities (Mullenbach, 2005; Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, this volume), regional courts for dispute settlement (Alter, 2014; Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume), or the democratic governance of states (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume;Börzel and Van Hüllen, 2015;Jetschke, 2015).

Moreover and despite high interactions with regard to regionalization, where institutions exist, such as ASEAN or the ASEAN+3 (ASEAN plus China, Japan, and South Korea), they are characterized by low levels of formality, a relative weakness of centralized institutions and of binding agreements, relatively imprecise agreements, as well as consensus on the lowest common denominator (Kahler and MacIntyre, 2013).[bookmark: p229](p. 229)In short, Asia has experienced regionalization without regionalism (MacIntyre and Ravenhill, 2013).

Asia has no pan-Asian regional organization that encompasses all countries in the vast geographic area comparable to the Organization of American States or the African Union, nor does a common region-wide identity exist (Chapter24by Checkel, this volume). Some states, such as North Korea or Cambodia and Laos until recently, are not very integrated in regional and international structures at all. The evolution of Asian regionalism is complicated by the question of whether or not to include the US and other countries on the eastern side of the Pacific (Higgott and Stubbs, 1995;Goh, 2009). Within the sub-regions, however, there have always existed deeper regional governance structures. These sub-regions have often engaged quite actively in transregional cooperation with the US featured prominently.

How have these regional dynamics evolved? Many of the earlier efforts after World War II to build regional institutions were external initiatives, such as France’s and Great Britain’s post-colonial designs for Southeast Asia (the French Union and the Malayan Federation, respectively), or the US-led Southeast Asian Treaty Organization (SEATO, 1954), a NATO-like alliance. These regional arrangements did not last. The first attempt to establish a regional organization among regional states was the Southeast Asian Friendship and Economic Treaty (SEAFET, 1957), and later the Association of Southeast Asia (ASA, 1961). ASA became dysfunctional due to a militarized conflict between Indonesia and Malaysia in 1963, but evolved into ASEAN after both countries had solved their territorial disputes.

Formed in 1967, ASEAN, originally founded by Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand, has the longest history as a regional organization (Jetschke, 2012). The end of the Vietnam War, the détente between the US and China, and the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia prompted ASEAN members to develop regular meetings and diplomatic routines on a regional level (Narine, 2002;Acharya, 2001). It was joined in the 1980s by Brunei and after the end of the Cold War expanded to include the former communist countries Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, and Vietnam. Originally founded to guard member states security against foreign interference by any of the great powers in the region, ASEAN has slowly expanded into other areas of cooperation, such as trade and investment, as well as non-traditional security issues such as environment and public health (Caballero-Anthony and Cook, 2013).

In the absence of other regional organizations in Southeast Asia and Northeast Asia, ASEAN provided the nucleus for other regional organizations in East Asia, such as the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) established in 1994, the ASEAN+3, and the East Asian Summit (EAS, 2005). Not only does ASEAN connect large Northeast Asian countries with those in Southeast Asia through “ASEAN+” arrangements, it has also become the connector between East Asia and South Asia as India has become increasingly active in engaging with the ASEAN framework. In a way, ASEAN has evolved to be the trendsetter of a large bulk of regional integration efforts across multiple issue-areas. It has also engaged the EU in a wider inter-regional dialogue including ten Northeast and Southeast Asian members through Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM, 1996;Gilson, 2012).

[bookmark: p230](p. 230)The most important regional organization in South Asia is the SAARC, which has provided a comprehensive umbrella of regional cooperation among its members since 1985 (Saez, 2012;Dash, 2012). Regionalism in this sub-region, however, is heavily overshadowed by the Indian–Pakistani conflict and India’s preponderant power in the region, which is perceived as a threat by most of its neighbors (Dash, 2012). Economic integration and intra-regional trade are the lowest in the region and because of a preeminent security dilemma and economic regionalization has not developed much traction. India is currently forging integration among Indian Ocean Rim states in the Indian Ocean Rim Association (IORA, 1997) as a transregional organization encompassing Asian, Arabic, and African states. IORA explicitly avoids binding agreements.

The Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) established in 2001 between China and Russia as well as Kazakhstan, Kirgizstan, Tadzhikistan, and Uzbekistan has emerged as an important regional organization. The SCO was predated by the Shanghai Five Group (1996), which was designed as a confidence- and security-building institution. The organization exemplifies China’s efforts to improve its security relations with and gain influence over its continental neighbors of Russia and Central Asian countries. It has also been described as an organization designed to contain NATO’s emerging influence in Central Asia (Aris, 2011).

The Asian Financial Crisis (AFC) of 1997 is widely perceived as a critical juncture for regionalism in Asia, both in the sense of institution-building and regional identity. The interdependent nature of the crisis meant that no single government could solve the crisis alone, but regional institutions were lacking. In the absence of support either by the US or the International Monetary Fund (IMF), leaders faced a situation of “self-help or no help” (Lin and Rajan, 1999). The incentive to push for regional institution-building increased (Wesley, 1999;Webber, 2001), leading to the establishment of more exclusive and formal regional institutions such as ASEAN+3. The Chiang Mai Initiative (CMI, 2000) emerged out of the ASEAN+3 cooperation and is widely regarded an example of East and Southeast Asian regional cooperation (Henning, 2002;Chey, 2009;Ciorciari, 2011). ASEAN+3 has also stimulated functional cooperation among its members, involving investment, trade, environment, and drug control (Tsunekawa, 2005;Terada, 2012). Finally, the EAS has engaged the heads-of-state from all the ASEAN+3 countries as well as those from Australia, New Zealand, and India since 2005, which was expanded to include Russia and the US in 2011.

Bilateral agreements in trade and security also expanded. In security, a pattern of bilateral defense and military arrangements between the US and Asian states exists with neither the US nor its Asian partners showing inclination to change them in favor of multilateral initiatives (Cha, 2014). In trade, Asian states have developed dense regional and transregional networks of free trade agreements (FTAs), contributing to the phenomenon of a “noodle bowl” of overlapping bilateral FTAs (Dent, 2010;Kawai and Wignaraja, 2013).

[image: Asia]Figure 11.1Intra-Regional Trade Share of ASEAN.

(Source: Asian Development Bank, Asia Regional Integration Center).







How, then, do existing IR approaches explain the puzzle of low levels of regionalism despite high levels of regionalization in the context of a broad regionalism debate? Realist[bookmark: p231](p. 231)approaches explain the low degree of institutionalization or even absence of institutions in Asia as an outcome of the policies of the major great powers (Mastanduno, 2009;Roy, 1994). Institutions are epiphenomenal according to realism and have no explanatory force independent of the major powers supporting them. Consequently, strong institutions are likely where they are supported by a hegemon; weak institutions or no institutions emerge where these are subject to intense rivalry among several major powers competing for hegemony. During the Cold War, the great powers were the Soviet Union and the US, as well as Japan and China. Rivalry between the US and the Soviet Union replicated the bipolar system, enabling cooperation between members of the two exclusive camps without region-wide institutions.

After the Cold War, this configuration of power has changed according to realists, with China rapidly assuming the center stage of great power rivalry with Russia’s relative power declining. Accordingly, there is a perception that “the Cold War didn’t quite end in East Asia” (Wesley, 2009, 71), that Asia was “ripe for rivalry” (Friedberg, 1993; cf.Christensen, 1999), or that classic balance of power problems persisted. Rapidly shifting power capabilities prevented institutionalization (Grieco, 1997). Even where the Asian countries have managed to establish some level of cooperation, as seen in the area of finance and monetary affairs in the aftermath of the AFC, competition between China and Japan has profoundly shaped the level of cooperation (Grimes, 2009). While realism explains the relatively low level of security cooperation quite well, it has a hard time explaining the high level of regionalization which undergirds interactions among Asian states, particularly in East and Southeast Asia. From a realist perspective, these economic interactions should also be affected by state concerns for security and be viewed in terms of relative gains (Mastanduno, 2014).

Regional institutions do not prominently figure in the theories and approaches of IPE. In his comparative study of regionalism in Asia and Europe,Katzenstein (2005)explains the shape and character of Asian regionalism as an outcome of the distinct liberal hegemony[bookmark: p232](p. 232)of the US and its close relationship to core states, in this case Japan. US hegemony ensured that regions are porous, i.e. they do not form trading blocs but are embedded in international trade structures. Yet, they are also fundamentally shaped by the domestic structures of core states. The networked character of domestic politics has been externalized by Japan and produced production networks that structure regional cooperation. While convincing for East Asia, the explanation might be challenged by South Asia, where the US has not influenced the evolution of an open regionalism despite having links to Pakistan.

Liberal theories take the domestic structures and politics of transnational groups within states as their starting point to explain varying levels of regionalism. Accordingly, issue-specific interdependencies between states create a demand for regional institutions to provide solutions to these challenges. Thus,Milner (1999)argues that industry pressures from increasing returns to scale push governments to seek regional trade arrangements (cf. Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). While providing fascinating analyses, liberal approaches ultimately fail to explain the puzzle, as we should observe much higher levels of regionalism given the dense network of exchanges.Katzenstein (2005)and others (Goldsmith, 2007;Ravenhill, 2009) even argue that high levels of regionalization and production networks have mitigated pressures towards the establishment of regional multilateral institutions. However, this turns a liberal explanation against itself,Haggard (2014)notes, as it breaks the causal link between interdependence and institution-building. In her comparative study of Asia, the Middle East, and Latin America,Solingen (1998)argues that “regional orders” are shaped on a regional level by varying configurations of domestic coalitions between internationalist and nationalist coalitions (Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume). Depending on the mix and match of coalitions, therefore, regional trade orders will be more or less open and stable. The literature on the “developmental state” (Haggard, 1990;Clark and Chan, 1995;Woo-Cumings, 1999;Johnson, 1982) explains Asia’s openness as an outcome of individual liberalization strategies, as the East Asian states, led by Japan in particular, prioritized export-led industrialization and unilaterally lowered trade barriers. According to this explanation, region-wide economic liberalization can occur promoted by unilateral state policies without setting up regional institutions.

Constructivism solves the puzzle of mismatch between high levels of regionalization vs. low levels of institutionalization through an identity-centered approach. Constructivists argue that it is the ability of institutions to form collective identities, a sense of belonging to an international community and identification with others, that produces stable regionalism and predictable interactions rather than an institution’s degree of formalization (Acharya, 2009;Khong, 2004;Narine, 2002; Chapter24by Checkel, this volume). Thus, there can be regionalism without formal institutions. ASEAN members have managed to create this collective identity, whereas it is missing in other sub-regions. Moreover, this identity is based on shared beliefs in preserving sovereignty (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume). Due to the competition for leadership between Japan and China in East Asia and India and Pakistan in South Asia such a collective positive identification is absent, explaining the lack of common institutions in these sub-regions. Others have also interpreted the AFC as a watershed spurring[bookmark: p233](p. 233)identification among Asian states. Political resentment, which arose as many Asian countries faced economic hardship and Western criticisms, led many Asian leaders to blame “outsiders” as the causes of their plight (Higgott, 1998). Establishing “the other” to be responsible for the region’s problems has made unity in Asia easier to achieve than otherwise (Terada, 2003).

Blending many of the concepts of these earlier approaches, the English School as a historical approach to regionalism focuses on the path-dependent evolution of regionalism. This approach does not expect universal covering laws to work on a regional level anyway and focuses instead on the emergence of regional-specific primary (international and regional norms) and secondary institutions (regional organizations) to explain the relative stability of regional order in Asia (Buzan and Zhang, 2014a;Goh, 2013;Hurrell, 2007). This approach takes at its starting point the large heterogeneity and intense rivalry among Asian states to explain why Asia has nevertheless developed stability with “regionally distinctive attempts to achieve order, security and prosperity” (Buzan and Zhang, 2014b, 15). Accordingly, Asia presents a particularly interesting case of a region which has achieved similar collective goods as Europe under very different conditions.

As the above discussion demonstrates, the various theoretical approaches provide different explanations for the puzzle of high regionalization vs. low regionalism. It is not evident to us that any one of the approaches exhibits greater explanatory power over others. In fact, rigorous theory testing is currently not the strength of theories of Asian regionalism. Yet, it is clear from the very breadth of theoretical approaches that Asia quite obviously does not work according to the standard models of regional integration (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume).



Explaining Institutional Design and Its Effects


Low levels of delegation characterize Asian regional institutions in general, and where institutions exist, intergovernmentalism defines the approach to regional cooperation (Lake, 2007;Haggard, 2014). Few Asian regional institutions have developed into dynamic arrangements. Thus, the discussion of regional institutional designs has focused on two issues: Why is there so little delegation? And is intergovernmental regionalism effective?

Among the population of regional organizations, ASEAN is the most integrated, both in terms of the establishment of regional structures of collective decision-making as well as its de facto economic integration. In terms of institutional design, ASEAN started in the late 1960s with a highly decentralized institutional structure not dissimilar to the decentralized design of the European Free Trade Area (Jetschke, 2012) or today’s North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) (Chapter7by Duina, this volume).[bookmark: p234](p. 234)While the Association had a number of functional committees responsible for cooperation along sectoral lines, responsibility for each of these committees lay with individual member states, which also formally hosted them. Instead of relying on a centralized General Secretariat, the Secretary General was supported by national ASEAN Secretariats in each member state (Wah, 1992). Moreover, a consensus principle pertained in all decision-making bodies (Alagappa, 2003).

As described in detail elsewhere (Khong and Nesadurai, 2007), organizational reforms in 1992 and 2008 have increased centralization within ASEAN: Members have established a central secretariat, expanded its staff, and strengthened the position of the Secretary General. The ASEAN Charter (in effect since 2008) envisions an integrated ASEAN Community, with integration to be organized in economic, political-security, and socio-cultural communities. The ASEAN Economic Community (AEC) pursues the goal of achieving a common market modeled after the European Community, but without establishing institutions comparable to the EU Commission. A coordinating Council plus a newly institutionalized group of permanent representatives is responsible for policy coordination. Members have also taken the unprecedented step of introducing a human rights mechanism. The mechanism is strictly intergovernmental and “piggybacks” on the Charter-based system of the United Nations (UN) in the sense that it relies on state reports submitted to the UN (Jetschke, 2015;Langlois, 2012). Despite developing its own cooperation method, ASEAN still has not adopted “compliance” procedures (the very term remains controversial among members); yet, it has established mechanisms to promote implementation through setting regional benchmarks, evaluating national progress towards common ASEAN objectives, and promoting mutual learning. This distinct development of ASEAN is different, however, from ASEAN-driven institutions in the wider region. The level of centralization and competencies of the ARF chair have remained an issue of contention, with ASEAN members resisting efforts by the US and Japan to provide the forum with more leadership and capacity (Yuzawa, 2012a).

Despite variation, similarities exist in the overall approach to institution-building in the region. Institutional designs reveal a preference for low sovereignty costs and voluntary compliance mechanisms, and they rely on consensual decision-making (Kahler, 2000). Instead of surveillance by a supranational body (like the EU Commission), we frequently find scientific-like surveillance bodies or agencies that engage in information gathering and promote benchmarking and mutual learning. There is also a systematic connection to global international organizations (Dent, 2014), so much so that some functions are assumed by these international organizations. For example, Asia has not developed regional courts. Instead, governments rely on mechanisms provided by the World Trade Organization (WTO) for dispute settlement or the IMF. AsVoeten (2013)demonstrates, Asian states are not averse to legal dispute settlement; they only delegate it to institutions outside of Asia.

A low level of delegation is also the characteristic of regional currency arrangements in Asia where most of the countries have relied on the US dollar as its benchmark for the last several decades (Chapter16by McNamara, this volume). There is now an emerging[bookmark: p235](p. 235)transition to rely more on the Chinese currency, Renminbi (Katada and Henning, 2014). A notable institutionalization is seen in the financial area where the CMI has evolved into a multilateral institution, the Chiang Mai Initiative Multilateralization (CMIM). CMI was originally designed as a network of bilateral currency swap agreements through which the financially capable East Asian states (China, Japan, South Korea) guarantee access to key currencies by the less capable states. However, disbursement was dependent on prior good-faith negotiations with the IMF, which means that (a) the commitment by Asian governments itself did not entail high costs, and (b) the “regional solution to regional problems” (Acharya, 2014, 49) was dependent on prior international commitment. CMI funds would be supplemental to the IMF agreement and backed up by IMF conditionality (Grimes, 2014). Over time, the financial commitment of East Asian governments to CMI has significantly increased (from $40 billion to $240 billion) and the IMF link has been weakened: to ensure macroeconomic surveillance, the ASEAN Macroeconomic Research Office (AMRO) was established in 2011. In effect, CMI increases the financial quotas for countries in need provided by the IMF, making CMI a “substantially larger potential provider of currency crisis funding” (Grimes, 2014, 289). Thus, while the CMIM presents a case of an innovative institutional design without supranational delegation, the commitment to actual delegation to the CMIM has never been tested.

In the area of trade, FTAs in the region were not only slow to develop (Solís and Katada, 2007), but also less legalistic than those found in other regions such as the legally binding dispute settlement mechanism in NAFTA (Smith, 2000; Chapter7by Duina, this volume). While most of the more recent FTAs include dispute settlement provisions, they are considered a “quasi” judicial type of mechanisms as they lack a standing tribunal for the third-party adjudication of disputes and establish only weak mechanisms to ensure compliance (Chase et al., 2013; Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). The FTAs concluded between India and its neighbors have no judicial dispute settlement provisions.2Moreover, in sharp contrast to the European Court of Justice, no trade disputes in the region have ever been brought to any of the dispute settlement mechanisms in the region including that of ASEAN. Hence, similar to the CMIM, the commitment to delegation has not yet been tested.

Given the low degree of regional institutionalization and little independent integration dynamics, theoretical debate of Asia’s institutional design focuses on the question of whether there can be effective institutions without delegation. Regional integration theories are largely absent from the debate, as Asia does not have much in common with the discussion in Europe or Latin America. This empirical puzzle in Asia has also challenged the explanatory value of Eurocentric institutional design theories (Breslin and Higgott, 2000; Chapter6by Acharya, this volume).

In the 1990s, constructivism emerged as the key approach to explaining the institutional design of ASEAN and the regional organizations that followed. The norms underpinning Asian regionalism, i.e. a strong emphasis on sovereignty, non-interference, and territorial integrity, that worked against stronger forms of delegation have become the focus of discussion. According toAcharya (2009), these norms are deeply embedded in the anti-colonial identity of Southeast and South Asian states and build their “cognitive[bookmark: p236](p. 236)prior” for institutions. With ASEAN “driving” many other regional initiatives, these norms have been exported to other regional institutions, such as the ARF, and ASEAN+3. Concerning the effects of regionalism, constructivists show that institutions such as ASEAN “socialize” their members into a pattern of cooperative behavior including China which had only limited experience with international institutions (Johnston, 2008). However, this approach does not explain why socializing effects of institutions have not led to deeper forms of regionalism as the process reached a “glass ceiling” of cooperation. Regional organizations like the ARF have not developed deeper cooperation mechanisms or failed to implement their schedules (Haacke, 2009), and many regional arrangements in Asia are criticized as mere “talk shops” (Martin Jones and Smith, 2007). Finally, some argue that socialization occurs the other way round: from China to ASEAN members (Yuzawa, 2012b).

From a liberal perspective, the lack of delegation emerges from the large heterogeneity among countries in the Asian region and beyond (Kahler and MacIntyre, 2013;Capanelli et al., 2010). Resistance to delegation is an outcome of the dilemma arising from institutional widening, on the one hand, and institutional deepening, on the other. ASEAN’s preferences for loose forms of organization already reflect this heterogeneity among the founding members, and it has subsequently influenced the institutional development in Asia. The demand for integrating new members has increased this heterogeneity, first in ASEAN itself (with the integration of Vietnam, Laos, Myanmar, and Cambodia), and then in the ARF or the EAS. The challenge of Chinese influence in these institutions prompted the integration of new members and aggravated the challenges (Haggard, 2013, 196). Surveillance, the primary function of delegation, is then replaced by sovereignty preserving alternatives, such as bodies with research capacity that suggest ways to improve implementation (Haggard, 2013, 210–216). But how can we then account for institutions that have created such bodies, like the CMIM and ARF, but have not markedly progressed towards delegation (Yuzawa, 2012a)?

The need to explain the implementation gap of ASEAN has led scholars to examine the diffusion of institutional designs among regional organizations and institutional similarities motivated us to focus on how Asian institutions are embedded into international economic structures (Ba, 2014; Chapter5by Risse, this volume). A number of authors have argued that pressures to conform to international norms or economic competition have prompted adaptations by Asian regional institutions, a process which symbolizes a departure from the ASEAN Way (Katsumata, 2010). Some studies argue that ASEAN has been subjected to an EU diffusion effect (Jetschke and Murray, 2012). The main controversy here is whether such transfers are the outcome of legitimacy-driven mimicry, learning, or competition, and whether these adoptions actually increase the effectiveness of ASEAN and mitigate its earlier implementation problems or prolong them (Jetschke, 2009;Wong, 2012;Rüland and Bechle, 2014;Murray and Moxon-Browne, 2013;Beeson and Stone, 2013).

Our alternative liberal explanation concentrates on the nature of the developmental state in Asia and the constraints this institutional legacy imposes on regionalism[bookmark: p237](p. 237)(Katada and Henning, 2014;Katada, 2012;Haggard, 1990;Beeson and Breslin, 2014;Stubbs, 2012). Internally, a “developmental state” is characterized by a developmental elite, relative autonomy of the state apparatus, a competent and insulated economic bureaucracy, a weak and subordinate civil society, and the capacity to manage local and foreign economic interests (Leftwich, 2000). The argument is that developmental states have led economic catch-up processes, have controlled the agenda, politics, and institutions, and worked as the gatekeeper vis-à-vis regional and global pressures as well as bottom-up social demands (Johnson, 1982). The preference for “open regionalism” then emerges from a balance between the need for global openness that the region depends on and the domestic opposition to economic liberalization (Ravenhill, 2001).

We argue that the dominance of developmental state tenets among major powers in Asia explains the parallel existence of regionalization, bilateral agreements, and diffusion effects. Regionalization driven by domestic private actors in the form of vertical production networks that remain primarily located in the major developmental states allows governments to remain in control over transnational industries (Borrus et al., 2000). The state balances conflicting interests of domestic actors, some of which demand open regionalism and others demand developmental regionalism (Nesadurai, 2003). These developmental states can also drive the selective adoption of external models. In particular, given the (relative) success of the European common market and increasing interests in FTAs, as the global WTO process has stalled since the early 2000s, the state balances the demands of regional businesses which actively seek to avoid disadvantages from being excluded from the FTA boom, on the one hand, and domestic protection needs, on the other (Pekkanen et al., 2007). States have been the main conduit to channel the bottom-up functional cooperation needs. They, however, vary in their capacity and power to guide the process of institutional design weighing various external pressures from regional and global sources (Pekkanen et al., 2014;Pekkanen, forthcoming).

The relatively high institutionalization of ASEAN can also be explained through this lens. Southeast Asian states are—with the exception of Singapore—weaker than the East Asian developmental states, hence they are less capable of creating and controlling their own production networks, although they have partly emulated the strategies of Japan and Taiwan. They are increasingly competing for FDI with the emerging powers of China and India. Finally, they have “locked-in” positions within the East Asian production networks, which are relatively unfavorable economically (Ravenhill, 2014). Moving towards regionalism by taking cues from the EU might therefore be a strategy not only to disengage from production networks that are economically disadvantageous, but also to signal at the same time—especially after the AFC—predictability, commitment, and willingness to implement planned projects.

In sum, the state effectively controls the “spill-over” between issues and politics (Haas, 1970). As a result, various functional areas from emergency finance to drug control to environmental protection (Tsunekawa, 2005) do not converge into a broader, comprehensive, and more coherent regional framework. In this context, too, Asia diverges from the European “roadmap” of integration (Dieter and Higgott, 2003).
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Integration and regional cooperation in Asia has come a long way in the last few decades. With ASEAN in the center of most arrangements, the region is now developing a multitude of functional cooperation. From a comparative perspective, however, Asia’s regional cooperation is still weakly institutionalized with limited delegation of the states’ functions and authorities to regional bodies. We argue that such institutional challenge emerges from the dominance of developmental states in the region with clear preferences towards intergovernmental cooperation instead of delegation. In this context, the remaining challenges of Asia’s regionalism are many.

First, soft and slow-moving regionalism tends to produce few tangible results partly because there are many veto players in the region and consensus-building moves the efforts very slowly. Most of the goals of regional cooperation stay only on paper, and compliance as well hardly exists. Moreover, it has been difficult for the region to establish credible monitoring and enforcement mechanisms or dispute settlement procedures that the countries can turn to.

Second, the region has a much easier time working on a functional level, which creates overlapping and incoherent regional integration efforts across issue areas without any “top-down” efforts to streamline institutions and coordinate actions. Functional cooperation could often be useful for the participants, but cross-issue cooperation and spill-over between issues hardly ever takes place to create momentum for regional integration.

Finally, the effects of Asia’s fragmented regionalism and under-institutionalization on regional and global governance are significant. The ambivalence about the very nature and membership of the region, particularly regarding the role of the US, has divided the region and minimized regional efforts to produce public goods. The only possible exception is ASEAN where sub-regional cooperation has been more highly institutionalized with an emerging sub-regional identity. ASEAN has indeed managed to involve larger states around them to establish region-wide efforts in various areas from trade to human rights. On the global level, despite housing three major global powers (China, Japan, and India) and a significant collective economic power, Asia does not have a coherent voice and an effective presence in global governance. The states are yet to reduce their role as the interlocutor between their respective peoples and the global system.
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Table A11.1Regional Institutions in Asia (Northeast, Southeast, and South Asia)

	Year established


	Institution (abbreviation)


	Issue-areas covered


	Member countries


	Website URL





	1966


	Asian Development Bank (ADB)


	Economy


	Afghanistan,

Australia, Cambodia, India, Indonesia, Japan, Republic of Korea, Lao PDR, Malaysia, Nepal, New Zealand, Pakistan, Philippines, Samoa, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Taiwan, Thailand, Vietnam (1966), Hong Kong (1969), Fiji (1970), Papua New Guinea (1971), Tonga (1972), Bangladesh (1973), Myanmar (1973), Solomon Islands (1973), Kiribati (1974), Cook Islands (1976), Maldives (1978), Vanuatu (1981), Bhutan (1982), China (1986), Marshall Islands (1990), Micronesia (1990), Mongolia (1991), Nauru (1991), Tuvalu (1993), Kazakhstan (1994), Kyrgyz Republic (1994), Uzbekistan (1995), Tajikistan (1998), Azerbaijan (1999), Turkmenistan (2000), Timor-Leste (2002), Palau (2003), Armenia (2005), Brunei Darussalam (2006), Georgia (2007), Nonregional Members: Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, United Kingdom, US, Sweden (1966), Switzerland (1967), France (1970), Spain (1986), Turkey (1991), Portugal (2002), Luxembourg (2003), Ireland (2006)


	<http://www.adb.org/>




	1967


	Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)


	Multi-purpose


	Indonesia, Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore, Philippines (1967), Brunei (1984), Vietnam (1995), Laos, Myanmar (1997), Cambodia (1999)


	<http://www.asean.org/>




	1985


	South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC)


	

	Economy


	Social and cultural development


	External relations







	Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka (1985), Afghanistan (2005)


	<http://www.saarc-sec.org/>




	1989


	Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC)


	Trade


	Australia,Brunei,Darussalam, Canada, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea, Malaysia, New Zealand, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, US (1989), Taiwan, Hong Kong, People’s Republic of China (1991), Mexico, Papua New Guinea (1993), Chile (1994), Peru, Russia, Vietnam (1998)


	<http://www.apec.org/>




	1990


	Asia-Pacific Network for Global Change Research (APN)


	Environment


	Australia, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Cambodia, China, Fiji, India, Indonesia, Japan, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Malaysia, Mongolia, Nepal, New Zealand, Pakistan, Philippines, Republic of Korea, Russian Federation, Sri Lanka, Thailand, US, Vietnam.


	<http://www.apn-gcr.org/>




	1991


	Asia-Pacific Forum of National Human Rights Institutions (APF)


	Human rights


	Australia, India, Indonesia, New Zealand, Philippines (1996), Sri Lanka (1997), Nepal (2000), Mongolia (2001), Korea, Malaysia, Thailand (2002), Afghanistan, Jordan, Palestine (2004), Qatar (2005), Timor-Leste, Maldives (2007), Bangladesh (2011), Myanmar (2012), Oman, Samoa (2013), Kazakhstan (2014)


	<http://www.asiapacificforum.net/>




	1993


	Northeast Asian Subregional Program of Environmental Cooperation (NEASPEC)


	Environment


	China, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Japan, Mongolia, Republic of Korea, Russia


	<http://www.neaspec.org/>




	1993


	ASEAN Intergovernmental Commission on Human Rights (AICHR)


	Human rights


	ASEAN member states


	<http://www.aichr.org/>




	1994


	ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF)


	Security


	ASEAN, Canada, China, Japan, South Korea, EU28, India, Australia, Russia, New Zealand, US (1994), Mongolia, Papua New Guinea (1999), North Korea (2000), Pakistan (2004), Timor-Leste (2005), Bangladesh (2006), Sri Lanka (2007)


	<http://www.aseanregionalforum.asean.org/>




	1996


	Asia -Europe Meeting (ASEM)


	Multi-purpose


	ASEAN, EU28, China, Japan, South Korea (1996), India, Mongolia, Pakistan (2008), Australia, New Zealand, Russia (2010), Kazakhstan (2014)


	<http://www.aseminfoboard.org/>




	1995


	Treaty of Bangkok (SEANWFZ)


	Non-proliferation


	ASEAN member states


	<http://www.sectsco.org/>




	2001


	Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)


	Security


	China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan


	<http://www.sectsco.org/>




	2001


	Mekong Basin Disease Surveillance (MBDS)


	Health


	Cambodia, China, Lao PDR, Myanmar, Thailand, Vietnam


	<http://www.mbdsfoundation.net/>




	2002


	ASEAN Agreement on Transboundary Haze Pollution


	Environment


	ASEAN members


	<http://haze.asean.org/?page_id=185>




	2003


	Six Party Talks (SPT)


	Security


	China, Japan, DPRK, ROK, Russia, US (2003)


	<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Six-party_talks>




	2004


	South Asian Free Trade Agreement (SAFTA)


	Trade


	India, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan (2004)


	<http://saarc-sec.org/areaofcooperation/detail.php?activity_id=5>




	2005


	East Asia Summit (EAS) (or ASEAN plus 8)


	Multi-purpose


	ASEAN countries, Australia, China, India, Japan, Korea, New Zealand (2005), Russia, US (2011)


	<http://www.asean.org/asean/external-relations/east-asia-summit-eas>




	2010


	Chiang Mai Initiative Multilateralization (CMIM)


	Finance


	ASEAN, China, Hong Kong, Japan, Korea


	<http://acf.eabr.org/e/parthners_acf_e/RFAs_acf_e/CMIM_e/>




	2011


	ASEAN+3 Macroeconomic Research Office (AMRO)


	Finance


	ASEAN, China, Hong Kong, Japan, Korea


	<http://www.amro-asia.org/>
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12 North Africa and the Middle East

Morten Valbjørn

nthe 2002Arab Human Development Reportit is suggested that “perhaps no other group of states in the world has been endorsed with the same potential for cooperation, even integration, as have the Arab countries” (UNDP, 2002, 121). This view follows from an observation of how in particular the Arab part of the Middle East has been marked by a particularly high degree of regionalization, which in the regionalist literature often has been assumed to be favorable to regionalism.

Thus, partly owing to a shared historical experience the area is marked by a relative high degree of social, cultural, and religious homogeneity and, for the Arab part, a common language. This has been reflected in the presence of Arab or Muslim identities, which often have been just as important to the populations as the territorial-state identity (Telhami, 2013), as well as in various pan-movements and trans-state ideologies. With reference to the existence of a distinct Islamic community (ummah) or an Arab nation these have claimed that special bonds and obligations exist between Muslims or Arabs and sometimes even called for the merger of existing states. The region has moreover been marked at the societal level by a considerable degree of interaction expressed in extensive family ties across borders, and the existence of transnational networks of political and economic actors including Islamists, migrants, and business communities (Legrenzi and Harders, 2008, 2). In addition the presence of an Arab media market (in terms of newspapers, the radio, and most recently satellite television) has furthermore given rise to an “Arab public sphere” (Lynch, 2006). The Arab world has been depicted against this background as a “vast sound chamber in which information, ideas, and opinions have resonated with little regard for state frontiers” (Noble, 1991, 56).

At first sight, the fact that the first regional organization created after 1945 happened to be the Arab League appears to confirm the expectation that high levels of regionalization will lead to advanced regionalism with strong regional organizations. The formal merger in 1958 between Syria and Egypt into the United Arab Republic (UAR) along with the decision of the small Gulf states to form the United Arab Emirates (UAE) in[bookmark: p250](p. 250)1971 are also examples of far-reaching forms of political integration. TheArab Human Development Reportnevertheless stated that the “Arab countries continue to face the outside world and the challenges posed by the region itself,individually and alone” (UNDP, 2002, 121, my italics). Much of the scholarly literature shares this view that the potential for cooperation and integration has not been realized. If the Middle East is not just simply ignored in discussions on comparative regionalism (seeGamble and Payne, 1996), the Middle Eastern experience is usually depicted as a “region without regionalism” (Aarts, 1999), “a peculiar exception to the overall trend of regionalism” (Çarkoğlu et al., 1998, 30) or “a black hole, where the regionalist efforts to foster a more pluralistic political environment are negligible” (Legrenzi and Harders, 2008, 1). The existing regional organizations are accordingly dismissed as purely ceremonial, symbolic, or nothing but a feeble talking shop (Murden, 2009;Tripp, 1995).

The aim of this chapter is to explore this puzzling mismatch between the intuitive expectations about how a high degree of regionalization would translate into an advanced regionalism and the predominant view of the Middle East as a region without (much) regionalism. This exploration proceeds in five steps. After having addressed the question about how to grasp the cartographic slipperiness of the Middle East, the following two sections trace the multifaceted regionalist experience of the Middle East and examine the institutional designs of some of the more prominent examples of regional organizations. It is necessary to provide nuances to the prevalent view of the Middle East as a region without regionalism as it is in fact possible to identify a considerable number of formal organizations with different institutional designs. At the same time, it is also obvious that these organizations have been weak, ineffectual, and sometimes short-lived. Then, the chapter turns to the question of the drivers of—and obstacles to—regionalism in the Middle East. The chapter argues that the relationship between regionalization and regionalism is more ambiguous than acknowledged in the literature on regionalism. Certain forms of regionalization even appear to be a burden rather than an enabling factor for regionalism and what at first sight appears as failed regionalism in reality can be an expression of success. Thus, weak and inefficient institutional designs of the regional organizations have often been intended and part of an attempt by states to counter the effects of regionalization and more ambitious regionalist projects. The final section explores whether and how the peculiar Middle Eastern regionalist experience has had any significant impact. When it comes to the classic issues associated with regionalism (conflict-resolution, trade, and democracy), the effects have been quite limited. Instead, different kinds of (un)intended impacts are identified.



What is the Middle East? Grasping the Slipperiness of the Middle East


Before turning to the Middle East experience of regionalization and regionalism it is necessary to address the question about whether it at all makes sense speaking of[bookmark: p251](p. 251)a Middle Easternregionand if so how. While this question at first sight may appear banal, it turns out to be a controversial issue as the Middle East is cloaked in “geo-epistemological fog,” which, according toGhassan Salamé (1994, 19), renders any attempt to demarcate its boundaries and define the theater and cast of players nearly impossible.

Even the basic question “Is there a Middle East?,” once posed byNikkie Keddie (1973), has been contested. Instead of speaking of the Middle East as a “single system of interlocking parts” some argue that the area is “made up of smaller systems and distinct pieces that function independently of one another” (Kramer, 2008). Others have suggested that the characteristics and challenges associated with this area first and foremost make it part of the “South” or the “Third World.” Still others regard the term “Middle East” as fictitious in the sense that it refers to an “imaginary region” constructed through discursive practices closely linked to the (re)production of a distinct Western self-identity and style of dominating other parts of the world (Said, 1995).

For those in favor of speaking about a Middle East another question has emerged: What is the exact location of this region? The answer has varied since the notion of a “Middle East” was coined by the British officer T. E. Gordon in 1900 (Koppes, 1976). According toA. T. Mahan (1902), the term referred to an area surrounding the Persian Gulf with strategic importance to the sea route from Suez to Singapore, whereas for Chirol it referred to India’s vulnerable borderlands, including Persia as well as Tibet and Nepal (Chirol, 1903). In the interwar years the Middle East moved eastward, as reflected in the British Royal Air Force’s “Middle East Air Command,” which not only covered Egypt, Palestine, Jordan, and Sudan but also Kenya, Malta, and Aden. The transformation of the Middle East continued during the Cold War, when the Eisenhower administration, for instance, delimited the Middle East in three different ways, one of which included Afghanistan and Pakistan but no Arab countries. In the post-Cold War era, the Middle East also waxed and waned. Sometimes the (Greater) Middle East covered an area stretching all the way from “Marrakesh to Bangladesh” (Institute for National Strategic Studies, 1995, 67). At other times, it was set apart from the “(Persian) Gulf” and “North Africa” and only referred to countries immediately involved in the Israel/Palestine conflict, as reflected in the notion of a “Middle East peace process.”

This divergence of views about the exact location of the Middle East is closely related to yet another controversy concerning how the Middle East should be defined. Two general strategies can be identified. Anexternalregional understanding perceives the Middle East as a “shifting strategic concept” in the sense that the region is defined by its position and role within a larger global system, its flexible delimitations reflecting the changing strategic interests of extra-regional great powers (for exampleMahan, 1902;Hansen, 2001). This externalist—and very Eurocentric—view is reflected in the very name “Middle East,” as this designation for an area southeast of the Mediterranean only makes geographical sense from a European vantage point. But it is also possible to identify aninternalregional understanding where the region[bookmark: p252](p. 252)is defined by intra-regional characteristics. The specific nature of these is, however, contested. Some regard the Middle East as a regional sub-system defined by the balance of power among the regional states (Walt, 1987) or as a regional security complex (Buzan and Wæver, 2003). Others emphasize the regional patterns of interdependence based on oil-generated flows of capital, labor, and ideas (Ibrahim, 1982), or the presence of distinct (primary) regional institutions such as Arabism (Barnett, 1998;Buzan and Gonzalez-Pelaez, 2009). Still others perceive the Middle East as a distinct “cultural continent” defined by a common Arab culture or an Islamic civilization (Huntington, 1996).

Instead of aiming at defining the “true” size and nature of the Middle East, the exploration in the subsequent sections acknowledges the cartographic slipperiness of the Middle East (seeBilgin, 2004). It therefore examines how different regionalist projects are connected to different and often competing regional conceptions, where some countries, for instance Israel or other non-Arab countries, sometimes are excluded and at other times included.



The Multifaceted Middle Eastern Experience of Regionalization and Regionalism


While accounts of Middle Eastern regionalism often begin after World War II when the Arab League was formed, early expressions of not only regionalization but also the first ambitious visions about regionalism can in fact be traced back to the time immediately before and after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire.



Emerging Regionalization and Early Regionalist Visions

In the late nineteenth century, the spread of nationalist ideas from the West, the rise of the literaryNahdamovement, and the emergence of new media—the newspaper—contributed not only to an early form of Arab nationalism. This was the general idea about the existence of special bonds between Arabic-speaking people who are assumed to be part of a single Arab nation constituted by common language, history, culture, and tradition (Valbjørn, 2009). Nationalism also led to one of the first ambitious regionalist visions. In 1905 Negib Azoury thus called for an integration of the various Arab-speaking areas in the Ottoman Empire into an Arab nation-state with Suez as its Western boundary—thus, Egypt in his view did not belong to the Arab world (Dawisha, 2003, 25).

[bookmark: p253](p. 253)This idea initially did not have many followers, but it gained new resonance following the collapse of the Ottoman Empire. In parallel with the establishment of the proto-state mandate system, historical ties between families and tribes combined with various new processes of modernization (for example the proliferation of Arab newspapers, new means of transportation, expansion of educational opportunities, etc.) connected Arabs across the newly erected borders and contributed to a sense of being part of a larger “imagined community” of Arabs. This growing regionalization within the Arab world also affected the debate as to what principles a new regional order should be based on: Should it be the newly established states, some of which were artificial constructions without much historical legacy and with borders cutting across existing communities? Or should it be based on some kind of regionalism that would bring stronger correspondence between “state” and “nation” in the Arab world?

In particular, the Hashemites advanced the later vision as part of their “conservative pan-Arabism” (Valbjørn, 2009). During the interwar years King Faisal of Iraq did for instance propose various “Fertile Crescent Unity” plans as the first steps towards a union of the Arab-speaking world, and his relative Amir Abdallah of Transjordan launched a “Greater Syria” scheme based on a merger between Lebanon, Transjordan, Palestine, and Syria with some confederation with Iraq (Kienle, 1990, 9).

None of these visions were realized. This should not only be attributed to pressure from Britain and the weakness of the new states lacking the ability to project power regionally, but also to an anti-Hashemite counter-alliance led by Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Syria. These Arab states also tapped into the rhetoric about special bonds between Arabs. But instead of unification, they proposed a much weaker regionalist vision based on limited cultural, economic, and political cooperation within the limits of state sovereignty (Barnett and Solingen, 2007, 187).



The Turbulent Years of Competing Visions about (Arab) Regionalism

Despite—or maybe because of—the many ambitious Arab unity plans in the interwar years, the first formal regional organization in the Middle East, which came into being in 1945, was based on these more modest principles of regionalism. The Arab League, originally founded by Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and Yemen, had a clear Arab dimension—only Arab states could be members and, according to its Charter, it was supposed to “serve the common good of all Arab countries” by “cementing and reinforcing their bonds” and “coordinat[ing] their political activities” (League of Arab States, 1945). On closer inspection, it becomes clear that it was not invented as a first step towards Arab unity but rather as an attempt to “safeguard the independence and sovereignty” of each of the Arab states (League of Arab States, 1945).

[bookmark: p254](p. 254)The establishment of the Arab League based on the principles of a very modest kind of regional cooperation did not mean that the more ambitious visions about regional integration had been muted. On the contrary, the 1950 and 1960s saw the rise of a new “revolutionary pan-Arabism” (Valbjørn, 2009). TheBa’thmovement, which had local branches across the region, was calling for the resurrection (ba’th) of the glorious past of an “indivisible Arab nation” by means of (Arab) unity, freedom (from non-Arab interference), and socialism (Dawisha, 2003, 125, 151;Choueiri, 2008, 309). In his radio speeches atSawt al-Arab(Voice of the Arabs), which resonated across the “Arab sound chamber” (Noble, 1991, 56), the charismatic Nasser was calling for the creation of an Arab collective security system based on a commitment to “common Arab interests” even if these were at odds with more narrow interests of the individual Arab states.

As an example of a very advanced kind of regional integration, the UAR was formed in 1958 following the formal merger between Egypt and Syria into a nominally unitary state. It was meant to constitute the first step towards Arab unity, but it did not last long as it already fell apart in 1961. An even more ambitious attempt to unite Syria, Iraq, Egypt, and Yemen in 1963 also failed.

The Arab League was also impacted as it turned into an important arena for the so-called “Arab Cold War” (Kerr, 1965; seeBarnett, 1996) between revolutionary and conservative Arab states about the normative implications of being Arab (see also the discussion of constructivism in the section “General International Relations Theories”). The latter group did not share the visions of pan-Arabism but was worried about its popularity in their own populations. So instead of rejecting Arab nationalism as such they tried to promote the Arab League’s original minimalist version about cooperation between sovereign Arab states within an Arab framework of “brotherhood, solidarity and coordination” (Valbjørn and Bank, 2012, 11).

While being one of the few regional organizations of this era that was not narrowly Arab in nature, the Baghdad Pact from 1955 was also affected by these intra-Arab dynamics, which despite disagreements also involved shared norms making it very costly for an Arab state unilaterally to make peace with Israel or enter a pro-Western pact. The Baghdad Pact, which was based on a clearly “external” regional understanding, was the outcome of a British/American attempt to form a pro-Western regional organization primarily aimed at countering a Soviet threat similar to NATO, the Rio Pact, and the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO). However, no Arab state except for Iraq accepted membership of what was perceived as an organization narrowly protecting Western rather than Arab interest. After the 1958 military coup, Iraq withdrew from the Baghdad Pact, leaving what became CENTO as a highly ineffective organization, whose members (Pakistan, Iran, Turkey) belonged to the periphery of the region.



Intergovernmental Regionalism Within an Arab Concert

The 1967 debacle in the Arab–Israeli conflict did not only mark the end of revolutionary pan-Arabism but also the beginning of a new kind of Arab regionalism, which defined[bookmark: p255](p. 255)the following decades that often are described by a shift fromthawra(revolution) totharwa(resources).

In addition to a shift in the regional balance of power towards the Gulf, the oil boom in the early 1970s also led to new forms of social and economic interconnectedness—or regionalization—in the Arab world. Movements of labor were flowing from less well-off Arab countries with a labor surplus to the wealthy oil-producing Arab countries. At the same time, flows of capital went in the opposite direction in terms of remittances, investments, and aid (Kerr and El-Sayed, 1982). This circulation gave rise to both new economic links and to the exchange of ideas, values, and habits, breeding a sense of belonging to a larger Arab community.

While 78 percent of the Arab respondents in a survey from 1978 stated that the Arabs constituted a single nation (Hinnebusch, 2003, 59), this did not translate into new, far-reaching unity schemes, except for insignificant calls by Libya’s Qaddafi for unity between Libya, Egypt, and Tunisia. Instead this era saw the emergence of a new form of regional cooperation based on a kind of “qualified sovereignty,” where Arab coordination rested on intergovernmental principles (Hinnebusch, 2003, 176). In addition to a new “Arab concert” led by Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Syria and institutionalized in Arab summits held within the framework of the Arab League this was also reflected in the emergence of more inter-Arab organizations than ever before (Appendix TableA12.1). It included economic organizations such as the Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries (OAPEC), the Arab Fund for Economic and Social Development, established by the Arab League, and various Arab development funds set up by individual oil-rich Arab states (Hourani, 2002, 423;Hinnebusch, 2003, 45).

This period also saw forms of regionalism on a larger and smaller scale than the Arab world. To the former category belongs the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC—formerly known as the Organization of the Islamic Conference), which is an intergovernmental organization founded in 1969 and consisting of 57 member states, including the Arab states, Iran, and Turkey. While OIC was supposed to “safeguard and protect the interests of theMuslim world,” it has historically been ineffective and “preferred rhetorical declarations to realistic action in world affairs” (Ahmad, 2008, 125). The much more successful UAE came into being in 1971, when the British withdrew from the Gulf. While the UAE at one level represents an example of far-reaching political integration, it is very different from previous Arab unity schemes such as UAR. The purpose of the federation is not to take the first step towards an Arab union, but first and foremost to protect these small states—or more specifically their ruling families (Tripp, 1995;Heard-Bey, 1999).



Regionalism Above and Below a Fragmented Arab Level

The emergence of regionalist projects above and below an Arab scale gained further prominence in the last decades of the twentieth century, where the “Arab concert” of the 1970s was replaced by a growing fragmentation of the Arab world. Egypt was expelled[bookmark: p256](p. 256)(until 1989) from the Arab League following the Camp David peace treaty with Israel and during the 1980s Iran–Iraq War Syria chose to ally with non-Arab Iran. In 1990, Saddam Hussein broke yet another core Arab norm by letting tanks cross the border into Kuwait, and the paralysis of the Arab League unable to provide an “Arab solution” paved the way for a United States (US)-led intervention, where not only pro-US Arab states such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt but also Syria supported a war against another Arab state. The subsequent Damascus Declaration from 1991 that was supposed to provide a post-Kuwait War Arab security framework embracing Egypt, Syria, and the Gulf states soon turned out to be a dead-letter (Barnett, 1996, 429). As a reflection of the paralysis of the Arab League, no Arab summits took place between 1990 and 1996. The degree of Arab social/economic interconnectedness related to capital/labor circulation was furthermore reduced following the declining oil prices in the mid-1980s.

Instead, a number of new forms of sub-regional cooperation emerged during these years. The most famous is the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) comprising Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, the UAE, and Oman and established in 1981 in the context of the Iranian revolution and the Iraq–Iran War. While there are obvious gaps between the stated objectives regarding security and economic cooperation and the actual achievements, GCC is nevertheless regarded as one of the more successful examples of regionalism in the Middle East (for exampleFawcett, 2013, 195). Far less successful examples of sub-regionalism emerged in other parts of the region. In 1989 Egypt, Jordan, Iraq, and the Yemen Arab Republic formed the Arab Cooperation Council (ACC), which officially aimed at promoting trade and prosperity among its members. In reality it was just as much a strategic ploy on the part of its members, each of which was pursuing their own ends and it did not survive the Kuwait War (Tripp, 1995, 298). Also in 1989, Algeria, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, and Tunisia formed the Arab Maghreb Union (AMU), which was supposed to promote economic and social progress, peace and free circulation of persons, goods, and capital in North Africa (Lawson, 2008, 25). Compared to other sub-regionalist projects, AMU was more a response to the growing integration—and protectionism—in Europe (Tripp, 1995, 295) and in the end the members which often were preoccupied by political quarrels with each other, appeared more interested in engaging in bilateral talks with the European Union (EU).

This points to another regionalist trend at the end of the twentieth century which moves above the Arab scale. The string of initiatives concerning cooperation between the EU and the countries south of the Mediterranean—reflected in 1995 in the Barcelona Declaration and the European-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP)—represent a kind of transregionalism, where the Mediterranean now became the framework for a vision of regional cooperation (Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume). Another example of this trend is Simon Peres’ regionalist vision about a “new Middle East” (Peres and Naor, 1993). Reflecting the optimism at the time of the Oslo agreement, Arab–Israeli peace was supposed to make regional cooperation possible with a regional common market fostering mutual interests in maintaining peace. As the Arab–Israeli peace process deteriorated, the project was, however, never realized.



[bookmark: p257](p. 257)A New Millennium of Continuity and Change

From the perspective of regionalism, the new millennium has been marked by a continuation of existing trends. In 2004, the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) was launched. Four years later it was followed by the Union for the Mediterranean (UfM) which so far has been more rhetoric than reality. As regards the Arab League, it was once again paralyzed at the time of the 2003 Iraq War. During the 2006 Summer War, it turned into an arena for a “new Arab Cold War” with “duelling Arab summits” (Valbjørn and Bank, 2012) and the “Arab Peace Initiative” to solve the Arab–Israeli conflict presented at the 2002 Arab summit turned out to be a non-starter. From a regionalization perspective, some changes took place, however. Most importantly, Qatar’s launching in 1996 of the television channel Al Jazeera and the subsequent proliferation of new all-Arab satellite media marked the beginning of a new kind of information revolution in the Arab Middle East, which in the following decade contributed to the (re)emergence of a “new Arab public sphere” (Lynch, 2006).

While this did not give rise to new ambitious regionalist projects, it became clear in 2011 that this revitalization of the “Arab sound chamber” (Noble 1991, 56; see alsoValbjørn, 2012) had not been without impact. It is hard to imagine that the now famous self-immolation of Mohammed Bouazizi in a distant part of Tunisia would have resonated in the same way throughout the Arab world and ignited a region-wide “tunis-ami.” In the early days of the Arab uprisings, this kind of diffusion gave rise to speculations about whether the Arab world would witness the beginning of a new era of regional cooperation. Here, a revitalized but also transformed Arab League—for example a “League of Arab societies” or an “Arab ASEAN” (Charai and Braude, 2012;Lynch, 2012)—would play a significant and progressive role in a democratic and peaceful “new Middle East.” These expectations gained some support at the time of the uprisings in Libya, where the Arab League played an important role in providing regional legitimacy to the NATO-led intervention. However, the organization was once again divided and paralyzed when the Syrian uprising turned into a civil war. The GCC has been comparatively more efficient and resolute. When the uprisings reached Bahrain, the Peninsula Shield Force was deployed in support of the violent crackdown on peaceful protests, and the club of authoritarian monarchies has subsequently also offered support to the Jordanian and Moroccan monarchies.

In the later phase of the Arab uprisings, when the initial optimism has been replaced by despair, another kind of regionalization emerged. The outbreak of multiple civil wars and the weakening of the Arab state-system have given rise to new transnational identities which are less based on a sense of belonging to an Arab community than on tribalism or sectarianism (Shi’ite vs. Sunni). A growing interconnectedness is now more a consequence of spill-overs of conflicts and refugees than flows of capital and labor. In terms of regionalism, the most dramatic expression of this new trend has been the Islamic State’s declaration of an “Islamic caliphate” in Syria and Iraq and their calls for the merger of more “Muslim lands” into this construct.

[bookmark: p258](p. 258)This historical overview of the multifaceted Middle Eastern regionalist experience shows the necessity to provide nuances to the prevalent perception of the Middle East as a region without regionalism. It is possible to identify a range of regionalist projects that differ in ambitions (ranging from political integration aiming at the merger of existing states to narrow intergovernmental cooperation between sovereign states) and regional conceptions (as reflected in the varying member composition). It also becomes clear that the exact nature of the relationship between regionalization and regionalism is more ambiguous than often assumed. While it is possible to identify examples, where high levels of regionalization have given rise to a far-reaching integration project, they do sometimes also coincide with the emergence of much more modest forms of regionalism and at still other times the link appears almost absent.





Institutional Design of Regional Organizations


The historical overview in the previous section offers plenty of examples of far-reaching visions about regional integration. A look at the institutional design of some of the actual regional organizations reveals, however, that they seldom support a regionalism that implies real transfer of authority, but only quite modest forms of regional cooperation based on the principles of sovereignty. At the same time, some variance among these organizations can be identified with regard to whether the collective decision-making structures are closer to “pooling” (decision-rules based on unanimous consent, an arrangement where some member states exercise veto, or majority rule) rather than “delegation” (transfer of decision-making authority to a distinct organ; see Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume).

As regards the Arab League, it covers a wide range of issue-areas as it is supposed to facilitate political, economic, cultural, scientific, and social programs designed to promote the interests of the Arab world. Institutionally, it consists of two core bodies—the Council and the Permanent Secretariat—and a number of permanent committees and affiliated agencies, which over the years have expanded so that the Arab League today is a bureaucracy employing thousands. All authoritative council decisions require unanimity and are only binding on states that accept them. This has often led to paralysis and, as a reflection of its inefficiency, by the 1980s 80 percent of the over 4,000 resolutions passed had never been implemented (Barnett and Solingen, 2007, 213). A more informal component of the operational structure that has marginalized the role of the main institutional bodies is the practice of “summit conferences” of the Arab heads-of-states that were originally initiated by Nasser and played a role during the 1970s “Arab Concert.”

[bookmark: p259](p. 259)Compared to the Arab League, the issue-areas of AMU have been more narrow as it has mainly addressed economic issues. The treaty established a cluster of regional institutions, including a Presidential Council, a council of foreign ministers, a 100-member Consultative Assembly, a judicial council, a General Secretariat, and a number of specific coordinating communities. However, the AMU institutions operate entirely at the sufferance of the individual member states and the authority to make policy rests exclusively in the hands of the Presidential Council, where all decisions require unanimous consent in order to come into force (Lawson, 2008, 25).

The GCC originally shared some of the same institutional features of AMU, but during its three decades of existence it has changed into one of the most successful and advanced examples of regionalism in the Middle East (Fawcett, 2013, 195). While its Charter only refers to “economic and financial affairs,” strategic matters and in particular internal security have played a prominent role from the start. Already in 1984, the Peninsula Shield Force, a collective rapid deployment force, was established and the members have a considerable record in coordinating and sometimes unifying their responses to internal threats (Legrenzi, 2011). While the GCC has experienced numerous setbacks on the economic front, more recently supranational agencies have begun to acquire a measure of policy-making authority over sectors of the regional economy previously governed exclusively by individual states (Lawson, 2012, 21). While the GCC still remains an intergovernmental organization—with the Supreme Council comprising the six heads-of-states and the Ministerial Council as its core organs supplemented by a Secretariat based in Riyadh—another significant development concerns the decision-making process. The original principle of unanimity has effectively been abandoned in practice if not in principle so that only Saudi Arabia has the capacity and authority to exercise a veto over the adoption of proposed regional initiatives (Lawson, 2012, 12).

If ACC had survived the Kuwait War it might have represented an example of a regional organization that went even further than today’s GCC. The stated aim was to promote economic integration through a common market whereas security issues were not addressed. Its institutional design was at first sight similar to AMU as it had a Supreme Body, made up of the four heads-of-state, a Ministerial Body and a General Secretariat, which did not enjoy any autonomy as policy-making authority was vested exclusively in the Supreme Body. Contrary to most other regional organizations, the principle of majority rule was, however, firmly enshrined in its founding Charter and had ACC existed for longer than 18 months its development trajectory might have taken a unique direction (Lawson, 2008, 28).

In sum, in contrast to the numerous visions about far-reaching regional integration, most of the regional organizations that actually came into being in the Middle East have had an intergovernmental design with institutions with very limited autonomy from the member states, who have been unwilling to transfer any significant authority to the regional level.



[bookmark: p260](p. 260)The Drivers of (and Obstacles to) Middle Eastern Regionalism


As a consequence of its very mixed experience, the theoretical debate about Middle East regionalism has not only—or mainly—been concerned with accounting for thedriversof regionalism but also with identifying theobstaclesto successful regionalism in a region with fairly high levels of regionalization. In the following, the theoretical approaches have been grouped into three analytical toolboxes and it is discussed whether and how they provide insights into how the multifaceted experience of Middle East regionalism can be explained.



Integration Theories Based on the European Experience

One toolbox consists of the classic theories about regional integration and institutionalism based on the European experience. The oil boom in the 1970s and the associated flows of capital, labor, and ideas within the Arab world were initially analyzed through the lens of neo-functionalist theory about interdependence and spill-overs. This gave rise to expectations about increased regional cooperation and integration (Kerr and El-Sayed, 1982). The European example has been presented as a model, which the Middle East ought to study carefully not only because of its status as the most successful example of regional integration, but also because it shows how a conflict-ridden region can become peaceful (Tibi, 1999;Galal and Hoekman, 2003).

On the one hand, these comparisons to the European experience can bring attention to how some of the Middle East regionalist projects have been inspired and influenced by developments on the northern shores of the Mediterranean. This relates to the various “Arab common market” projects, AMU and Peres’ “new Middle East” and the institutions and the Charter of the GCC have likewise been inspired by the EU (Fawcett, 2013, 197;Legrenzi, 2002, 26;2011, 38). On the other hand, critics have warned against what they perceive as misguided comparisons between regionalist projects that differ profoundly in their aim, their specific context and timing in which the regional organizations operate, and the political nature of the member states. These critics have questioned the utility of applying theories from this literature to the Middle East (Fawcett, 2013, 189;Legrenzi and Harders, 2008, 5;Lawson, 2008, 15;Lustick, 1997, 677).



General International Relations Theories

Another toolbox consists of the various general international relations (IR) traditions. One of these is the realist tradition, according to which regionalism first and foremost must be situated in an international context of anarchy, the security dilemma,[bookmark: p261](p. 261)power-balancing, and self-help oriented states. Like other institutions, regional organizations in the Middle East are seen as little more than tools for great powers, arenas of rivalries between regional powers, or a response of weak states to external security threats. This realist perspective provides a number of insights about the drivers of and obstacles to Middle East regionalism. As an instrument of Cold War containment the Baghdad Pact reflected the superpower rivalry of the time. ACC was partly about balancing Syria and maybe also Saudi Arabia (Tripp, 1995, 298) and the formation of the GCC was to a large extent a response from the small Gulf states to a perceived Iranian and Iraqi threat. Moreover, the various ambitious unity schemes proposed by the Hashemites, Nasser and Ba’thist Syria, and Iraq can be perceived as hegemonic projects by latent great powers. These were balanced by other regional states, which, despite their rhetoric about a common Arab cause, were driven primarily by a narrowraison d’état, or by Western great powers, who “treated any independent Arab unity scheme going beyond the kind of cooperation among existing states (as exemplified by the Arab League) as contrary to Western interests” (Lustick, 1997, 670–671).

Constructivism provides another IR perspective emphasizing the role of shared identities and norms, which then influence perceptions of interests, security, and amity/enmity. While this tradition is often presented as particularly useful in a region marked by overlapping identities (Fawcett, 2013), the impact of these identities on Middle East regionalism has been very ambiguous. In order to explain why the majority of regional institutions for a long period were narrowly Arab, excluding Israel, Iran, and Turkey, it is necessary to understand how Arab nationalism—in various forms—was guiding Arab states to define threats and to identify with whom they should “naturally” associate (Barnett, 1996, 402). On the one hand, this created a desire for institutional arrangements that have been reflective of their self-understanding as being Arab. On the other hand, it imposed costs of joining other kinds of organizations, even though they might have been more likely from a narrowraison d’étatperspective. The emergence of sub-regionalism in the 1980s reflects in a similar way how the decline of Arab nationalism enabled the rise of other identities such as a Gulf (khaliji) or a North African (Maghreb) identity (Barnett, 1996, 423). At the same time,Barnett (1996)has shown that shared identities do not necessarily promote cooperation. In the Arab case, it has rather given rise to a distinct kind of politics of identities. Thus, a shared identity among Arab states did not translate into any agreement about the norms that should govern Arab politics (see Chapter24by Checkel, this volume). Instead, an important dimension of the intense inter-Arab rivalry, in particular during the “Arab Cold War” of the 1950–1960s, was about monopolizing the meaning of being Arab and at the same time discrediting rivals by accusing them of being at odds with the “true Arab interest.” This rivalry affected the dynamics of regionalism. Thus, the Arab League became divided as an important arena for the battle between the “revolutionary” and “conservative” Arab camps about how to balance a concern for the sovereignty of the individual states and the “common Arab interest.” UAR can also be seen as a tool in this symbolic rivalry. By “raising the bar” for proper Arab behavior this far-reaching regionalist experiment did not only challenge the “Arabness” of the conservative Arab states, but was at the same[bookmark: p262](p. 262)time part of a spiral of outbidding among the rivaling “revolutionary” Egypt, Iraq, and Syria, who each tried to outdo the other in appearing “most Arab.”

The International Political Economy (IPE) tradition of the more neo-Marxist variant provides yet another IR perspective on the nature of Middle East regionalism. From this perspective, the nature of income defines the preferred institutional design of regional organizations. While the oil-poor Arab countries were dreaming of far-reaching regional integration including a substantial redistribution of Arab oil wealth, the oil-rich Gulf-countries only wanted a weak form of regional cooperation based on intergovernmental principles focusing on conflict resolution. Rather than producing the kind of regionalism envisaged by liberal integration theory, the oil-boom of the 1970s and the related regionalization contributed instead to the emergence of a regional center/periphery order within a global center/periphery capitalist system. The interests of the “center-in-the-periphery” (the oil-rich Gulf states) were closer to the Western “center” than to the oil-poor regional states (Alnasrawi, 1991). To understand why far-reaching unity schemes during the 1970s were replaced by intergovernmental forms of regionalism it is therefore necessary to pay attention to the growing regional influence of the Gulf states. They used development aid and loans as a way to buy compliance with their more modest regionalist vision (Luciani and Salamé, 1988, 49;Hinnebusch, 2003).

While each of the general IR traditions provides relevant insights about drivers and obstacles to regionalism in the Middle East, they also have blind spots. There have been a number of attempts at combining several IR theories in a more “flexible and inclusive theoretical framework” (Fawcett, 2013, 189). In his analysis of the GCC,Legrenzi (2002,2011; seeBarnett, 1996, 425) draws on insights from both realism and constructivism. The former tradition is used to account for the main drivers of its formation (security concerns) whereas the changing identities of the Gulf states and the transformation of Arab norms are used to explain the specific nature of response and to show why the GCC has proven more resilient than many previous regionalist experiments.Hinnebusch (2003, 28) also argues that one must combine supranational identities, Nasser’s regional ambitions, as well as global and material factors (the bipolarity of the Cold War and the superpower rivalry) in order to understand the level of regionalism in inter-Arab relations of the 1960s.



The International Relations/Comparative Politics Nexus

The last toolbox consists of approaches that combine theoretical insights from IR and comparative politics. Accordingly, it is necessary to pay close attention to the interplay between international dynamics and domestic politics in order to understand the specific institutional designs of the various regional organizations and the degree of regionalism more generally.

In a discussion of the institutional design of the Arab League,Barnett and Solingen (2007)combine a constructivist attention to the impact of Arab nationalist ideas on regional politics with a focus on the nature of the domestic regimes. They conclude[bookmark: p263](p. 263)that the weakness of this regional organization should not be perceived as a “failure of design” as it was “designed to fail.” Thus, the limited level of cooperation and the weak institutional design of the Arab League reflect in their view the lack of legitimacy of Arab leaders and concerns with domestic regime security (see Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume, for a similar dynamics regarding Eurasia). The politics of Arab nationalism led Arab states to embrace the rhetoric of Arab unity in order to legitimize their own regimes, but also to fear it in practice as it would compromise their own sovereignty. As a consequence of these interests and fears, the Arab League was deliberately designed to pay lip-service to the “common Arab cause” but, at the same time, to counter the effects of regionalization and more ambitious regionalist projects. In this sense, it paradoxically represents a success story.

Tripp (1995)argues, in a similar way, that it is necessary to combine an awareness of external impulses with attention to domestic politics. While the experiment of UAR must be perceived in the context of the 1950s radical pan-Arabism, it is just as important to pay attention to how the coups which led to the formation and dissolution of UAR were primarily motivated by fears on the part of particular groupings in Syria. According toTripp (1995; see alsoVan Hüllen, 2015, 130), authoritarian regimes that do not share power with their own people will hardly be more willing to delegate substantial sovereignty to a regional body. The limited level of regional integration in the authoritarian Middle East is less surprising against this background.

In some situations, however, regime similarities and authoritarianism may have worked in favor of regionalism. The relative success of UAE and the GCC has been explained with reference to internal similarities between the small, oil-rich Gulf monarchies that among others share internal security concerns, which are exactly one of the areas where cooperation has been most advanced (Tripp, 1995;Fawcett, 2013). Likewise, an important dimension of the existing cooperation among the mainly authoritarian members of the Arab League has been related to “regime boosting regionalism” where the purpose is to strengthen the status, legitimacy, and the general interests of authoritarian regimes both internationally and domestically. In order to understand why the Arab League in the early 2000s adopted an Arab Charter on Human Rights,Van Hüllen (2015)argues that this had less to do with a new commitment among the Arab regimes to protecting human rights. On the contrary, it was a deliberate move to fend off external attempts at interference in domestic and regional affairs. At the same time, she argues, it “allowed the member states of the Arab League to signal to both domestic constituencies and international community that they were part of a ‘modern’ regional organization in line with a global script in order to (re)gain legitimacy and stabilize their rule” (Van Hüllen, 2015, 131).

In sum, all three toolboxes offer useful insights to understand specific dimensions of this region’s multifaceted experience of regionalism. At the same time, it is obvious that the Middle Eastern context is so different from the European experience that classic European-based integration theories are only of limited use. As regards the more general IR theories, they all provide important insights but each of them has blind spots. Instead of subscribing to a single IR theory, it might therefore be more useful to draw on[bookmark: p264](p. 264)several IR perspectives. Their strong focus on the international level should be complemented by attention to the domestic dimension of regionalism that is offered by comparative politics-based approaches. In order to grasp regionalism in the Middle East, it is necessary to adopt a “flexible and inclusive theoretical framework—one that incorporates the politics of power and influence, but also the role of diverging ideas, norms, and domestic considerations” (Fawcett, 2013, 189).





The Limited and Ambiguous Effects of Regionalism in the Middle East


General discussions about the impact of regionalism often take their point of departure in an assumption about how regional organizations can help the members to overcome collective action problems. Regional organizations are supposed as contributing to (1) conflict-resolution and peace; (2) the formation of a common market; and (3) the emergence and consolidation of democracy and human rights.

If the effects of regionalism are judged in these terms, it is quite limited what to report from the Middle East, where regional organizations have largely been weak and inefficient. As regards security and conflict-resolution, there are some examples where the Arab League has played a role. It has, for instance, played a mediating role in the 1961 Kuwait–Iraq crisis, proposed the 2002 “Arab Peace Initiative” to solve the Arab–Israeli conflict, and provided regional legitimacy to the humanitarian intervention in Libya during the Arab uprisings. However, the peace plan has never been realized and the same goes for the grand visions about “collective security” among Arabs. Instead of providing an “Arab solution,” the Arab League has often been paralyzed by internal strife in times of crisis like the 1990 Kuwait War, the 2003 Iraq War, the Summer War in 2006, the 2009 Gaza War, etc. In fact, it has succeeded in only six of the 77 inter-Arab conflict situations it dealt with between 1945 and 1981 (Barnett and Solingen, 2007, 214). As regards the economy, oil, flows of labor, remittances, and aid have failed to generate a genuine inter-Arab economy, and the numerous common market plans have never been realized. As noted byTripp (1995, 288), in “matters of economic co-operation, the degree of agreement has tended to be in inverse proportion to the centrality of the economic issues being debated.” When it comes to democracy and human rights, there exists a number of all-Arab non-governmental organizations (NGOs) such as the Arab Organization for Human Rights. But despite initiatives such as the Arab League’s adoption of an Arab Charter of Human Rights, regional organizations can hardly be said to have exercised a liberalizing or democratizing influence in the region (Van Hüllen, 2015).

Still, it is wrong to present the Middle Eastern multifaceted regional experiences as being without any impact whatsoever. In less sensitive areas such as education and cultural cooperation, a less tense atmosphere has prevailed among the Arab states. The presence of distinct Arab regional organizations has contributed to the reproduction[bookmark: p265](p. 265)of a sense of “Arabness” and some degree of shared Arab interest. This has not only been reflected in significant development support from the oil-rich to the oil-poor parts of the Arab world. Despite the absence of strong regional organizations, the presence of “Arab norms” have in some eras also contributed to the emergence of regional governance. This has influenced the alliance choices of Arab states (for example the abstention from entering the Baghdad Pact), imposed costs on those who broke the norm (the exclusion of Egypt from the Arab League after Camp David), and given rise to distinct interpretations of the global sovereignty institution (for example the notion of “qualified sovereignty” during Arab Concert of the 1970s). As regards sub-regional organizations, the GCC has strengthened a distinct Gulf (khaliji) identity and through this contributed to promoting a distinct kind of “sub-regionalization”.

Besides these kinds of effects, it is also possible to identify others forms of impact that are different from what is usually related to regionalism. Instead of curbing the security dilemma, the high levels of regionalization and some of the far-reaching regionalist visions seem to have intensified the insecurity of Arab states. Thus, the inter-connectedness and a tension among the Arab states between being Arab and sovereign have historically provided aspiring regional Arab powers a unique opportunity for meddling in the domestic politics of other Arab states. Such interferences were based on claims of acting on behalf of the Arab nation and contributed to a “low salience of sovereignty” (Halliday, 2009; 15; seeBarnett, 1998). In this inter-Arab rivalry, some regional institutions such as UAR were used to raise the bar for what it meant to be “truly Arab” and to discredit rivals, whereas others such as the Arab League have been set up to counter far-reaching unionist schemes and protect the sovereignty of the member states—or more specifically the security of their rulers. This points to a final form of impact. Instead of promoting democracy and the respect for human rights, the Arab League has traditionally been a “club of and for authoritarian Arab states” (Shehata cited inBank and Valbjørn, 2010, 314). The most regular and efficient Arab League meetings have been those between Arab interior ministers just as the most significant coordination has been among Arab intelligence (Mattes, 2010). Internal security has also been one of the fields of the most advanced forms of cooperation between the GCC states, which most recently played a crucial role in the violent crackdown on the peaceful uprisings in Bahrain.



Conclusion: Strong Regionalization and Weak Regionalism


While the Middle East might not be a region without regionalism, it is obvious that the expectations that high levels of regionalization would translate into an advanced regionalism have not been matched by reality. On the contrary, most visions of far-reaching integration have never been realized or at best given rise to short-lived experiments and[bookmark: p266](p. 266)most of the actual regional organizations have been modest in ambition and often ineffectual. In a “new Middle East” marked by weak states lacking legitimacy and a new kind of “malignant” regionalization driven by civil wars, refugees, and transnational identities based on sectarianism this does not bode well for a more successful Middle Eastern regionalism in the near future.

This does not mean, however, that the Middle East should be without interest for discussions on comparative regionalism. Thus, the region’s multifaceted experience of regionalism carries a number of lessons for future debates within this field of study. One of these concerns the relationship between regionalization and regionalism, which have not been unconnected in the Middle East. The nature of these dynamics has just been different from the classic expectations in the literature on regionalism. In the Middle Eastern case, high levels of regionalization have often constituted a burden rather than a facilitator for regionalism. Hence, there is a need to understand under which circumstances different forms of regionalization lead to genuine regionalism or the opposite. Another lesson is about the importance of acknowledging how what at first sight appears as failed regionalism can in fact be an expression of success. Thus, weak and inefficient institutional designs of the regional organizations may sometimes be intended and part of an attempt to counter the effects of regionalization and more ambitious regionalist projects and to protect the sovereignty of the member states and, not least, their rulers. Yet another lesson relates to the theoretical debate about how to account for the drivers and obstacles to regionalism. The experience from the Middle East supports the impression from other regions that instead of subscribing to a single theoretical approach or one analytical level it is more useful to adopt a flexible and inclusive theoretical framework, which not only includes insights from more theoretical approaches but also pays close attention to the complex interplay between regional and domestic politics. A final lesson concerns the effects of regionalism. Here, the Middle East serves as a reminder of the importance of broadening the perspective beyond the classic positive issues associated with regionalism. Thus, in addition to conflict-resolution, trade, and democracy, regionalism may in some contexts also be associated with an intensification of insecurity or the consolidation of authoritarianism. So, while the Middle East can hardly be described as a success story about advanced regionalism, there are a number of reasons why the multifaceted experiences of this region deserve attention from the general discussion about comparative regionalism.
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Table A12.1Regional Organizations in the Middle East

	Year established


	Institution (abbreviation)


	Issue-areas covered


	Member countries


	Website URL





	1945


	League of Arab States (Arab League, LAS)


	Multi-purpose


	Egypt (1945), Iraq (1945), Jordan (1945), Syria (1945), Lebanon (1945), Saudi Arabia (1945), Yemen (1945), Libya (1953), Sudan (1956), Morocco (1958), Tunisia (1958), Kuwait (1961), Algeria (1962), Bahrain (1971), Oman (1971), Qatar (1971), UAE (1971), Mauritania (1973), Somalia (1974), Palestine (1976), Djibouti (1977), Comoros (1993)


	<http://www.arableagueonline.org/>




	1955–1979


	Baghdad Pact/Middle East Treaty Organization (1955–1959); from 1959 Central Treaty Organization (CENTO)


	Security


	Iraq (1955–1959),Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, and the UK


	<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Central_Treaty_Organization>




	1958–1961


	UAR


	Multi-purpose


	Egypt, Syria


	<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Arab_Republic>




	1968


	Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries (OAPEC)


	Economy


	Libya (1968), Saudi Arabia (1968), Kuwait (1968), Algeria (1970), Bahrain (1970), Qatar (1970), UAE (1970), Iraq (1972), Syria (1972), Egypt (1973–1979, 1989), Tunisia (1982–1986)


	<http://www.oapecorg.org>




	1971


	UAE


	Multi-purpose


	Abu Dhabi, Ajman, Dubai, Fujairah, Sharjah, Ras al-Kahimah, Umm Aal Qaiwan


	<http://government.ae/en>




	1971


	Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC) (formerly Organization of the Islamic Conference)


	Multi-purpose


	Middle East members: LAS states, Iran, Turkey


	<http://www.oic-oci.org>




	1981


	Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)


	Multi-purpose


	Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, UAE


	<http://www.gcc-sg.org/eng/>




	1989


	Arab Maghreb Union (AMU)


	Multi-purpose


	Algeria, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Tunisia


	<http://www.maghrebarabe.org/en/>




	1989–1990


	Arab Cooperation Council (ACC)


	Multi-purpose


	Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, North Yemen


	<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arab_Cooperation_Council>















[bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-13.xhtml-bibliographyGroup-12][bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-13.xhtml-bibliography-12]References



Aarts, P. 1999. The Middle East: A Region without Regionalism or the End of Exceptionalism?Third World Quarterly, 20(5): 911–925.

Ahmad, I. 2008. The Organization of the Islamic Conference: From Ceremonial Politics Towards Politicization? In: C. Harders and M. Legrenzi (eds.),Beyond Regionalism? Regional Cooperation, Regionalism and Regionalization in the Middle East. Aldershot: Ashgate, 125–138.

Alnasrawi, A. 1991.Arab Nationalism, Oil, and the Political Economy of Dependency. New York: Greenwood Press.

Bank, A. and Valbjørn, M. 2010. Bringing the (Arab) Regional Level Back In: Jordan in the New Arab Cold War.Middle East Critique, 19(3): 303–319.

Barnett, M. 1996. Identity and Alliances in the Middle East. In: P. Katzenstein (ed.),The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics. New York: Columbia University Press, 400–447.

Barnett, M. 1998.Dialogues in Arab Politics: Negotiations in Regional Order. New York: Columbia University Press.

Barnett, M. and Solingen, E. 2007. Designed to Fail or Failure of Design? The Origins and Legacy of the Arab League. In: A. Acharya and A. I. Johnston (eds.),Crafting Cooperation: Regional Institutions in Comparative Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 180–220.

Bilgin, P. 2004. Whose “Middle East”? Geopolitical Inventions and Practices of Security.International Relations, 18(1): 25–41.

Buzan, B. and Gonzalez-Pelaez, A. (eds.) 2009.International Society and the Middle East: English School Theory at the Regional Level. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Buzan, B. and Wæver, O. 2003.Regions and Powers: The Structure of International Security. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Çarkoğlu, A., Eder, M., and Kirişci, K. 1998.The Political Economy of Regional Cooperation in the Middle East. London: Routledge.

Charai, A. and Braude, J. 2012. The League of Arab Societies.Foreign Policy: The Middle East Channel. <http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/02/23/the_league_of_arab_societies?page=full> (accessed February 23, 2015).

Chirol, V. 1903.The Middle Eastern Question, or Some Political Problems of Indian Defence. London: John Murray.

Choueiri, Y. 2008. Nationalisms in the Middle East: The Case of Pan-Arabism. In: Y. Choueiri (ed.),A Companion to the History of the Middle East. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 291–312.

Dawisha, A. 2003.Arab Nationalism in the Twentieth Century: From Triumph to Despair. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Fawcett, L. 2013. Alliances and Regionalism in the Middle East. In: L. Fawcett (ed.),International Relations of the Middle East. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 185–204.

Galal, A. and Hoekman, B. M. 2003.Arab Economic Integration: Between Hope and Reality. Cairo: Egyptian Center for Economic Studies.

Gamble, A. and Payne, A. (eds.) 1996.Regionalism and World Order. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Halliday, F. 2009. The Middle East and Conceptions of “International Society”. In: B. Buzan and A. Gonzalez-Pelaez (eds.),International Society and the Middle East: English School Theory at the Regional Level. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 1–23.

Hansen, B. 2001.Unipolarity and the Middle East. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

[bookmark: p269](p. 269)Heard-Bey, F. 1999. The United Arab Emirates: A Quarter Century of Federation. In: M. C. Hudson (ed.),Middle East Dilemma: The Politics and Economics of Arab Integration. London: I. B. Tauris, 128–149.

Hinnebusch, R. 2003.The International Politics of the Middle East. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Hourani, A. 2002.A History of the Arab Peoples. London: Faber & Faber.

Huntington, S. P. 1996.The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order. New York: Touchstone.

Ibrahim, S. E. 1982.The New Arab Social Order: A Study of the Social Impact of Oil Wealth. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Institute for National Strategic Studies. 1995.Strategic Assessment 1995: US Security Challenges in Transition. Washington, DC: National Defense University.

Keddie, N. 1973. Is There a Middle East?International Journal of Middle East Studies, 4(3): 255–271.

Kerr, M. 1965.The Arab Cold War, 1958–1964: A Study of Ideology in Politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kerr, M. and El-Sayed, Y. 1982.Rich and Poor States in the Middle East: Egypt and the New Arab Order. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Kienle, E. 1990.Ba’th v. Ba’th: The Conflict between Syria and Iraq, 1968–1989. London: I. B. Tauris.

Koppes, C. R. 1976. Captain Mahan, General Gordon, and the Origins of the Term “Middle East.”Middle Eastern Studies, 12(1): 95–98.

Kramer, M. 2008. The Myth of Linkage. <http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/06/the_myth_of_linkage/> (accessed May 13, 2015).

Lawson, F. H. 2008. Comparing Regionalist Projects in the Middle East and Elsewhere: One Step Back, Two Steps Forward. In: C. Harders and M. Legrenzi (eds.),Beyond Regionalism? Regional Cooperation, Regionalism and Regionalization in the Middle East. Aldershot: Ashgate, 13–32.

Lawson, F. H. 2012.Transformation of Regional Economic Governance in the Gulf Cooperation Council. CIRS Centre for International and Regional Studies Occasional Paper No. 10. Doha: Georgetown University School of Foreign Service in Qatar.

League of Arab States. 1945. Pact of the League of Arab States, March 22, 1945.The Avalon Project at Yale Law School. <http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/arableag.asp> (accessed May 13, 2015).

Legrenzi, M. 2002. The Gulf Cooperation Council in Light of International Relations Theory.International Area Studies Review, 5(2): 21–37.

Legrenzi, M. 2011.The GCC and the International Relations of the Gulf: Diplomacy, Security and Economy Coordination in a Changing Middle East. London: I. B. Tauris.

Legrenzi, M. and Harders, C. 2008. Beyond Regionalism? Regional Cooperation, Regionalism and Regionalization in the Middle East. In: C. Harders and M. Legrenzi (eds.),Beyond Regionalism? Regional Cooperation, Regionalism and Regionalization in the Middle East. Aldershot: Ashgate, 1–10.

Luciani, G. and Salamé, G. 1988.The Politics of Arab Integration. New York: Croom Helm.

Lustick, I. 1997. The Absence of Middle Eastern Great Powers: Political “Backwardness” in Historical Perspective.International Organization, 51(4): 653–683.

Lynch, M. 2006.Voices of the New Arab Public: Iraq, al-Jazeera, and Middle East Politics Today. New York: Columbia University Press.

[bookmark: p270](p. 270)Lynch, M. 2012. Making the Arab League Matter.Foreign Policy: The Middle East Channel. <http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/04/08/making_the_arab_league_matter> (accessed May 13, 2015).

Mahan, A. T. 1902.Retrospect and Prospect: Studies in International Relations, Naval and Political. London: Low, Marston & Co.

Mattes, H. 2010. Der Rat der Arabischen Innenminister: Das effizienteste Unterkomitee der Arabischen Liga.GIGA Focus Nahost 2/2010. Hamburg: German Institute for Global and Area Studies.

Murden, S. W. 2009. The Secondary Institutions of the Middle Eastern Regional Interstate Society. In: B. Buzan and A. Gonzalez-Pelaez (eds.),International Society and the Middle East: English School Theory at the Regional Level. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 117–139.

Noble, P. 1991. The Arab System: Pressures, Constraints, and Opportunities. In: B. Korany and A. E. H. Dessouki (eds.),The Foreign Policies of Arab States. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 67–166.

Peres, S. and Naor, A. 1993.The New Middle East. New York: Henry Holt & Co.

Said, E. 1995.Orientalism: Western Conceptions of the Orient (with a new Afterword). London: Penguin.

Salamé, G. 1994. The Middle East: Elusive Security, Indefinable Region.Security Dialogue, 25(1): 17–35.

Telhami, S. 2013.The World Through Arab Eyes: Arab Public Opinion and the Reshaping of the Middle East. New York: Basic Books.

Tibi, B. 1999. From Pan-Arabism to the Community of Sovereign Arab States: Redefining the Arab and Arabism in the Aftermath of the Second Gulf War. In: M. C. Hudson (ed.),Middle East Dilemma: The Politics and Economics of Arab Integration. London: I. B. Tauris, 92–106.

Tripp, C. 1995. Regional Organizations in the Arab Middle East. In: L. Fawcett and A. Hurrell (eds.),Regionalism in World Politics: Regional Organization and International Order. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 283–308.

UNDP. 2002.The Arab Human Development Report Creating Opportunities for Future Generations. New York: United Nations Development Programme, Regional Bureau for Arab States.

Valbjørn, M. 2009. Arab Nationalism(s) in Transformation: From Arab Interstate Societies to an Arab-Islamic World Society. In: B. Buzan and A. Gonzalez-Pelaez (eds.),International Society and the Middle East: English School Theory at the Regional Level. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 140–169.

Valbjørn, M. 2012. Upgrading Post-Democratization Studies: Examining a Re-politicized Arab World in a Transition to Somewhere.Middle East Critique, 21(1): 25–35.

Valbjørn, M. and Bank, A. 2012. The New Arab Cold War: Rediscovering the Arab Dimension of Middle East Regional Politics.Review of International Studies, 38(1): 3–24.

Van Hüllen, V. 2015. Just Leave Us Alone: The Arab League and Human Rights. In: T. A. Börzel and V. Van Hüllen (eds.),Governance Transfer by Regional Organizations: Patching Together a Global Script. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 125–140.

Walt, S. M. 1987.The Origins of Alliances. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.













Morten ValbjornMorten Valbjørn is Associate Professor at the Department of Political Science and Government, Aarhus Universitet, Aarhus, Denmark.








13 Sub-Saharan Africa

Christof Hartmann

Withthe benefit of hindsight, it is apparent that the end of the Cold War represented a major watershed in Africa’s political trajectory. It changed the nature of violent conflict on the continent, and triggered a major transformation of domestic political structures few of which still resemble what they used to be 25 years ago. From a developmental perspective Africa’s economies had undergone dramatic changes since the economic and debt crisis of the early 1980s. The demise of the Soviet Union coincided with the end of a state-interventionist development model across the continent. One crucial aspect of donor-induced “structural adjustment” macroeconomic reforms had been the liberalization of foreign trade regimes in order to boost the export sectors and modify the integration of African countries in the international economic system.

The new dynamics of African regionalism that we observe since the 1990s is without any doubt related to these changing patterns of the continent’s insertion into the international system in manifold ways. In the absence of global power politics, Africans had ultimately more space to take decisions and to find “African solutions to African problems.” At the same time, they were confronted with new security and political challenges which required responses beyond the level of individual states. Political leaders belonging to new generations and equipped with the legitimacy of electoral mandates claimed a new role for Africa and voiced the concept of an “African Renaissance” with concomitant continental political institutions. The differing fate of political and economic reforms also increased the heterogeneity of state and regime trajectories across the continent ranging from established democracies and middle-income economies such as Ghana or Namibia to collapsed states such as Central African Republic or Somalia. This variety and the high number of nearly 50 states in sub-Saharan Africa explains why the 1990s saw the renaissance of sub-regional arrangements in some parts of Africa, particularly in West and Southern Africa.

The renewed political dynamics of African regionalism and the fact that some organizations became a laboratory of innovative new variants of regionalism eventually led to increased academic interest. In the early post-independence period, African regionalism had already featured prominently in comparative research (Nye, 1965) but the[bookmark: p272](p. 272)stagnation of economic integration in the 1970s and 1980s reduced both political and academic interest. Over the last two decades, however, African regionalism has been rediscovered by researchers from both the continent and beyond. One debate has mainly dealt with different aspects of economic cooperation, how it has unfolded in the context of Africa’s marginalization in the globalized economy, and is related or not to different forms of regionalization on the continent. A second debate about African regionalism which has developed independently and is informed by international relations (IR) theory to a stronger extent, deals with security challenges within Africa and various aspects of the so-called African Peace and Security Architecture (APSA). African think tanks and scholars have played a prominent role in these debates, but no specific African approach to the study of regionalism has emerged. African authors have adopted both mainstream functional thinking about regional integration (Oyejide, 1999) or opted for New Regionalism which stresses the role of non-state actors (Aning, 1999). Even those who argue from a pan-Africanist line of thinking and stress collective self-reliance essentially propose modes of African regionalism, which take the European Union (EU) as main inspiration and think integration along these lines is feasible (Asante, 1997).

Empirical research on African regionalism has been confronted with many challenges. It has been very difficult to access data on decisions and policies, let alone decision-making processes. The importance of informal economic activities can only be estimated. Websites of African regional arrangements are hardly a useful way to access updated information. Some core decisions are never published in the official documents of these organizations. There is no information on the closed-doors negotiations of heads-of-state and no memoirs of retired presidents. Few local researchers have access to policy-makers. Within the bureaucracies of many organizations there is little permanent staff and tasks such as preparing policy documents are at times outsourced to consultants. In such a context, over many years studies on African regionalism mainly consisted of case studies on individual organizations or concentrated on specific policies or instruments, such as the Organization of African Unity’s (OAU) principle of non-intervention or the peacekeeping missions and the logistical and legal problems related to these operations. As access to data was so complicated, research was primarily interested in giving a comprehensive descriptive account of institutional structures, policies, and instruments.

Theory-driven analysis has steadily increased over recent years, but there is still a lack of a systematic and comparative account of the debate which transcends the specific theoretical perspective of one school or another. The chapter will thus present an overview of both empirical evidence and scholarly debate on African regionalism and regionalization as it has developed since the early 1990s. From a comparative perspective, the most puzzling aspect of African regionalism appears to be the continuing gap between the ambition, innovation, and multiplication of state-led regionalism, on the one hand, and the lack of broader societal engagement with these projects, on the other. While the various theoretical approaches presented here will offer different explanations for this paradox, my main argument will start from the growing differentiation of domestic structures and state–society interactions across the continent that render[bookmark: p273](p. 273)a generalization about African regionalism, its main drivers or effects problematic. Without denying the importance of globalization and external drivers for understanding regional cooperation, it is political and social change in African states that explains why state-led regionalism moves towards more legitimate projects of region-building with a broader set of objectives in some parts of the continent while it remains a shallow façade for rent-seeking in others.



The Construction of African Regions


The first attempts of “regional” cooperation on the African continent started when most African territories were still under colonial rule. They were marked by the assertion of an African identity against colonialism and marginalization among African elites, and against a legacy of slavery, alienation, and continued domination in the form of apartheid. Pan-Africanism originated outside the African continent as a protest movement of people of African origin in the diaspora. It nevertheless proved to be a powerful idea and inspiration which promoted the general idea of African unity as much as the attempts to create regional arrangements across the continent and to sustain African independence with economic and military means (Ajala, 1973;Franke, 2009;Prah, 2003).

One of the major debates which preceded the creation of the OAU in 1963 turned around the question whether the state system inherited from colonizers should be initially accepted or whether Africans should strive for a stronger form of unity and towards a federation of all African countries (Clapham, 1996). Those in favor of incremental and functional cooperation avoiding any immediate transfer of sovereignty prevailed, and the OAU was thus built on the principle of the inviolability of existing borders, and a confirmation of absolute national sovereignty. The pan-African idea of federating Africans in the “United States of Africa,” which had been propagated in particular by Kwame Nkrumah, first head-of-state of Ghana, remained a political inspiration for generations to come (Murithi, 2005;Nkrumah, 1963). However, it did not inform the political practice on the continent beyond the 1960s. Neither did the OAU initially promote the economic integration of African states. The main objectives of the OAU were political, i.e. to fight against apartheid, remaining colonies, and settler regimes in Southern Africa, and, given the fragile borders among many states, to avoid violent conflict among the OAU members.

The OAU’s idea of Africa was continental, i.e., it referred to all then-independent states on the African continent with the exception of white-ruled South Africa. It comprised the North African states of Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco, and Sudan, which all had previously become member states of the Arab League. Continental integration has thus transcended right from the beginning the cultural border between sub-Saharan and North Africa (Amate, 1986). Despite all protracted and violent conflicts which have occurred over the last decades between people of “Arab” and “African” descent in some countries of the Sahel zone (Mauritania, Mali, Niger, Chad, Sudan),[bookmark: p274](p. 274)the OAU never questioned this continental approach to political cooperation. Libya became a main donor of many sub-Saharan African states, and Libyan head-of-state Qaddafi even tried repeatedly to lead the organization. The regionalism of the OAU was thus inclusive. With the exception of Morocco, which left the organization in 1984 following the admission of the government of Western Sahara as a member of the OAU, all African states were represented and continue to be so in the African Union (AU) which was created in 2002 as a successor to the OAU. Today, the AU has thus 54 member states.1

While political cooperation was dealt with at the continental level, various organizations were created at the sub-continental or “regional” level between the late 1960s and mid-1970s with the aim of transforming African economies. The United Nations Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA) had an important role in dividing the continent into five regions. These attempts to create regions from above were, however, confronted with both competing projects of regionalism that reflected colonial legacies, and a lack of commitment and ownership from the participating governments and societies (Oyejide, 1999).

In East Africa, the formation of the East African Community (EAC) united in 1967 the three former British colonies of Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania. It was built on colonial predecessor arrangements, but the countries of the more instable Horn of Africa which did not share a British colonial background, were left out and the idea of a more comprehensive Eastern African community was compromised. In West Africa, the Union Monétaire Ouest Africaine (UMOA), created by France at decolonization to maintain a monetary union with its former colonies, was a major stumbling block for regional cooperation in the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS); half of the ECOWAS member states were advancing towards the harmonization of one specific policy area and even effectively attributed supranational competencies to a regional bank.2France continued to be an active member of UMOA (later renamed UEMOA) and directly participated in African regional cooperation as an external, quite powerful, actor.

The challenge of region-building within ECOWAS has been one of “variable geometry.” East and Southern Africa, however, have a far more challenging geography of regionalism which is marked by overlapping memberships, with nearly all countries being members of two or three different regional cooperation schemes (ECA, 2004, 40). The Southern African Development Coordination Conference (SADCC) was created for both political and economic reasons, i.e. to help reduce the Frontline States’ economic reliance on their South African neighbor and to channel external resources, both material and symbolic, to support the anti-apartheid struggle (Lorenz and Cornelissen, 2011). Eventually, in the wake of the accession of Namibia to the organization in 1992, SADCC transformed into the Southern African Development Community (SADC), an organization aiming at developing economic integration through trade liberalization and functional cooperation. Some of its members, however, had already been forming a Preferential Trade Area (PTA) for Eastern and Southern Africa in 1981, which subsequently transformed into the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA) in 1994. While some states have become COMESA members which[bookmark: p275](p. 275)geographically are clearly not part of East and Southern Africa (such as Egypt or Libya), other East and Southern African states are not participating in this cooperation scheme, and prefer to work through the EAC (revived in 2000) or SADC. There are, in other words, competing regionalisms and competing underlying political projects.

While the different sub-regional organizations faced many difficulties in achieving their economic agenda, several of these organizations have become relevant in addressing a growing number of security threats, The protracted violent conflicts caused by state decay in the early 1990s, but also the proliferation of small arms, and more recently the fight against international terrorist networks constituted major threats that were more effectively addressed at the regional level. ECOWAS became a much-studied object when the first humanitarian interventions were launched under its umbrella in Liberia in 1990, and in Sierra Leone in 1997 (Abass, 2000;Coleman, 2007;Francis, 2001;Olonisakin, 2000). African regional organizations (ROs) (Appendix TableA13.1) received quite comprehensive political mandates dealing with electoral observation, corruption, the protection of democracy, and crisis prevention. Notwithstanding the attempts by the AU to attribute specific regional actors an exclusive role in the APSA, challenges of overlap have emerged in East Africa where the EAC, the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), and the newly formed East African Standby Force (EASF) have different membership and conflicting interests and mandates (Lindskov Jacobsen and Nordby, 2012).

The so-called Regional Economic Communities (RECs), which aspired to become multidimensional regional arrangements, met with the claim of first the OAU (with the Lagos Plan of Action 1980) and later the AU to also have a responsibility for economic development. They aimed at transforming the whole continent into an African Economic Community over a period of six stages, extending over 34 years. In a parallel move, since 2001 and under the initial leadership of South Africa, the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) has been trying to build a framework for coordination of development interventions at the continental level (Taylor, 2005).

The original division of labor between continental and regional layers of cooperation is thus challenged from both directions. The AU (and NEPAD as its technical agency) perceives the RECs less as “regionalism” in their own right, but rather as “pillars” for a political and economic edifice which is crowned and directed by the AU itself. The actual decision-making processes and realities on the ground are quite different (Gandois, 2009). There are major policy differences which are particularly evident in the field of peace and security, for instance, in the management of the crises in Côte d’Ivoire and Zimbabwe. ECOWAS and SADC were more or less successful in hindering the AU’s attempts to take a supervisory and leading role in conflict management.

A major obstacle for these various and sometimes conflicting attempts at region-building from above has been the decoupling from existing patterns of regionalization at elite or mass level. Africa has been a continent of intense migration for centuries, and traditional trade routes spanned across now independent countries belonging to several of these regions with trade languages, such as Dioula, Hausa, or Swahili, spoken and understood by millions of people (Iliffe, 1995). Such societal dynamics[bookmark: p276](p. 276)have contributed to a regional clustering of populations which is hardly reflected in the state-led projects of regionalism. Millions of African citizens continue to live and work in neighboring countries. A whole strand of literature, mostly inspired by the New Regionalism approach, has highlighted the intensity of transnational processes in various parts of the continent (Bach, 2009;Grant and Söderbaum, 2003;Iheduru, 2003;Shaw, 2000;Söderbaum, 2011). It has remained, however, unclear which project of region-building actually emerges from the wide array of interactions between informal workers, families, business networks, petty traders, migrant labor, and refugees. It is much clearer that in most of the continent there is very little interplay between state elites and domestic constituencies such as private business or civil society in constructing stronger degrees of “regionness” (Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000) and, more generally, in developing a common regional identity or awareness (Hurrell, 1995).

The construction of regions remains thus contested in sub-Saharan Africa. There is competition between the continental and the regional which is articulated discursively around the notion of subsidiarity but not resolved in behavioral practice. As much as pan-Africanism remains a powerful discourse, regional politics throughout most of the continent remains characterized by overlapping regionalisms. This overlap indicates that arrangements with a purely economic agenda are not considered to be the exclusive or main manifestation of regions by its inhabitants, and that underlying cultural traditions, economic practices, and political legacies (such as a common past of fighting against oppression) continue to frustrate the top-down projects of region-building engineered by the AU or external actors (Vale, 2004).



Driving Factors of Regionalism in Africa


A number of explanations for understanding the emergence and dynamics of regionalism have been advanced in the literature. Most of these approaches can be considered relevant in the African context depending on which aspect or organization within the African galaxy of regionalism is analyzed.

According to a functionalist logic, low levels of economic transactions in Africa and the existence of substantial differences among member states have not produced sufficient regional demand for strong economic integration. The transformation of arrangements with an economic vocation into institutions of security governance were, on the contrary, at least partially the attempt to cope with the negative externalities arising from the growing number of civil wars in the post-Cold War period which engulfed most parts of West, Central, and East Africa. The conflicts in Liberia, Sierra Leone, Rwanda, or Somalia had destabilizing effects on their regional environment, but only in West Africa extant ROs could be transformed to deal with these new regional security[bookmark: p277](p. 277)challenges (Francis, 2005;Iheduru, 2011). We could interpret the transformation of the OAU into the AU and NEPAD as a response of newly emerging African elites to the heavy influence of external powers on the continent, both in terms of the massive presence of former colonial powers and the United Nations (UN) in peacekeeping, and of bilateral donors and Bretton Woods institutions in dictating all sorts of conditionalities. The successful rejuvenation and transformation of the largely dysfunctional OAU into the AU was a manifestation of the will of Africans to solve conflicts among and by themselves (Coleman, 2011;Murithi, 2008). NEPAD’s innovative African Peer Review Mechanism was introduced with the explicit objective of making extra-African monitoring of the governance record of Africans superfluous (Herbert and Gruzd, 2007;Hope, 2002;Kanbur, 2004).

The bureaucracies emerging within ROs have been more recently identified by some authors as drivers of regionalism.Tieku (2011)andFranke (2009)have analyzed the growing role of the AU Commission in shaping the political agenda and developing new policies within the AU. Given the intergovernmental nature of all ROs there are obvious limits to such a role.Engel and Porto (2010)are, thus, cautious in their assessment of the independent role of the AU Commission. More research is certainly needed to better understand the changing and varying role of commissions and secretariats as drivers of regionalism across the continent.

The transformations in regional and continental politics have also been interpreted as the attempt of the most powerful African states to actively defend their interests (Adebajo and Landsberg, 2003). NEPAD was triggered by an alliance of the presidents of South Africa, Nigeria, Algeria, and Senegal. The negotiations about the AU were both an attempt to hinder Libya from exercising dominance within continental politics and to find compromises among the most powerful players Nigeria and South Africa (Tieku, 2004). Whether Nigeria really qualifies as a hegemon has been more contested, but the absence of hegemons in other parts of Africa has been used as an explanation for the lacking enforcement of various projects of regionalism (Hancock, 2014). Much writing on ECOWAS peacekeeping in both Liberia and Sierra Leone has taken the position that these missions primarily served political and economic interests of the regional power Nigeria (Adebajo, 2002;Adeleke, 1995;Van Walraven, 1999), and Coleman’s book analyzes in a similar vein how regional powers such as Nigeria and South Africa have used regionalism to strengthen the legitimacy of otherwise national preferences and intervention strategies (Coleman, 2007).

A third cluster of explanations focuses on the power of ideas and norms as drivers of regionalism. The new dynamics of both continental and regional cooperation is thus related to the powerful discourse about the African Renaissance launched by South African President Mbeki (Vale and Maseko, 1998), a changing continental self- perception (also in the light of the intense Chinese investment on the continent), and a revival of pan-Africanism in intellectual circles across the continent (Franke, 2009, 214). The APSA with its innovative features, particularly the continental early warning system, the African Standby Force, and the establishment of a highly intrusive[bookmark: p278](p. 278)intervention mechanism has puzzled many observers. Much previous analysis such asClapham (1996)had argued that the vulnerability of African states in the international system will further strengthen the need to defend external sovereignty both within Africa and in the relationship with external actors. Constructivists now stressed how international norms concerning human security and R2P (responsibility to protect) have been localized in the African context and started to shape the agendas and policies of ROs (Engel and Porto, 2009;Franke, 2009;Williams, 2007), including military interventions in Libya and Côte d’Ivoire (Bellamy and Williams, 2011;Ipinyomi, 2012).

The most convincing set of explanations, however, has argued that regime type and domestic political structures on the continent explain why and how African governments invest in regional integration. Overlapping memberships, for example, are clearly rational for policy-makers which are rather interested in accumulating diplomatic positions and extracting rents while not wanting to lose control over their economies and neo-patrimonial polities (Herbst, 2007). The existing forms of regional cooperation are thus highly successful insofar as they strengthen the status, the international recognition, and the reputation of incumbent governments and might also lead to an additional inflow of material resources.Söderbaum (2004)called this the “sovereignty-boosting” function of African regionalism. “The summits and conferences are important components in discursive and even imaginary constructions of ROs, and this social practice is then repeated and institutionalized at a large number of ministerial and other meetings, which in reality involve no real debate and no wider consultation within or between member states” (Söderbaum, 2011, 67–68). According to this literature, for weak African states the maintenance of sovereignty is a main priority and only forms of regional cooperation which do not challenge this sovereignty will be accepted. In addition, tariff revenues represent a considerable percentage of the national budget, and a form of regional economic integration which includes substantive trade liberalization will have negative effects on revenue.3

The role of non-state actors in pushing or hindering regional integration has been discussed in a controversial manner. Political liberalization and democratization processes in many African states have opened up spaces for civil societies to voice their demands and preferences. Regional networks of human rights commissions and advocacy groups have emerged. Much more than in the past the conditions exist now for the emergence of transnational activism and of regional political communities which are supported by a variety of non-state actors (Iheduru, 2011). For other authors the weakness of the private indigenous sector explains the failure of market integration. From such a perspective, NEPAD represented the attempt to align the heavily statist tradition of policy-making in African regionalism (Van de Walle, 2001) with the requirements resulting from closer engagement with the North. African regimes were not only committing themselves to good governance under the African Peer Review Mechanism, but regionalism was supposed to be reconciled with economic globalization, access to markets, investment flows, and debt relief (De[bookmark: p279](p. 279)Waal, 2002;Taylor, 2010).Söderbaum and Taylor (2008)have stressed the attempt by South Africa to reconfigure the SADC region by the implementation of spatial development initiatives (SDI) and development corridors. Economic integration is pursued through privatization and public–private partnerships in transnational projects such as gas pipelines or toll roads linking South Africa’s industrial heartland with the Mozambique ports. The emergence of such initiatives seems, however, to depend on the availability of strong private sectors with an interest to expand in the region and which have close alliances with state governments, a scenario which might not exist outside Southern Africa.

Finally, external actors are also credited with directly driving regionalism in Africa. Some ROs in Central Africa might have continued to exist not because the leaders of participating states derived any benefit from it, but because the AU needed to have one pillar in each of the defined sub-regions, and thus mobilized external funding for the establishment of appropriate structures. The establishment of the APSA with its regional sub-structures has been a process with a lot of capacity-building and expertise coming from outside Africa (Engel and Porto, 2010). At a more general level, African regionalism thus reflects a structural context of “extraversion” which is visible in many other aspects of African politics (Bayart, 2000).

Direct external influence has been evident in the EU’s negotiating strategy for the Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) which were supposed to replace the Cotonou Agreements between the EU and its former colonies in Africa, the Caribbean, and the Pacific (ACP). Previous duty-free access to European markets had proved irrelevant in increasing trade between ACP states and the EU, and the asymmetric trade preferences for ACP countries were not considered to be in line with the World Trade Organization’s most-favored nation (MFN) treatment. The EU thus thought of creating a number of free trade areas bringing together four regional groups of African (and Caribbean and South Pacific) states with the EU, which would allow the EU to still grant preferential access for the Africans to the EU markets while applying legitimate exceptions to MFN principles under World Trade Organization law. The EPA negotiations which were supposed to end by 2007 have proved to be difficult and protracted and were only completed in 2014. With the exception of West Africa none of the regional negotiation groupings corresponded to an existing RO. Given the many overlapping memberships in East and Southern Africa this was partly unavoidable if the EU wanted all states to belong to only one negotiating group, but it was perceived as a policy which was not supportive of regional integration on the continent. Within EPAs African countries had actually to define individual liberation schedules and exclusion baskets which created intra-regional barriers within the SADC (Meyn, 2008) to the extent that the SADC member countries were attributed (or had self-appointed) to three different negotiation groups (Stevens, 2006). It is certain that the EPAs strengthened neither the idea nor the practice of regional cooperation on the continent, but might even have weakened some ROs such as the South African Customs Union (SACU) (Muntschick, 2013).



[bookmark: p280](p. 280)Understanding the Variety of Institutional Design


African regionalism includes an impressive array of different arrangements, ranging from customs unions such as SACU with a restricted membership of five states to continental organizations such as the AU and including both fictitious “organizations” which practically exist only on paper as well as functioning monetary unions.

Institutional features of economic regional integration have been mainly analyzed by economists outlining the benefits African countries could gain from a stronger form of both regional integration and multilateral trade liberalization (ECA, 2004;Hancock, 2014;Kayizzi-Mugerwa, 2002;Mistry, 2000;Oyejide, 1999). The main features of regional economic cooperation in Africa are a primary focus on intra-regional tariff reduction (which has remained mostly behind schedule), restrictive rules of origin, and relatively high external trade barriers (Yang and Gupta, 2007). At the same time the desired level of regional integration among African ROs remains higher than in most other world regions. But only the implementation of the three monetary unions, which are all remnants of the colonial past, is evident. In the Common Monetary Area (CMA) in Southern Africa different currencies still exist, but at a pegged exchange rate. The FCFA zone in Western and Central Africa comprises two distinct monetary unions, but their link to the euro under exactly the same conditions makes it appear as a single entity (Asche and Brücher, 2009;ECA, 2012). Among the customs unions only SACU can be considered to have a fully functional common external tariff. The other ROs that have declared being a customs union, such as UEMOA or EAC, have allowed considerable exceptions to the agreed tariffs and internal liberalization schedules for several years. Still, Africa has among all continents the highest percentage of land-locked states, and many states with comparatively small populations, but this demand for the creation of larger markets has not led the existing regional arrangements to actually supply deeper forms of market integration, and the attempts by the UN to promote a “rationalization” of overlapping memberships have been to no avail, with the exception maybe of the negotiations of SADC, COMESA, and EAC about fast-tracking tripartite integration (ECA and AU, 2006).

Others, arguing from quite different angles, have questioned to what extent the real processes reflect a market-driven process of regional integration at all. In the Southern African contextHentz (2008)argued that for many reasons South Africa has opted to support a developmental-functional rather than market-driven understanding of regional cooperation (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume). Shared state-led projects across borders, especially with regard to water resources, transport, and hydroelectric power, aim at overcoming infrastructural and production-based barriers to regional trade (McCarthy, 1999), or help manage diamond trade, drought and humanitarian crises, refugee repatriation, oil and natural gas pipelines, container transportation, or satellite television (Shaw, 2000). In this process the secretariats[bookmark: p281](p. 281)or commissions of ROs are transformed from agenda-setter of trade liberalization to “regional development agencies” and serve as fundraisers and intermediaries of donors (Bach, 2004).

In more extreme cases, while officially advocating further trade liberalization and a discourse of regionalism state elites are interested in maintaining boundary disparities, such as customs, monetary, or fiscal which allow them to engage in illicit activities and networks of smuggling. Daniel Bach has coined this process “trans-state regionalization,” as state agents are involved in circumventing the official rules which regulate trans-border flows, and use regionalism essentially as a means for “resource capture” (Bach, 2005). Such practices are quite prevalent in West Africa as documented also byGolub and Mbaye (2008)for the Gambia andIgué and Soulé (1992)for Benin, and might explain why West African governments continue to commit themselves to ambitious schedules of trade liberalization, but actually may have also reasons to resist implementation of formal integration schemes.

The lack of deeper integration in many regional arrangements also explains why institutional ground-rules have remained intergovernmental in principle and informal in their decision-making procedures. If regionalism is less about harmonizing policies or liberalizing trade, as claimed byHerbst (2007)orSöderbaum (2004), consensus is the most efficient decision rule, and the spaghetti bowl thus not an indicator of ineffective regionalism but functional in terms of other political objectives, such as securing domestic or international legitimacy. Much of the literature has thus claimed that institutional structures within African regionalism are mostly intergovernmental, consensus-based, with inclusive membership rules and informal decision-making processes, and that heads-of-state tend to rely on themselves to bargain over contested issues. Where hegemons exist they are not willing to bind themselves by regional institutions. Some of these assumptions have, however, been challenged from two different sides.

Hancock (2009)presented a theory of plutocratic delegation which she illustrates inter alia with SACU, a customs union which had been created in 1910 but which survived following the independence of Botswana, Lesotho, and Swaziland from Britain in the 1960s under slightly revised terms, i.e. increased shares of customs collection to the three smaller economies. Instead of creating supranational structures, states delegate policy-making authority to the wealthiest member state of a regional integration scheme, in this case South Africa. According to Hancock, SACU had such a plutocratic structure until the end of apartheid in South Africa when the new African National Congress (ANC) government opted for a more intergovernmental structure. The monetary unions in Francophone West and Central Africa have in a similar way developed stronger forms of integration including delegation of policy-making to a supranational central bank. This Central Bank was under the strong influence of a wealthy state, which was not an African member state but France and its Treasury (Canac and Garcia-Contreras, 2011). Today the CFA-franc is pegged to the euro and these African ROs have thus delegated policy-making to the European Central Bank (Stasavage, 2003;Gurtner, 1999).

[bookmark: p282](p. 282)The second challenge to intergovernmentalism came with the institutional transformation of both the AU and the ECOWAS and the adoption of R2P norms. With regard to the AU it has been claimed that the institutional reforms of 2002 made the AU much more similar to the EU (Packer and Rukare, 2002) by inter alia establishing a stronger Commission as a motor of further integrative efforts. The new Peace and Security Council as the most supranational element in the AU, however, rather followed the example of the UN by having 15 members, and the right to decide about sanctions against member states including military intervention (Murithi, 2005). In the ECOWAS, in 1999 a similar innovative intervention mechanism had been established together with a Mediation and Security Council (MSC) comprising only nine out of 15 member states and deciding with a two-thirds majority of its members about inter alia humanitarian interventions and the use of military force against member states (Hartmann, 2013). This is a quite radical departure from previous understandings of consensus and non-interference, even if, in practice the MSC has generally convened with all ECOWAS members present. The ECOWAS Court of Justice obtained the competence to rule on human rights violations through an individual complaint procedure since 2005 (Alter et al., 2013).

Such institutional innovations have been partly explained by diffusion (Börzel and Risse, 2012). A more systematic analysis of mechanisms of diffusion both within Africa (among ECOWAS and the AU) or between Africa and regional innovations worldwide, is still largely missing. Exceptions areLenz (2011)orBuzdugan (2013)who claim that the EU model of regional integration indeed mattered, and both emulation and persuasion/socialization led to SADC’s institutional reforms and the decision to introduce the Common Market objective. EU-style institutional change was then triggered by the dependence of SADC’s budget on EU support. Even the spaghetti bowl might be partly the result of donor behavior, as their contributions make up a substantial fraction of the secretariats’ budgets and more often than not technical advice from outside is a significant factor for keeping negotiations and implementation running (Asche and Brücher, 2009).

In analyzing the puzzling emergence of the innovative 1999 ECOWAS military intervention mechanism,Hartmann and Striebinger (2014)identify the regime dynamics of member states as a decisive explaining variable. Both the democratizing regional hegemon Nigeria and the other fragile West African democracies had a clear interest to “lock in” their domestic democratic development at the regional level. This was also possible because the remaining competitive-authoritarian regimes were seeking international legitimacy by signing the protocol and were expecting at the same time that it would not be enforced. Other assumptions from the comparative theoretical literature on the relevance of regime type in explaining institutional patterns of regionalism (Pevehouse, 2005;Solingen, 2008), have found little resonance in the literature dealing with Africa (for exceptionsFawcett and Gandois, 2010;Welz, 2012). Given the recent democratization of many countries it would be indeed difficult to assume a correlation between regime type and the success of regional cooperation and integration.



[bookmark: p283](p. 283)Effects of Regionalism


Trade and Development

The attempts at economic integration have largely failed, if we use the official objectives as yardstick of success (Asante, 1997;Mistry, 2000). The EAC spectacularly broke down in 1977 over policy differences and the perception of Tanzania that the EAC was mostly to the benefit of the strongest economy Kenya. In many other RECs, treaty provisions were not implemented as the required annexes and implementation schedules had never been worked out. In other cases, the agreed trade liberalization remained an illusion because the schedules existed but were officially postponed, not translated into national law, or simply not implemented at the border posts (Asche and Brücher, 2009;ECA and AU, 2006).

The impact of regional integration on intra-African trade seems to have been insignificant overall, and intra-regional trade has stagnated continent-wide at 8–9 percent or grown erratically relative to trade with the rest of the world (Cissokho et al., 2013;Yang and Gupta, 2007). Given the small size of intra-regional trade, however, trade diversion is also insignificant, and it would be difficult to claim that regional integration has worsened the trade regime of African countries. Small market sizes, poor transport facilities, and high trading costs have made it difficult for African countries to reap the benefits of trade liberalization (Geda and Kebret, 2008;Yang and Gupta, 2007).

The biggest hope for a success story was the political transformation in Southern Africa in the early 1990s, and the expectation that the by far strongest African economy, South Africa, was going to become the motor of regional economic integration. This was not going to happen, as the SADC was paralyzed by political struggles and a tradition of anxiously guarding national sovereignty, especially vis-à-vis South Africa. Instead of implementing the free trade agreement, many SADC member states concluded additional bilateral trade agreements with other SADC members in order to avoid opening their markets to South African business (Lee, 2003). More recently the revived EAC has made a lot of progress in the field of economic cooperation, by establishing a customs union and some elements of a Common Market and growing intra-regional trade. The whole process remains, however, strongly driven by the political ambitions of Ugandan President Museveni, and much less by any meaningful supra- or transnational mechanism or dynamics, and the integration of Rwanda, Burundi, and South Sudan will be a major challenge for the organization.

Regional arrangements, with EAC as at least temporary outlier (Busse and Shams, 2005), have been ineffective not only in promoting trade, but also in strengthening competitiveness, and in attracting foreign direct investment. They have been more successful in channeling ODA (official development assistance) to sub-Saharan Africa, particularly for financing large projects in road infrastructure, telecommunications, and the energy sector. For many African states the short-term benefits that ROs offered[bookmark: p284](p. 284)as forums for integrated development of common resources such as river basins, were clearly more important than the gains which non-discriminatory free trade is likely to provide in the long term (Gathii, 2011). To a certain degree, many ROs have been successful in creating a regional space which legitimizes cooperation among member states or private actors (as in the case of the SDIs) even without the RO bureaucracy having any role. Functional cooperation might also have triggered the emergence of indigenous policy networks from exporters and local industrialists. According toIheduru (2011), the Private Sector Department of the ECOWAS Commission was instrumental in promoting the influence of such policy networks in the regional market for telecommunications and information technology.



Peace and Security

The balance sheet on peace and security is difficult to draw. The OAU and its policy of respect for existing borders has been credited with having avoided major inter-state warfare and secessionist movements throughout the post-colonial decades (Clapham, 1996;Pondi, 1990;Williams, 2007). The strong protection of sovereignty helped to stabilize the African state system with overall few secessionist tendencies (Englebert, 2009). The OAU and later the AU were, however, powerless in the face of the brutal war between Ethiopia and Eritrea (1998–2000) with an estimated loss of several hundred thousand lives and the “Great African War” in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) (1998–2003) with a total of ten neighboring states fighting at some time with their troops on the soil of the DRC. Violent conflicts have emerged continuously within African states, especially in the Sahel and the Horn of Africa. The APSA was a response to this high number of conflicts, but instability, violent conflict, and a lack of human security have persisted in many parts of the continent (Khadiagala, 2009).

AU peacekeeping has evolved more recently with the South African-led mission in Burundi (2003–2004) as a success insofar as the violent conflict could be stopped (Boshoff, 2010). Since then, the AU has intervened in the Comoros, the Sudan, and Somalia with more mixed success (Williams, 2009). In those sub-regions where ROs, such as ECOWAS and SADC, held a mandate to intervene (if necessary with military means) the AU has left the initiative to them. Since the military interventions in Liberia (1990) and Lesotho (1998) both ECOWAS and SADC have become active in conflict management and peace enforcement, but had many difficulties in securing regional support and legitimacy for these missions and in achieving success on the ground. In the West African cases, the UN regularly took over from the ECOWAS peacekeeping missions (Coleman, 2011).

The APSA continues to raise many expectations, and attracts interest and foreign funding.Franke (2009)has interpreted the normative shift in the AU’s security culture and the concomitant policy actions as a sign of a nascent security community on the African continent, especially in the light of the absence of inter-state war (similarlyKacowicz, 1998). Others have remained more skeptical and have pointed to the lack of[bookmark: p285](p. 285)domestic stability and consolidated democracy, a quite partial process of norm adaptation, as well as the scarce political and financial commitment of member states to the project of continental security cooperation (Williams, 2010).Nathan (2012)called Southern Africa a “community of insecurity” claiming that the prerequisites for a security community were clearly not met. There was a blatant lack of human security within African societies, and the lack of open inter-state war only hid the continuous meddling of some countries in the affairs of neighboring states, inter alia by financing rebel movements.



Democracy and Governance

Did ROs have any influence on democracy and governance in member states? In recent years there has been a stronger interest in comparing the relevance of institutional structures for the transfer of democracy and governance to member states (Börzel and Van Hüllen, 2015;Hartmann, 2008;Legler and Tieku, 2010;Van der Vleuten and Hoffmann, 2010). The methodological assessment of governance improvements or regime dynamics remains very much contested and ROs (even beyond Africa) typically lack a more fine-grained set of policy instruments to influence specific governance sectors at the level of member states beyond support to electoral governance.

In line with the intervention instruments discussed before, African ROs have been most active in sanctioning unconstitutional accession to power, as well as threatening to use military force to re-establish elected leaders, as happened with ECOWAS in Sierra Leone 1997, and also in Côte d’Ivoire in 2010. Military or civil coups d’état have regularly led to the suspension of the respective states from the organizations, to diplomatic missions with the aim to restore the constitutional process, and to economic and military sanctions in some cases (Vandeginste, 2013;Souaré, 2014). A brief look at the regime dynamics on the African continent since the early 1990s reveals an interesting regional pattern in this regard. In West and Southern Africa, democracy seems to have better chances to be sustained while in the other regions (especially in Central Africa) competitive authoritarian or authoritarian regimes dominate. While the sustainment of democracy will be obviously the result of mainly domestic driving factors, regionalism seems to work through such regional mechanisms of leverage (sanctions) as well as regional linkage and diffusion (Hartmann, 2015).





Conclusion


While African regionalism has been the concern of mainly area specialists for many years, more recently an increasing number of scholars from IR and comparative regionalism have discovered it as an interesting research topic, including African organizations in their analysis (Alter, 2011;Börzel and Van Hüllen, 2015). Much needs to be done[bookmark: p286](p. 286)both in terms of collecting data and in analyzing the variety of regionalist projects from a comparative and theory-driven perspective. We need not only to better understand the differences in the dynamics and effects of ROs, but also to better account for the difference in the interests, roles, and compliance of member states within regionalism. Taking such a comparative perspective will also allow researchers to better grasp the interactions between different domestic and transnational societal actors and state elites.

There is no other continent that strives for a continental economic community in the formal and supranational way Africa does. This remains in stark contrast to the equally dominant perception of Africa as a continent of state weakness and lack of socio-economic development. While the grandiose plans of APSA and AEC might be useful as visions they will not be realized any time soon. On the contrary, much has happened and succeeded in parts of the continent with more modest objectives and more limited approaches. Many African states have limited capacities to manage development processes, and even stronger challenges to engage in more complex institutional forms of economic integration (Draper, 2012). Human security cannot be created by some regionaldeus ex machina, especially if it is reduced to military intervention, but will only be achieved by a transformation of existing political structures. In a similar way, economic development will only be achieved where states can create incentives for private economic activities providing some political stability and being able to regulate them. Only those regional schemes will work which take into account the implementation and capacity challenges at the national level, and the time required for new norms to be internalized and to be adapted to local circumstances.
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Table A13.1Regional Organizations in Sub-Saharan Africa

	Year established


	Institution (abbreviation)


	Issue-areas covered


	Member countries


	Website URL





	1910


	Southern African Customs Union (SACU)


	Trade


	Botswana, Lesotho, South Africa, Swaziland, Namibia (1990)


	<http://www.sacu.int>




	1963/1999


	

	Organization of African Unity (1963)


	African Union (1999)







	Multi-purpose


	54 African states (except Morocco)


	<http://www.au.int>




	1975


	Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS)


	Multi-purpose


	Benin, Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Togo, Cape Verde (1976)


	<http://www.ecowas.int>




	1983


	Communauté Économique des États de l’Afrique Centrale / Economic Community of Central African States (ECCAS)


	Multi-purpose


	Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Congo, Gabon, Equatorial Guinea, Democratic Republic of the Congo, São Tomé and Principe, Chad, Angola (1999)


	<http://www.ceeac-eccas.org>




	1986


	Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD)


	Economic cooperation


	Djibouti, Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, Sudan, Uganda, Eritrea (1993), South Sudan (2011)


	<http://www.igad.int>




	1992


	Southern African Development Community (SADC)


	Multi-purpose


	Angola, Botswana, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia, Zimbabwe, South Africa (1994), Mauritius (1995), Democratic Republic of Congo (1997), Seychelles (1997)


	<http://www.sadc.int>




	1994


	Communauté Économique et Monétaire de l’Afrique Centrale / Economic and Monetary Community of Central African States (CEMAC)


	Trade, finance, economic integration


	Cameroon, Congo, Central African Republic, Chad, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon


	<http://www.cemac.int>




	1994


	

	Union Économique et Monétaire ouest-africaine


	West African Economic and Monetary Union (UEMOA)







	Trade, finance, economic integration


	Benin, Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, Mali, Niger, Senegal, Togo, Guinea-Bissau (1997)


	<http://www.uemoa.int>




	1994


	Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA)


	Trade, economic integration


	Burundi, Comoros, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, Rwanda, Sudan, Swaziland, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Egypt (1999), Seychelles (2001), Libya (2005), South Sudan (2011)


	<http://www.comesa.int>




	2000


	East African Community (EAC)


	Multi-purpose


	Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda, Burundi (2007), Rwanda (2007)


	<http://www.eac.int>







Note: It must be stressed that some of these organizations existed with different names and different mandates before the year of creation which is listed here. This is the case of SADC (as SADCC since 1980) and of COMESA (as PTA since 1981). The EAC had already existed between 1967 and 1977. Membership of some of these organizations is not very stable, and some states left these organizations (details not given here) or left and returned (as in the case of the Seychelles in SADC).
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Notes:

(1.) The OAU has also included a number of island states to the west and east of the African continent which were geographically more proximate to Africa than to other continents even if, for example, Mauritius always had a majority of citizens from Indian descent.



(2.) Francophone states had actually never “demanded” these competencies at the moment of decolonization, so creation of a monetary union was not much of a deliberate sacrifice of existing national sovereignty.



(3.) The biggest fear of many African governments in the negotiations about the EPAs with the EU was not the specter of unlimited market access for European imports but the loss of revenue from previously existing tariffs on EU imports.
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PART III: REGIONAL GOVERNANCE


14 Regional Security Governance

Arie M. Kacowicz and Galia Press-Barnathan

Thischapter examines the concept and realities of regional security governance (RSG), focusing on three major questions regarding its research agenda: its emergence, institutional design, and effects.1These questions are addressed with reference to the proliferation of regional security organizations across the globe, whereas the time framework focuses on the contemporary period since the end of the Cold War.2

Security issues have expanded to include new security threats, a growing involvement of non-state actors, and a greater emphasis on the role of norms and practices of cooperative and common security. However, despite these changes, the anchor of regional institutional security structures is still the state. States are increasingly designing institutions that give more space to other actors, reflecting their growing awareness of the fact that security is multifaceted and involves both domestic and transnational challenges and solutions. This combination suggests that the notion ofgovernanceis valuable also in the security field. As Börzel suggests, the term governance does not privilege state or non-state actors or formal/informal institutions (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). While indeed in the field of security a statist focus still prevails, the decision to examine developments through a governance lens allows us to identify developments that give greater weight to non-state actors and transnational security issues. At the same time, we suggest that security governance providers are largely states and intergovernmental organizations, but emphasize changes in the nature of security threats confronting the post-Cold War world, including the emerging role of non-state actors and complex security arrangements (e.g. multilevel cooperation in Asia to counter terrorism and piracy, or the role of the African Security Sector Network). A comprehensive list of 21 regional organizations of security governance is provided in Appendix TableA14.1.



[bookmark: p298](p. 298)The Evolution of the Field


During the Cold War, regional security was defined as a function of the bipolar distribution of power and the strategic interests of the United States (US) and the former Soviet Union (Sperling, 2014, 1;Frazier and Stewart-Ingersoll, 2010, 732). With the end of the Cold War, as regional dynamics were perceived to be more independent, a new body of literature focusing on regional security emerged, including the comparison of major regional systems (Lake and Morgan, 1997);Adler and Barnett’s (1998)analysis of security communities;Solingen’s (1998)analysis of domestic and inter-state coalitions and the making of regional orders;Lemke’s (2002)power transition theory in the context of regional security systems;Buzan and Wæver’s (2003)theory of regional security complexes; andKatzenstein’s (2005)notion of porous regional orders.

Beyond the renewed interest in regions, the post-Cold War period is also characterized by a shift in the common understandings of what constitutessecurity, moving beyond a traditional military state-centric agenda, expanding the referent object beyond the state, and widening the concept of security to include other non-military sectors and issue-areas, providing great emphasis to domestic and transnational threats (Buzan et al., 1998;Miller, 2001). This, together with the systemic changes that generated greater autonomy for regional politics, has led to the formation of new regional organizations, as well as to the reinvigoration and expansion of existing regional institutions (Kirchner and Domínguez, 2011a;Tavares, 2010;Acharya and Johnston, 2007). As the notion of risk management was introduced to complement the traditional focus on managing threats (Wallander and Keohane, 1999), more emphasis was also given to the role of security institutions as major governance mechanisms.

Christou et al. (2010, 4) have identified “four waves” in the contemporary literature on RSG, with the first focusing on definitions, the second debating who are the relevant actors, the third applying it to European security policies, and the fourth attempting to implement the concept to both non-European regions and the global level. The latest wave includes a group of scholars that apply a governance perspective to explain the variation in the frequency and intensity of inter-state and intra-state conflicts, as well as the comparison across contemporary regional systems (Sperling, 2003,2008;Kirchner and Domínguez, 2011a;Breslin and Croft, 2012;Sperling and Webber, 2014;Christou and Croft, 2010;Lucarelli et al., 2013).



What is Regional Security Governance? Definitions and Typologies


The concept ofsecurity governanceprovides a framework for analyzing policy-making and policy implementation in the security field, referring to the multiple actors and[bookmark: p299](p. 299)levels of security engagement and assuming that norms, ideas, practices, and institutions, and not just predetermined material interests, have an impact in the shaping of security policies. Its core elements include a system of rule conceived by individual and corporate actors, by distinct levels of authority and actors (both public and private), formal and informal arrangements, and common goals to regulate and to resolve conflicts (Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume; see alsoKirchner and Domínguez, 2011b, 10–12).

Security governance is observable at three different levels of analysis: global, regional, and national. At theglobal level, the basic frame of reference is the United Nations (UN) system, which provides the most universal structures for dealing with security issues, ranging from arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation of weapons, to conflict prevention, peacemaking, peace enforcement, peacekeeping, and post-conflict peace-building. Conversely, at thenational level, security governance refers to the organization and the management of the security sector, including all the institutions whose major responsibilities are the protection of the state and its constituent communities. We focus on the concept of RSG asthe development and dynamics of security arrangements in a given region, institutionalized through regional and sub-regional organizations that share understandings, rules, and practices in the security realm(see Hanggi, 2005, 9;Oelsner 2009, 193–194;Kirchner and Sperling, 2007, 18).



Typologies of Regional Security Governance

Across different regions of the globe, there has been a wide variation in the nature of regional security institutions and organizations. Wide variation also exists in scholarly work on RSG, reflecting different conceptual and epistemological approaches. Whereas realists emphasize balance of power and alliances, or alternatively hegemonic and imperial designs, English School scholars prefer to emphasize concerts and regional security complexes. Liberals refer to collective security and neo-liberal institutionalists to security regimes, while constructivists focus upon pluralistic security communities (seeMansfield and Solingen, 2010, 153;Adler and Greve, 2009, 64). Several recent edited volumes have provided numerous typologies of different types of RSG, which are not mutually exclusive (e.g.Sperling, 2014, 20;Kirchner and Domínguez, 2013, 117), including regional balance of power (BOP) and ad hoc (informal) alliances; regional concert (a more institutionalized form of BOP); regional cooperative security; regional collective defense (formal alliance); regional collective security; and pluralistic security communities. These are distinguished by the type of security threats/risks they address, their degree of institutionalization, and the actors they include. They are also located along a continuum ranging from sheer realist concerns, through a vision of a regional society, and all the way to a more liberal perspective of security. Often, regional governance arrangements reflect characteristics of several ideal-types. Over time, there might be an evolution and “upgrading” of RSG, as in the cases of Mercosur in South America or NATO in the North Atlantic area.

[bookmark: p300](p. 300)Furthermore, RSG is increasingly being provided not only by security-focused regional organizations, such as formal alliances or cooperative security frameworks (like NATO, the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe [OSCE], the Organization for African Unity/African Union [OAU/AU], ASEAN Regional Forum [ARF], and the Commonwealth of Independent States [CIS]), but also by multi-purpose regional organizations that combine initial economic and political goals with increasing security mandates and goals (such as the European Union [EU], Union of South American Nations [UNASUR], Mercosur, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations [ASEAN], and the Economic Community of West African States [ECOWAS]).





Explaining the Emergence of Regional Security Governance


Several drivers can explain the emergence of the varied types of RSG (seeHaftendorn et al., 1999). These drivers can be divided into factors that are exogenous and endogenous to the region, and into factors that generate demand for security governance and factors that affect its actual supply. Whereas in other issue-areas of regional governance addressed in this handbook we have witnessed a significant and growing role for non-state actors, this is not the case in the security domain, even though many of the contemporary security threats have become less state-centered. Thus, one of our main conclusions is that in the realm of security, regional governance is still overwhelmingly dominated by states and state instruments, such as regional organizations.



The Demand for Regional Security Governance

On the demand side, the emergence of RSG is conditioned by actual and perceived common threats to security by the regional actors, first and foremost the states in a given region, since RSG fulfills the traditional security functions of conflict prevention, peacemaking, peacekeeping, peace enforcement, and peace-building. In terms of exogenous factors, traditional realist thinking focuses on the centrality of common external threats as the most effective trigger to explain the emergence of RSG. For instance, NATO emerged in response to a perceived joint Soviet threat in the early days of the Cold War (Tavares, 2010, 71). The long-term nature of this threat helped to further institutionalize NATO and to turn it into a security community (Webber et al., 2004, 9;Domínguez, 2011, 47). Similarly, ASEAN, and especially its security governance dimension, were upgraded after Vietnam invaded Cambodia and the US lost the Vietnam War, creating a period of a common external threat against the “communist menace” before Vietnam joined the organization (Khong, 2004;Jetschke, 2011, 3). Likewise, the Tlatelolco Latin[bookmark: p301](p. 301)American regime of a nuclear-free zone was a direct response to the Cuban missile crisis of 1962 (Kacowicz, 2005).

Furthermore, common external threats, especially in the developing world, may be defined as a concern about extra-regional great power intervention, inviting a kind of “defensive security regionalism” (Mansfield and Solingen, 2010, 158). This concern was central in the creation of ASEAN and later of the ARF, in order to maintain a regional balance of power by preventing Chinese, Japanese, or US hegemony in the region. In the Latin American context, the emergence of the Rio Group (CELAC [Economic Community of Latin American and Caribbean States] since 2011), the Defense Council of UNASUR (2008), and even Mercosur (1991) could be explained against the perception of US hegemony in North and Central America, if not in the western hemisphere as a whole (Flemes and Nolte, 2010, 3).

Since the end of the Cold War, we can identify new types of security threats, which have both a domestic and a transnational dimension. The threats of transnational crime, terrorism, drug trafficking, infectious diseases, and human trafficking created new rationales for the demand of RSG, especially due to their dual or “intermestic” (domestic + international) nature, which requires greater coordination and involvement of new actors (seeKirchner and Domínguez, 2011a). Such concerns are evident in the western hemisphere in general (e.g. new roles for the Organization of American States [OAS], seeChanona, 2011) and Latin America in particular (UNASUR, the Andean Community [CAN], Caribbean Community [CARICOM], Mercosur, and CELAC), as well as in the evolution of new security frameworks in East Asia (e.g. the Transnational Crime-Counter Terrorism Working Group of the ARF). Similarly, the new and invigorated AU is supposed to address a vast array of domestic and transnational threats, including food scarcity, the HIV/AIDS pandemic, drug trafficking, terrorism, andmerceranismby private military companies (Barbarinde, 2011, 273).

In terms of endogenous factors to a given region, RSG might emerge as a reaction to common regional potential security threats, or from a need to contain a regional actor. Common threats include a need to manage, reduce, and resolve inter-state and intra-state conflicts, cope with regional crises, and maintain at least a minimum level of negative peace (Kacowicz, 1998). This has been the case for many multi-purpose and security-focused regional organizations, such as Mercosur and UNASUR in Latin America, the OAS in the western hemisphere, ASEAN and ARF in Southeast Asia, the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) in Eurasia, and the OAU/AU, ECOWAS, and the South African Development Community [SADC] in Africa. As for the need to contain a regional actor, the development of the Western European Union (and the rationale of the EU itself), as well as the emergence of NATO were driven by the desire of Europeans and Americans to contain, co-opt, and reintegrate Germany into Europe without generating new security risks. Similarly, the ARF can be considered as an important forum for both engaging and containing China. This endogenous factor was also influenced by changing extra-regional circumstances, as the end of the Cold War created greater urgency for managing regional security at the regional level (Press-Barnathan, 2005).

[bookmark: p302](p. 302)A second endogenous factor that explains the emergence of RSG refers to common domestic political threats to state stability, if not to regime survival. For instance, ASEAN was created in large part in face of the common domestic threat of communist insurgencies faced by the weak governments of Southeast Asia. Similarly, domestic strategies of regime survival were important determinants for the establishment of the Arab League and the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) in the Arab Middle East (see Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume). Thus, we can argue that developing countries are more willing to turn to regional security cooperation in order to safeguard their state sovereignty. This is whatSöderbaum (2004)called “sovereignty boosting regionalism” (see Chapter2by Söderbaum and Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). State weakness and internal security dilemmas might lead to the proliferation of sovereignty-reinforcing security regional institutions. Therefore, organizations such as the OAU, CIS, ASEAN, and the Arab League embodied strict non-intervention norms (seeKelly 2007, 218;Acharya and Johnston, 2007;Kirchner and Domínguez, 2011b;Barnett and Solingen, 2007).

Furthermore, at times the emergence of RSG stems from a transnational common interest of the political elites in the region to promote or preserve a certain type of political regime, whether democracy or authoritarianism. For instance, it is evident that the Mercosur project originated as a political strategy by Argentina and Brazil to stabilize their transitions towards democracy (Oelsner, 2011, 190;Kirchner and Domínguez, 2013, 11; see Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume). Conversely, one might argue that the SCO is an example of a cooperative security institution that epitomizes a “Shanghai spirit” among like-minded authoritarian leaders (Hussain, 2011, 250; see Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume).

A fourth endogenous factor, which combines the new transnational security threats and the “older” (traditional) security threats, is the need to address shared negative security externalities in a given region. Domestic security issues threatening stability can generate negative externalities in the form of waves of refugees, environmental degradation, pandemics, and spill-over of domestic instability across borders. Such issues, which have been prevalent in several sub-regions in Africa since the 1960s, have become more prominent since the end of the Cold War and after the events of 9/11, including the proliferation of civil wars. They were coupled with a growing understanding of the negative externalities of state failure, also in terms of crime and terrorism. Thus, if early concerns about refugees were largely local (e.g. among ASEAN states or among the member states of ECOWAS in West Africa that established ECOMOG [Economic Community of West African States Monitoring Group] as a military force to deal with it), more recent concerns about terrorism have also engaged extra-regional actors, like the US involvement in the CTTC (Counter-Terrorism and Transnational Crime) working group in East Asia. The most recent creation of ASEOWA (African Union Support to Ebola Outbreak in West Africa) in the summer of 2014, which created an AU-led Military and Civilian Humanitarian Mission, is a vivid example of the wide regional attempt to deal with the externalities of the Ebola pandemics in West Africa.

Given the various challenges associated with cooperation under anarchy it is not evident that a demand for RSG to manage and resolve conflicts will actually create such a[bookmark: p303](p. 303)mechanism, or that it will be effective. RSG, especially if it is considered as a regional collective good, will not emerge spontaneously, but as a result of political bargaining. It requires the involvement of actors with the willingness, motivation, and material capabilities to build, develop, and sustain RSG, at least in the short and medium ranges. Such actors can be pivotal states, and in some particular cases, even regional hegemons, extra-regional great powers, and international organizations. These reflect the supply side of RSG.



The Supply of Regional Security Governance

[bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-15.xhtml-div3-1]The Role of Regional Hegemons or Pivotal States

Hegemonic stability literature suggests that a hegemon will have both the incentives and capabilities to provide collective goods, such as RSG. The regional hegemon can bear the initial high costs of creating new arrangements, offer side payments to states reluctant to participate, as well as mobilize its material power and commitment to reassure hesitant states about possible defections and cheating. Supporting or leading such RSG can help it in maintaining its regional dominance at a lower cost. As the most powerful actor in the region it can shape the rules, it can use the RSG mechanisms to generate greater burden-sharing from other regional states in maintaining peace and stability or in managing and resolving conflicts, and it can use the regional platform to better compete at the global level. Moreover, due to their multilateral nature, schemes of RSG enhance the regional and international legitimacy for the hegemon (Press-Barnathan, 2005,2014). For instance, Nigeria played a critical role in the creation of ECOWAS in 1975 and as the sponsor of ECOMOG and its intervention in the civil war in Liberia. This was achieved primarily through petrodollars (or petro-nairas) and massive Nigerian aid to its neighbors (Kacowicz, 1998, 148–149).

Part of the literature engaging with RSG uses the language ofpivotal statesrather than regional hegemons as suppliers of regional security (Frazier and Stewart-Ingersoll, 2010; Talliafero, 2012). The concept itself offers more flexibility, as several pivotal states can coexist in the same region. Thus, the emergence of the RSG framework, its nature, and degree of success are often linked to these states’ motivations, as well as to the relations between them. For instance, the creation and development of the SADC was largely influenced by South Africa’s regional aspirations in the post-apartheid era, and by its competition for regional influence with Zimbabwe (Bøås and Hveem, 2001, 110–111; see Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume).

In sum, regional powers can serve a unique set of functions ranging from the development and maintenance of the RSG to its relationship with mechanisms of global governance (Frazier and Stewart-Ingersoll, 2010, 737). Thus, the establishment and proper functioning of regional organizations such as the OAS, Mercosur and UNASUR, CIS and CSTO, ECOWAS, SADC, and many others has been a function of the paramount role played (respectively) by the US in the western hemisphere, Brazil in South America,[bookmark: p304](p. 304)Russia in the post-Soviet space, Nigeria in West Africa, and South Africa in Southern Africa.



[bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-15.xhtml-div3-2]The Role of Extra-Regional Hegemons or Great Powers

Very often the emergence and evolution of RSG cannot be understood without reference to the role played by extra-regional hegemons and great powers effort (e.g.Miller, 1997;Ripsman, 2005). Their motivations are similar to those of regional hegemons, but their calculations are based on a global perspective. For instance, the post-World War II security governance mechanism in East Asia, known as the bilateral hub-and-spokes alliance structure, was created and maintained by the US. Similarly, the creation of the European post-World War II regional security framework of NATO was also the product of an orchestrated US-led effort to reduce the cost of balancing the Soviet Union. This being said, one should not overstate the ability of extra-regional powerful actors to create and shape RSG structures, as becomes clear when we consider the limited US impact on RSG in the Middle East, with reference to the Arab League and to some extent to the GCC.



[bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-15.xhtml-div3-3]The Role of International and Regional Organizations

We can also refer to international organizations as significant suppliers of RSG. In global terms the UN plays a paramount role. After the end of the Cold War, as the UN became more involved in peacekeeping missions, it also became more interested in encouraging and empowering regional organizations to play a more meaningful role in managing regional security. Thus, the UN became a supplier of RSG by providing regional organizations with the capabilities, professional training, political and normative backing to play a more active role in managing and resolving conflicts, especially through peacekeeping (seeBarnett, 1995). For instance, the UN cooperated with the OAS and the Contadora Group (harbinger of the Rio Group/CELAC) in bringing an end to the civil wars in Central America. Similarly in Africa, while the UN was not behind the creation of the AU in 2002, it played an active role in fostering its conflict management roles well beyond the previously anemic framework of the OAU. In these interactions with the UN we may find traces of diffusion (Chapter5by Risse, this volume).

Finally, on the supply side we can also find regional organizations that provide regional governance in other sectors, most conspicuously in the economic sphere, that in turn play a preponderant role in supplying RSG. For instance,Mansfield and Solingen (2010, 152) andHaftel (2012)demonstrate that Preferential Trade Agreements (PTAs) reduce political-military tensions among their members, indicating a close link between economic and security regional governance (see Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). A neo-functional logic would suggest that high-level economic cooperation, and in some sectors even actual economic integration pushes both state leaders and business groups to put a high premium on maintaining regional stability and peace in order to avoid disruption of trade or foreign direct investment (FDI) flows. Hence, these organizations move to develop mechanisms for managing and resolving regional security conflicts. Also, intensified economic interdependence[bookmark: p305](p. 305)changes political leaders’ understanding of security, thereby blurring the distinction between security and economic goals, as well as between security and economic regional governance. Many of the 23 regional organizations we reviewed are multi-purpose institutions—originally economic organizations that developed security and military organs as well. For instance, Mercosur’s constitutive treaty did not mention security or defense, yet its Political Consultation Mechanisms of the Foreign Ministers were extended to the Ministers of Defense, who began holding bi-annual meetings, and, by 2007, they implemented a General Plan for Mutual Cooperation and Coordination in Regional Security (seeOelsner, 2011). Similarly, Hartmann describes how many Regional Economic Communities (RECs) in Africa became over time multidimensional, in part as a response to the growth of civil wars and the changing understanding of the sources of security (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume).







Explaining the Institutional Design of Regional Security Governance


Significant variations in institutional design across RSG policies explain their different characteristics and performances. Institutional design is compared along several criteria, taking into consideration that regional organizations develop a particular institutional framework to implement their security conceptions. Institutionalization implies that multilateral mechanisms are in place and are being used regularly as a means for the peaceful resolution of inter-state and domestic conflicts. The institutionalization of RSG policies allows regional organizations to translate the rationale, goals, and principles of the regional institution into strategic plans, policies, and actions that in turn affect the provision of regional security. In the process, member states are supposed to delegate varying levels of authority to the benefit of these regional organizations (seeWeiffen et al., 2011, 379;Kirchner and Domínguez, 2011b, 14;2011c, 320). Lenz and Marks suggest that the two main distinctions in terms of institutional design are between intergovernmentalism and supranationalism, and between pooling and delegation (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume).

Wallander and Keohane (1999, 24–26) measure the institutionalization of security institutions along three dimensions: degree of commonality of expectations, the specificity of their rules, and functional differentiation among their members.Acharya and Johnston (2007, 21–22) also look at membership, scope of issues, and the nature of the formal rules and the institution’s mandate, though they also add an explicit reference to norms as constituting the formal and informal ideology of the institution. In sum, RSG mechanisms can vary along the extent and degree of their institutionalization, the degree of autonomy they might have vis-à-vis the member states, and whether they also incorporate non-state actors.

[bookmark: p306](p. 306)Our task is to briefly explain the variation in institutional design across regions. We review four alternative explanations: (1)power politicsexplanations, according to realist assumptions; (2)rationalistexplanations along the lines of the neo-liberal institutionalist literature, functionalism, and the rational design of institutions (seeKeohane, 1984;Koremenos et al., 2001); (3)domestic politicsexplanations that focus on the political challenges and goals of domestic actors served by a certain institutional design; and (4)normative-constructivistexplanations, focusing on the impact of norms, ideas, identities, and shared values of the members upon the nature of the institutions. An additional mechanism to consider is diffusion (Chapter5by Risse, this volume).



Realist Explanations

Realist arguments suggest that RSG institutional design reflects the interests of the powerful members of a certain regional security complex. These could be extra-regional great powers that are involved in RSG, regional pivotal states, or both. For example, the evolution of NATO was greatly influenced by US insistence on a multilateral framework, rather than a more exclusive alliance or a set of bilateral alliances. The US also shaped the regional hub-and-spokes security governance structure in post-war Asia. The same holds true for the Soviet Union and the now defunct Warsaw Pact during the Cold War.

Similarly, regional pivotal states seek to design regional security institutions that would best serve their political goals. In Africa, one of the reasons that Nigeria joined hands with South Africa in the impressive redesign of the OAU into the new AU in 2002 was its desire to increase regional burden-sharing in peacekeeping operations, as its disproportionate active role in peacekeeping operations via ECOMOG came under public criticism (seeTieku, 2004).

States may choose to shape certain institutional rules because they give them more leverage and because they can lock in a favorable distribution of power in the long run. Conversely, their impact on institutional design may be conditioned by the political competition with other regional states vying for influence. Yet, regional institutions within which there is a dynamic of power competition are likely to remain shallow, as none would want to empower them with too much power that could be used by one’s rival (Press-Barnathan, 2014). Against the background of the Indo-Pakistani enduring rivalry, the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) is also a case in point.



Rationalist Explanations

According to this approach, the type of security challenges the member states face shapes the institutional design of the RSG. Thus, the nature of threats and risks might have a direct impact upon the institutional design of RSG (Krahmann 2005, 6–7). For instance,Wallander and Keohane (1999, 28–29) differentiate between security[bookmark: p307](p. 307)institutions designed to deal with threats (such as formal alliances) and security institutions designed to cope with security risks (security management institutions). The former require an effective pooling of resources in order to coordinate active defense and exercise effective deterrence. By contrast, the latter require an institutional design based on maximizing the flow of information and the managing of conflicts in order to avoid escalation and security dilemmas. Some institutions are multifaceted in the sense that they deal simultaneously with both threats and risks. Threat-oriented arrangements are closer to traditional inter-state security cooperation.

For example, Cold War NATO was created with the dual goal of balancing against the Soviet Union and reducing the risks of German military resurgence. This required a multilateral framework and effective mechanisms to pool military resources, standardize communications, and routinize Standard Operating Procedures (Press-Barnathan, 2003). With the end of the Cold War and the disappearance of the Soviet military threat, NATO gradually adapted its institutional design to become a security management institution. The various Partnership for Peace agreements of the 1990s and their gradual expansion into Eastern Europe can be seen in this light, as a means to better manage new and unknown risks of the post-Cold War era (Domínguez, 2011;Webber et al., 2004, 9).

Conversely, a very different European RSG framework, the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), was created in 1975 as the Conference for Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE), a peculiar security management institution designed to enhance East–West constructive engagement during the Cold War. Today, the OSCE has a wide, inclusive membership (57 member states from North America, Europe, and Eurasia), a wide range of issues in its agenda, and a less formal and more flexible series of practices that allows for the exchange of information, involving direct dialogue among academics, military officials, and bureaucrats, leading to “community-building practices” (Adler, 1998, 119–125). The OSCE has been a pioneer in championing a comprehensive notion of security, including the human and politico-military dimensions, disarmament, arms control and confidence-building measures (CBMs), the economic and environmental dimensions, rule of law and the fight against corruption, as well as the linkage among democracy, prosperity, and security (Ibryamova, 2011, 81–82;Galbreath, 2007, 1–2).

Turning to East Asia, post-Cold War Southeast Asia faced most dramatically a challenge of strategic uncertainty, as it was not clear to what extent the US was still committed to regional security, nor what were China’s intentions or Japanese orientation (see Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). In this context, the ARF was designed as a security management institution with broad membership to encourage information flows and dialogue at different levels (Khong and Nesadurai, 2007, 58–60;Khong, 2004). Aimed at preventive diplomacy and confidence-building, ARF also developed extensive third-track diplomacy frameworks with the intention of promoting lasting peace among its members, while protecting their sovereignty (Weber, 2011, 219–225).

The emergence of new, non-traditional security threats also required changes in RSG mechanisms, strengthening multilateral flows of intelligence, increasing cooperation[bookmark: p308](p. 308)among local law enforcement agencies, legal experts, as well as private commercial actors. These new challenges forced the creation and enhancement of broader governance structures, as regional security provisions became more and more intertwined with both domestic security and with international commercial activities. This has become evident with the emergence of new governance mechanisms in Asia to cope with terrorism, piracy, and crime. In other cases, such as in West Africa, non-state actors have become important participants in regional governance frameworks, since traditional state agencies are too weak to contribute to RSG. Thus, for example, the African Security Sector Network, the West African Civil Society Forum, the African Strategic and Peace Research Group, the West African Network for Peace-building, and Action Network on Small Arms—all play a significant role in research and analysis, advocacy, conflict resolution, policy dialogue, and training (Ebo, 2007).

In the western hemisphere, due to the absence of festering conflicts and rivalries and the prevalence of a “zone of peace,” essentially in South America (Kacowicz, 1998), there is a tendency to focus upon collective and cooperative security in organizations such as the OAS, UNASUR, and to a lesser extent Mercosur. Paradoxically, regional organizations in Latin America are more capable of dealing with “traditional” international peace and security than coping with “non-traditional” security challenges in the region. Since the end of the Cold War, the OAS has developed a complex institutional framework in two areas: democratic stability and the multidimensionality of security (Chanona, 2011, 107).



Domestic Explanations

The institutional design of RSG is also shaped and constrained by domestic political considerations and circumstances of the member states. Highly developed multilateral RSG structures, with supranational characteristics, are most likely to thrive among stable liberal democracies, as in the case of the EU. Conversely, states are unlikely to be willing to tie themselves to demanding regional security institutions if they perceive their partners as domestically too weak or unstable. For example, one of the reasons that the US opposed calls from South Korea to create a regional Pacific Pact in Asia was the US perception that Syngman Rhee was not a reliable ally (Cha, 2010).

Likewise, the domestic challenges of developing countries suggest that the nature of their institutional design might be different from RSG in the Global North, as their main goal is not necessarily the prevention of inter-state conflict, but rather bestowing their state leaders with greater power and legitimacy vis-à-vis their own societies. Thus, for example,Barnett and Solingen (2007)argued that the Arab League was “designed to fail,” since its institutional design embodied both the empowerment of pan-Arab norms, while at the same time protecting the national sovereignty of its member states. In other words, the major concern for the Arab countries was the domestic survival of their regimes, rather than regional cooperation. Similarly, the enshrining of the norm of non-intervention in ASEAN and its consequent derivatives was also shaped by the[bookmark: p309](p. 309)common domestic weaknesses and fears of its founding members in 1967, facing internal communist insurgencies. In both cases it is hard to disentangle the domestic politics considerations and the normative agenda.



Constructivist-Normative Explanations

The nature of RSG institutions is also shaped by normative-ideational factors. These may include the shaping or constraining impact of regional norms, the impact of the normative agenda or worldview of pivotal and hegemonic states, and/or the impact of a broader normative setting, such as the direct or indirect inspiration of other regional and global organizations, first and foremost the UN.

We can compare the multilateral nature of NATO, initially based on Western liberal democratic values, and the EU’s security apparatus, based on shared norms of supranationalism and post-Westphalian values, with the intergovernmental, less formal nature of both ASEAN and the ARF, based on the “ASEAN way” norms of sovereignty, non-intervention, and consensus-building (Acharya, 2009a,2009b), and with the Latin American norms of peace and security, based on a Grotian, international law framework (Kacowicz, 2005).

Moreover, regional security norms often interact with norms from other regions of the world, first and foremost Europe, which has been traditionally regarded as a template for other regional organizations (Murray and Moxon-Browne, 2013). European norms and consequent institutional structures diffuse, though not automatically, driven either by direct or indirect mechanisms, competition, lesson-drawing, mimicry, or normative emulation (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). As Acharya demonstrates, the nature of RSG in Southeast Asia reflects the interaction between external and regional security norms, and the extent to which external norms are localized against the background of a regional “cognitive prior.” For instance, ARF was influenced by the European idea of “common security,” whereas other security governance ideas such as collective intervention were not adopted (Acharya, 2009a). Similarly, UNASUR adopted the language and vision of the EU, with the intention to create a pluralistic security community in South America (Weiffen et al., 2011). Some suggest that the African Peace and Security Architecture concept is an example of the localization of the norms related to human security and R2P (responsibility to protect) (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume).

Finally, the normative vision of powerful actors can also influence the normative content of RSG policies and their relevant guiding rules. For instance, South Africa’s leading role in the creation of the AU in 2002 cannot be understood without reference to President Mbeki’s idea of “African Renaissance,” the need to reinvent the African state to play its effective and rightful role on the global terrain and the desire to promote democracy in Africa. Interestingly enough, Mbeki’s vision interacted with Nigerian President Obasanjo’s desire to influence African leaders to (re)define security both as a human security issue and as an interdependent phenomenon. This vision was further translated into an emphasis on the involvement of civil society in security programs (Tieku, 2004).

[bookmark: p310](p. 310)No single analytical framework offers an across-the-board satisfactory prediction regarding the eventual design of security institutions (see also Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume). It seems that a central role is played by powerful relevant states and their perception of the nature of the threat/risk. This perception, however, is influenced by domestic considerations, and the nature of the institutional design is also colored by normative ideas generating regional legitimacy. Future research should focus on examining the nature of interaction between these different rationales, and ask whether we can identify broader patterns of rationalist-ideational interactions in institutional design.





The Effects of Regional Security Governance


Assessing the effects and implications of RSG is a complex and difficult task since they can be measured against different criteria. While we can assess the impact of RSG at the domestic, regional, and global levels, the main focus of our analysis will be on the regional level. First, we examine the impact of RSG on regional stability, which can be defined by the lack of armed conflict, or regional peace, which should be examined along a continuum ranging from negative peace all the way to stable peace and the emergence of pluralistic security communities (Kacowicz and Bar-Siman-Tov, 2000). Secondly, in domestic political terms, RSG mechanisms can have an impact upon the domestic security sector and perhaps bring about other security-related domestic reforms. The goal of shaping such domestic conditions rests on the assumption that they will then feed back into the regional dynamics.



Regional Security Governance and Regional Stability

Several mechanisms of RSG might have a positive influence upon the level of regional stability. The basic traditional element of inter-state cooperation, in the form of military alliances, proved effective in preventing a major war after 1945 both in Europe (via NATO), and in Asia (via the bilateral alliance structure created by the US). Shifting our focus to the impact of regional security institutions, stability can be achieved via an effective contribution to conflict prevention, assurance, protection, and compellence (Kirchner and Domínguez, 2011b, 8, 15). There is a growing literature that examines the impact of regional organizations upon conflict management, conflict resolution, and peace (e.g.Haftel, 2012;Mitchell and Hensel, 2007). Different authors point out that the variance in their impact is a function of the level of institutionalization of the regional IOs and the level of contestation among the relevant major powers (e.g.Boehmer et al., 2004). Similarly,Shannon (2009)suggests that while regional organizations do not promote bilateral negotiations among member states, they do foster multilateral talks and[bookmark: p311](p. 311)can broker bargaining with third-party diplomatic intervention. This can be illustrated in cases such as Colombia–Venezuela (2008 and 2010) and Russia–Ukraine (2014–2015).

In Europe, Cold War NATO had integrated members’ military planning, pooled resources, and political cooperation to the extent that it created a regional pluralistic security community in the transatlantic region (Deutsch et al., 1957). With the disappearance of the Soviet threat, and as Europe expanded eastward, new security threats emerged, presenting both the expanded NATO and the EU with new challenges for maintaining regional stability. Initially, NATO proved effective in ensuring a smooth transition of the newly independent states of Eastern Europe—both through the use of the bilateral Partnership for Peace programs and through actual enlargement. Furthermore, the promise of accession to NATO was also used to socialize the newly independent states of Eastern Europe into the Western, liberal community norms (Schimmelfennig, 2004).

The assumption by NATO of certain functions of collective security, in particular new military missions of crisis management operations, reflects the increasingly heterarchical nature of security governance in Europe (Webber et al., 2004, 9–10). By contrast, the OSCE, a wider regional European organization, is clearly only a secondary order-producing mechanism in the region, given its focus on human security and lack of armed capacity (Ibryamova, 2011, 90–101). This is important because Europe is the only region considered to adopt a post-Westphalian mode. Even there, however, sovereignty and nation-states remain paramount to matters of military security, as the events surrounding the 2014–2015 Russian–Ukrainian conflict have demonstrated.

Assessing the success of RSG in the developing world is very different from the European case. In Africa, given the prevalent state weakness and the centrality of intra-state violent conflicts, regional security organizations face an ongoing challenge of managing internal violence. It is thus not surprising that we find more failures than achievements in the security realm in Africa (Tavares, 2010, 22). In West Africa, ECOMOG (ECOWAS’ military arm) conducted a major peacekeeping and peace enforcement operation in Liberia, between 1990 and 1997, and again in 2003. Opinions, however, diverge on whether such activities created more damage than good, by prolonging civil war and perpetuating the negative sovereignty of African states (Jackson and Rosberg, 1982). Conversely,Ebo (2007)argues that since the end of the Liberian civil war in 2003, the sub-regional security situation has improved somewhat, so that the challenge of peace-building is increasingly more about peace consolidation than about crisis management. ECOWAS, EAC, and SADC have conducted a growing number of peacekeeping operations in various other spots over the past decade, which have been relatively successful (Söderbaum and Tavares, 2009, 70–71). Finally, the AU has taken an active and interventionist stance in Burundi, Darfur, and Somalia (Tavares, 2010, 22–23).

In East Asia, the cases of ASEAN and the ARF are especially illustrative of the difficulty of nailing down a clear assessment of effectiveness. For example,Jones and Smith (2007)argue that ASEAN has made no meaningful contribution on security matters nor has it been able to change basic national interests of its members. By[bookmark: p312](p. 312)contrast,Acharya (2009a)argues that ASEAN has been the driver of a process of building regional norms and identity through a process of interaction and socialization (see alsoKatsumata, 2010). Yet, it is not obvious that the normative framework that defined the group of ASEAN states is being shared by all members of broader regional security forums, such as ARF, Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), or the East Asian Summit (EAS). China’s shift since the late 1990s to play an active role in these regional forums can be seen as evidence of their socializing effects. At the same time, it is also clear that this socialization effect is limited, as China refuses to discuss the thorny South China Sea disputes in these regional settings.

In Latin America, throughout its history, the OAS has had some success in preventing the escalation of conflicts. However, given the lack of widespread inter-state wars in the region, the organization’s main contributions have been through policies of assurance. It has made some important contributions to regional governance but often fell short in terms of being a truly effective multilateral institution (Shaw, 2004). Only after the Cold War ended did the OAS once again become more active in conflict management and resolution, mediating between Venezuela and Guyana in 1997, sponsoring negotiations between Honduras and Nicaragua in 2001, between Belize and Guatemala in 2003, and between Colombia and Ecuador in 2008 (Tavares, 2010, 72–75). More recently UNASUR has also played an important role in regional crisis management. It successfully developed informal ad hoc practices for crisis management—be they crises of intra- or inter-state origin. UNASUR took action to prevent democratic breakdowns in Bolivia (2008) and Ecuador (2010), as well as to reduce border tensions between Colombia and Venezuela (2010) (seeWeiffen et al., 2013, 380–382).

Finally, in the Middle East, security governance mechanisms proved to be relatively negligible in providing regional stability and shaping regional security order. Over 50 years the Arab League would pass over 4,000 resolutions related to collective Arab interests, but 80 percent were never implemented (Barnett and Solingen, 2007). Whatever effectiveness the Arab League has enjoyed has depended upon the leadership by dominant states at certain times. For instance, when Egypt’s regional hegemony coincided with popular transnational Arab sentiment, the Arab League played a more significant role in generating shared norms that constrained states’ unfettered pursuit of self-interest (Sela, 1998). For its part, the GCC did provide an institutionalized forum for peaceful settlement of disputes among its members. Yet, when it came to the provision of traditional security guarantees and aid, member states preferred to rely on bilateral agreements with the US. In face of the Arab Spring, the GCC served as a forum through which states like Saudi Arabia could assert their regional leadership. As the GCC attempted to contain the Arab Spring which threatened the conservative monarchies, it used the Peninsula Shield Forces to forcefully intervene in Bahrain, and offered Jordan and Morocco the opportunity to join the organization (Kamrava, 2011).



[bookmark: p313](p. 313)The Impact of Regional Security Governance on the Domestic Level

Beyond its direct impact upon regional stability, RSG mechanisms also had intended and unintended consequences and implications for the domestic level within their member states. In post-Cold War Europe, both NATO and the EU invested resources in security sector reform in Eastern Europe and the post-Soviet region via the Partnership for Peace agreements and through the association agreements. Security and defense sector reform is also an important element in NATO’s activities with its Mediterranean dialogue partners, via the Mediterranean Dialogue, and the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative.

The standards for democratic governance of the security sector were set outside the comprehensive UN system by regional and transregional organizations such as the OSCE, NATO, EU, the OAS, UNASUR, and Mercosur. In Africa, as noted earlier, regional security threats were largely domestic threats as well, often associated with severe state weakness. Therefore the focus of RSG has been on domestic security sector reform. Thus, the target of RSG there includes the development of more democratic governance of the domestic security sector, increasing transparency, accountability, oversight, and policy development (Ball et al., 2003). Concurrently, RSG in Africa entails close work with civil society, leading for example to the creation of the West Africa Network for Peace-building (WANEP), the West African Civil Society Forum (WACSOF), and the Council of Elders, inaugurated in 2000 (Tavares, 2010, 38–40). Indeed Hartmann stresses the importance of reforms in the AU and ECOWAS in the context of locking in democratic reforms (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). While this domestic feedback effect is less relevant from an international cooperation perspective, our analytical focus on security governance points to its potential importance—both in terms of dealing with the roots of regional security challenges and in gradually building additional platforms to deal with them.





Conclusion: An Agenda for Future Research


The grand tour of regional security arrangements around the globe reveals that across all regions RSG mechanisms have maintained over time their traditional security core, while gradually expanding to include also a widening concept of security. In Europe, the post-war NATO alliance evolved into a security regime, complemented by the OSCE. In Asia, the traditional hub-and-spokes bilateral alliance between regional states and the US was supplemented in the 1990s with the ARF, focusing on security management, third track diplomacy, and new issues such as counter-terrorism. In Africa, the OAU[bookmark: p314](p. 314)was upgraded in the form of the African Union—simultaneously strengthening the inter-state framework, but also making room for non-state actors and a supranational dimension. In Latin America, UNASUR was added to the old OAS—still state-centered yet putting greater emphasis on internal and intermestic security threats, such as fostering democratic stability and the multidimensionality of security.

However, while new issues and mechanisms of governance have evolved, they either build upon or significantly interact with preexisting intergovernmental competition and cooperation structures. Thus, despite the fact that a more encompassing definition of security includes issues of human security, environmental degradation, infectious diseases, illegal migration, transnational crime, spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), and poverty—all of them regarded as “new” threats that endanger the security of states and of societies—we have not found enough empirical evidence for a significant development of RSG based on non-state actors. Instead, across the different regions of the world we found an impressive evidence for the lingering relevance of regional mechanisms of governance based on the actions of states. This being said, there is a broadening understanding of state actors of the nature of the security challenges they face, and of the different types of instruments and new types of cooperative endeavors that need to be developed. RSG is therefore an evolving practice still dominated by states, but increasingly aware of the need to take into account new actors and exploring new security structures in face of a complex security environment.

Future research should explore the nexus between regional and global governance, as well as their possible links and configurations. We are witnessing a growing interaction between and among organizations, within regions, across regions, and between global and regional schemes of governance, also in the security domain. For example, there is a growing number of joint peacekeeping operations—between the UN and the AU (in Darfur), between NATO and the EU (in the Balkans, in Libya), and between NATO and the UN (in former Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, with the AU). Counter-terrorism activities as well reflect varied configurations of global, regional, and national actors. Together, these trends blur the lines between regional and global security governance, and highlight the interaction between them. Great powers such as the US, China, Russia, and the EU, which are the paramount security providers in unilateral and bilateral terms, increasingly utilize these various multilateral institutional settings to advance their own security goals, at lower costs. Simultaneously, regional or pivotal states are also using the same organizations to increase their input into their regional security management, to mitigate the overwhelming material power of extra-regional great powers, and to empower themselves into more effective RSG when extra-regional powers fail to intervene and supply the necessary collective goods. These interactions need to be further explored.

Finally, we suggest that the links between security and economics should be further explored, since they are a two-way street. There is not only economic cooperation spill-over into the security realm, but the opposite can also take place, as in the case of the successful security cooperation between Argentina and Brazil that led to the creation of Mercosur.
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Table A14.1Regional Security Governance Organizations

	Region


	Year founded


	Organization


	Main issue-areas covered


	Members


	Website URL





	Africa


	1975


	ECOWAS (Economic Community of West African States)


	Multi-purpose; regional collective security


	15 members


	<http://www.ecowas.int>




	
	1992


	SADC (Southern African Development Community)


	

	Multi-purpose;


	regional cooperative security







	Angola, Botswana, Democratic Republic of Congo, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, Seychelles, South Africa, Swaziland, United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia, Zimbabwe


	<http://www.sadc.int>




	
	1999


	EAC (East African Community)


	Multi-purpose


	Burundi, Kenya, Rwanda, United Republic of Tanzania


	<http://www.eac.int>




	
	2001


	AU (African Union)


	Multi-purpose; regional cooperative security


	53 members


	<http://www.africa-union.org>




	Americas


	1948


	OAS (Organization of American States)


	Multi-purpose; regional collective security


	35 members


	<http://www.oas.org>




	
	1969


	CAN (Andean Community)


	Multi-purpose; pluralistic security community


	Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru (+5 associate members: Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Chile, Uruguay)


	<http://www.comunidadandina.org>




	
	1973


	CARICOM (Caribbean Community)


	Multi-purpose; regional cooperative security


	Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, Montserrat, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago


	<http://www.caricom.org>




	
	1991


	Mercosur (Common Market of the Southern Cone)


	Multi-purpose; regional cooperative security; pluralistic security community


	Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay, Paraguay, Venezuela


	<http://www.mercosur.int>




	
	2008


	UNASUR (Union of South American Nations)


	Multi-purpose; regional collective security


	CAN + MERCOSUR+ Chile, Guyana and Suriname


	<http://www.unasur.org>




	
	2011


	CELAC (Economic Community of Latin American and Caribbean States)


	Multi-purpose; regional cooperative security


	33 members


	<http://www.celac.gov>




	Asia


	1967


	ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations)


	Multi-purpose; pluralistic security community


	Thailand, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Vietnam, Cambodia, Singapore, Brunei Darussalam, Lao PDR, Myanmar


	<http://www.aseansec.org>




	
	1985


	SAARC (South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation)


	Multi-purpose; regional concert


	Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka


	<http://www.saarc-sec.org>




	
	2005


	EAS (East Asia Summit)


	Multi-purpose; regional cooperative security


	18 members


	<http://www.asean.org/asean/external-relations/east-asia-summit-eas>




	Europe


	1949


	NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization)


	

	Security;


	regional collective defense (formal alliance); pluralistic security community







	US, Belgium, Canada, France, United Kingdom, Netherlands, Denmark, Italy, Iceland, Luxembourg, Norway, Portugal, Greece, Turkey, Germany, Spain, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, Albania, Croatia


	<http://www.nato.int>




	
	1992


	EU (European Union)


	Multi-purpose; pluralistic security community


	28 members


	<http://www.europa.eu.int>




	
	1995


	OSCE (Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe)


	Security; regional cooperative security


	57 members


	<http://www.osce.org>




	Eurasia


	2001


	SCO (Shanghai Cooperation Organization)


	Security; regional concert


	China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan


	<http://www.sects.co.org>




	
	2003


	CSTO (Collective Security Treaty Organization)


	Security; regional collective security


	Russia, Belarus, Armenia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgystan, Tajikistan (*Uzbekistan withdrew in 2012)


	<http://www.odkb-csto.org>




	Middle East


	1945


	LAS (League of Arab States)


	Multi-purpose; regional collective security


	22 members


	<http://www.lasportal.org>




	
	1981


	GCC (Gulf Cooperation Council)


	Multi-purpose; regional collective security; pluralistic security community


	Kuwait, Bahrain, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, (UAE)


	<http://www.gcc-sg.org>







Source:Kirchner and Domínguez (2011a).
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15 Regional Trade Governance

Soo Yeon Kim, Edward D. Mansfield and Helen V. Milner

Theproliferation of preferential trade agreements (PTAs) is the most prominent and prevalent feature of regional trade governance in the contemporary international economy.1The World Trade Organization (WTO) reports that as of January 8, 2015, the number of PTAs stands at 446, of which 259 are currently in force (Appendix TableA15.1).2PTAs liberalize trade between partner countries, granting member states preferential access to each other’s markets. They also function as an important driver of economic regionalism, or regional institution-building, in which states actively cooperate and coordinate their trade (and sometimes other) policies (Mansfield and Milner, 1999, 591;Fishlow and Haggard, 1992).

In this chapter, we analyze the central issues animating scholarship on regional trade governance, placing primary emphasis on the voluminous literature on the political economy of PTAs. In doing so, we highlight an important research frontier in the study of PTAs: the emergence of deep integration agreements that seek extensive “behind-the-border” trade liberalization, i.e. the coordination of domestic trade-related regulatory systems among members. In 2011, the WTO reported a spread of deep integration PTAs due to increased global production sharing. This chapter, in providing an overview of this literature and suggesting avenues for future research, also highlights research directions that take into account this most recent evolution in the design of PTAs.

Consistent with other chapters in this volume, we define regional trade governance as the combination of formal and informal institutions that regulate and manage trade between countries, usually but not always delimited by the geographical scope of a particular region. This chapter focuses on PTAs as state-led, formal institutions, although trade governance may not be exclusively organized through them (Katzenstein, 2005). The defining feature of these agreements is a reciprocal commitment to liberalize trade and exchange concessions on market access among agreement partners. We do not[bookmark: p324](p. 324)consider non-reciprocal agreements marked by preferences extended by only one partner to the other(s).3Such agreements are relatively rare and they are not the prevalent form of regional trade governance.

Among the PTAs we consider in this chapter, some are comprised of states located in the same geographical region, but others include states located in different regions. PTAs also differ in their objectives and institutional forms. Some only partially reduce trade barriers between participating countries, while free trade areas (FTAs) seek to remove all such barriers. Customs unions are FTAs with a common external tariff vis-à-vis third parties, common markets are customs unions that provide for the free movement of capital and labor as well as goods, and economic unions are common markets in which members also coordinate fiscal and monetary policy. What these different types of PTAs have in common, however, is that they discriminate against non-members while committing agreement partners to trade liberalization. In many cases, the commitment to liberalization is greater than the WTO mandates.

Our analysis of regional trade governance and PTAs proceeds as follows. We first examine the domestic and international political factors that influence the establishment and spread of PTAs. We then consider the design of PTAs, moving the discussion fromwhetherstates commit to trade liberalization through this institutional form tohowthey do so by adjusting the scope and strength of these agreements. We next examine the effects of such agreements. Finally, we address how the latest form of PTAs—the budding “mega-PTAs”—will bear on the stability and governance of the multilateral trading system.



The Emergence of Regional Trade Governance: Why Do States Form Preferential Trade Agreements?


The burgeoning literature on the political economy of PTAs offers key insights on the sources of these agreements.4The domestic politics of PTA-formation is heavily shaped by interest groups and other societal actors, the regime type of states, and the extent to which veto players can block policy change. The international politics of PTA-formation is influenced by power relations, multilateral institutions, and strategic interaction. We examine each of these literatures in turn.



The Domestic Politics of PTA-Formation

Preferential trade agreements liberalize trade between member states, but discriminate against third parties. Such discrimination generates rents for certain domestic[bookmark: p325](p. 325)actors that may constitute a potent source of support for PTA-formation and maintenance (Hirschman, 1981;Gunter, 1989, 9). Industries that could ward off competitors located in third parties or expand their share of international markets if they were covered by a PTA have obvious reasons to press for its establishment (Haggard, 1997). So do export-oriented industries that stand to benefit from preferential access to foreign markets afforded by a PTA.Gilligan (1997)maintains that firms in such sectors have a preference for PTAs because they are reciprocal agreements; these firms will generate substantial gains from reciprocal trade liberalization but not from unilateral liberalization. Similarly,Milner (1997),Mattli (1999), andChase (2005)argue that exporters in industries marked by economies of scale have particular reasons to lobby for PTAs. Membership will furnish them with access to a larger market, thereby helping them reduce production costs and increase profitability. Multinational corporations also have reason to support PTAs that protect their trading and production networks (Manger, 2009;WTO, 2011). In addition, while it is all but impossible to construct a PTA that would not adversely affect at least some politically potent sectors, it is often possible to exclude them from the arrangement (Eichengreen and Frankel, 1995;Grossman and Helpman, 1995). PTAs therefore hold some appeal for public officials who need to attract the support of both import-competing and export-oriented sectors.

The domestic political viability of a prospective PTA, the extent to which it will create or divert trade, and the range of products that it will cover hinge partly on the preferences of and the influence wielded by key sectors in each country. Public officials must strike a balance between promoting a country’s aggregate economic welfare and accommodating interest groups whose support is needed to retain office.Grossman and Helpman (1995, 668; 1994) argue that the political viability of a PTA often depends on the amount of discrimination it yields. Agreements that divert trade will benefit certain interest groups, while creating costs borne by the populace at large. If these groups have more political clout than other segments of society, then a PTA that is trade-diverting stands a better chance of being established than one that is trade-creating (Grossman and Helpman, 1995, 681; see alsoPomfret, 1988, 190). Grossman and Helpman also find that by excluding some sectors from a PTA, governments can increase domestic support for the agreement, which explains why many PTAs do not cover politically sensitive industries. Consistent with earlier research, their results imply that trade-diverting PTAs will face fewer political obstacles than trade-creating ones.

This body of research suffers from a lack of empirical evidence indicating which domestic groups support PTAs, whose interests these agreements serve, and why particular groups prefer regional to multilateral liberalization. In the contemporary international trading system, overseas commerce is concentrated along international supply chains, which makes it especially important to understand the role of multinational firms as political actors at home and abroad. Studies of sectoral interest groups that are heavily involved in global production sharing and their political engagement of PTA negotiations, for example, would improve our understanding of the kind of trade liberalization that best supports trade along the international supply chain (Milner, 1988;[bookmark: p326](p. 326)Manger, 2012). In addition, the political activism of multinational firms, which are at the center of regional and global production networks, deserves added attention.



Political Institutions

A related line of research suggests that the similarity of states’ political institutions influences whether they will form a preferential agreement and its efficacy once established. Many scholars view a region as implying substantial institutional homogeneity among the constituent states. Likewise, some observers maintain that the feasibility of creating a regional agreement depends on prospective members having relatively similar economic or political institutions. If trade liberalization requires harmonization in a broad sense, such as in the Single European Act, then the more homogeneous are members’ national institutions, the easier it may be for them to agree on common regional policies and institutions. Others point out that countries in close geographic proximity have much less impetus to establish regional arrangements if their political institutions differ significantly.

As the initial differences in states’ institutions become more pronounced, so do both the potential gains from and the impediments to concluding a PTA. Consequently, the degree of institutional similarity among states and the prospect that membership in a preferential grouping will precipitate institutional change in these states may bear heavily on whether they form a PTA (Hurrell, 1995, 68–71). The extant literature, however, provides little guidance about how large institutional differences can be before regional integration becomes politically infeasible. Nor does it indicate whether regional agreements can help members to lock in institutional reforms if there is little preexisting domestic support for these changes.

In a number of studies, Mansfield and Milner have addressed the effects on PTA formation of two institutional features: a state’s regime type and its number of veto players (Mansfield et al., 2002,2007;Mansfield and Milner, 2012). They have argued that democratic leaders have an incentive to conclude such agreements because voters have difficulty distinguishing between events that adversely affect the country and are beyond the leader’s control and adverse consequences arising from the leader’s poor performance in office. As a result, voters may remove a democratic head-of-state from office because they believe she has done a bad job when in fact she has not performed poorly. Entering an integration arrangement can help chief executives to guard against this possibility, since these institutions often are able to furnish reliable information about the behavior of member states. Countries that violate their commitments to the institution will trip an alarm sounded by other members or the organization itself. By publicizing a democratic leader’s actions, PTAs help the leader to avoid being turned out of office because voters mistakenly believe she has performed poorly. In non-democracies, electoral dynamics are far less important, giving leaders much less incentive to enter integration arrangements. Democracies thus reap benefits from PTAs that autocracies do not; democratic leaders can enhance[bookmark: p327](p. 327)their political support by signing these agreements while autocrats generally need not do so.

Mansfield and Milner also argue that states become increasingly unlikely to enter PTAs as the number of veto players increases. Veto players are institutional or partisan actors whose consent is needed to alter policies. Theories of veto players focus attention on those agents who, because of their institutional role or partisanship, have the ability and desire to block policy change. Their assent is necessary to alter existing policies. The existence of institutions for sharing decision-making power creates the potential for veto players. The difficulties of policy-making grow as the number of veto players increases, as their preferences diverge, and as the internal coherence of the actors declines.

Preferential agreements require countries to change their trade policies, and existing theories of veto players suggest that the probability of such change depends on the number of these players, not just on inter-state bargaining. Existing research indicates that it is difficult to forge international agreements when leaders confront an array of domestic groups with diverse preferences and the ability to block policy initiatives. All other things being equal, increasing the number of veto players never increases and usually decreases the range of agreements that countries involved in international negotiations to form a PTA will find acceptable, thereby reducing the prospect of cooperation among them.



International Politics and PTA-Formation

[bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-16.xhtml-div3-4]In addition to domestic politics, inter-state power and security relations, as well as multilateral institutions and strategic interaction among states play key roles in shaping regionalism. The degree to which systemic factors have affected states’ choices in forming PTAs is an area that merits greater attention, especially when we take into account the rise of China and the emerging markets in economic governance. Here we offer a brief discussion of the state of knowledge regarding the factors that affect PTA-formation and trade relations more broadly.



[bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-16.xhtml-div3-5]Political Power and Inter-State Conflict

Central to the relationship between inter-state political relations and the formation of PTAs are the effects of trade on states’ political-military power.Gowa (1994; see alsoMansfield, 1993) points out that the efficiency gains from open trade promote the growth of national income, which can be used to enhance states’ political-military capacity. Countries cannot ignore the security externalities stemming from commerce without jeopardizing their political wellbeing. She maintains that countries can attend to these externalities by trading more freely with their political-military allies than with other states. Since PTAs liberalize trade among members, Gowa’s argument suggests that such arrangements are especially likely to form among political allies. Allied states that form PTAs bolster their overall political-military capacity and, in doing so, promote[bookmark: p328](p. 328)the common security aims of members. These political benefits attenuate the political risks faced by states that may benefit less from the agreement in economic terms vis-à-vis those that stand to reap greater economic gains.

Another potential link between preferential arrangements and power relations stems from the economic dependence of members. While greater economic gains help to mobilize domestic support for trade agreements, states that derive the greatest economic gains from a PTA may also be more vulnerable to disruptions of commercial relations within the arrangement than other participants. In this scenario, the political leverage of the members less dependent on the economic benefits stemming from the agreement is likely to grow.

Since World War II, stronger states have used PTAs as means to consolidate their political influence over weaker counterparts. The Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) that linked the Soviet Union with its Eastern European satellites during the Cold War, as well as the many arrangements that the European Community (EC) established with former colonies of its members, are cases in point. The Caribbean Basin initiative launched by the United States (US) in 1982 has been described in similar terms (Pomfret, 1988, 163). Another view, however, is that regional institutions constrain the ability of members to exercise power. One study of the European Union (EU), for example, concludes that while Germany’s power has enabled it to shape European institutions, Germany’s entanglement within these institutions has taken the hard edge off its inter-state bargaining and eroded its hegemony in Europe (Katzenstein, 1997). On the other hand, some evidence exists that weaker states understand these power asymmetries and are reluctant to enter into PTAs with much stronger countries (Mansfield and Milner, 2012).



[bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-16.xhtml-div3-6]Multilateral Institutions and Strategic Interaction

One of the most distinctive features of the two waves of regionalism occurring since World War II is the multilateral framework in which they arose (Mansfield and Milner, 1999). Most contemporary PTAs have been established under the auspices of the WTO and its predecessor, the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). Parties to the GATT/WTO may have established PTAs at such a rapid rate during the past 60 years because they viewed regional liberalization as a stepping stone to multilateral liberalization, a central premise of those who believe that preferential arrangements serve as building blocks to global trade openness. Alternatively, GATT/WTO members may have formed such arrangements to partially offset progressively deeper cuts in protection made at the multilateral level and to protect uncompetitive sectors. A chief fear of those who view PTAs as stumbling blocks to multilateral liberalization (Bhagwati, 1993) is that arrangements formed for these reasons will divert trade and undermine future efforts at multilateral liberalization (Bhagwati, 2008).

Besides attempting to regulate the formation of PTAs, the GATT/WTO has made efforts to manage strategic interdependence among them. It is widely argued that strategic interaction has been a potent force driving the recent proliferation of PTAs (Pomfret, 1988;Oye, 1992;Yarbrough and Yarbrough, 1992; de Melo and Panagariya,[bookmark: p329](p. 329)1995, 5–6;Fernández and Portes, 1998;Baccini and Dür, 2012;Baldwin and Jaimovich, 2012). Various studies point out that, for example, the European Free Trade Area (EFTA) was created in response to the European Economic Community (EEC) (Pomfret 1988, 161, 178). Furthermore, some observers have argued that the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) stimulated the establishment of bilateral economic arrangements in the western hemisphere and in the Asia-Pacific region (Serra et al., 1997, 8–9).Baldwin’s (1995)“domino theory of regionalism” is designed to explain how the EU and NAFTA have prompted the formation of various other PTAs.

Among the explanations offered for this recent tendency is that a PTA’s establishment can prompt fears by third parties that the agreement would undermine their competitiveness, thereby inducing them to form a rival bloc (see Chapter5by Risse, this volume). Similarly, a state entering an existing PTA may provoke concern on the part of its economic rivals that they will be placed at a competitive disadvantage in international markets, unless they respond in kind (Pomfret, 1988;Yarbrough and Yarbrough, 1992). In addition, PTAs might form and expand in reaction to one another because they usually have more aggregate market power and thus more bargaining power than their constituent members (Oye, 1992;Fernández and Portes, 1998;Mansfield and Reinhardt, 2003). Various Latin American countries, for example, established PTAs over the past decade to improve their leverage in negotiations with the US and NAFTA. Likewise, the EEC’s original members believed that its creation would enhance their bargaining power in negotiations with the US, and participants in the Central European Free Trade Area hoped its formation would bolster their ability to negotiate entrance into the EC and EU (Haggard, 1997;Whalley, 1998, 72).







The Politics of Institutional Design in Regional Trade Governance


The most recent scholarship on PTAs and regional trade governance centers on issues of institutional design. Such studies have sharpened the analytical lens on specific provisions of trade agreements to ascertain the nature and extent of liberalization encoded in them. From the perspective of the rational design project, institutional design components may include membership restrictions, the scope of coverage, the centralization of institutional functions, flexibility provisions, and the rules for controlling the institution’s activities such as voting rules (Koremenos et al., 2001). Studies have also sought to evaluate the liberalization commitments in PTAs by examining the extent to which specific sectoral provisions move beyond current obligations in WTO agreements.

A number of projects have coded PTA provisions for the purpose of analyzing the causes and effects of institutional design. The Design of Trade Agreements (DESTA) project (Dür et al., 2014) offers perhaps the largest-scale mapping of PTAs in the current scholarship. It includes 591 trade agreements (the project has identified 737 overall),[bookmark: p330](p. 330)including both PTAs that have and have not been notified to the WTO. The project covers ten issue-areas that comprise about 100 data points: market access in industrial goods, services, investments, intellectual property rights, competition, public procurement, standards, trade remedies, non-trade issues, and dispute settlement.Estevadeordal, Suominen, and Teh (2009)conduct a more specialized mapping project, which focuses on a sample of 74 agreements chosen for their diversity of members’ economic development, trade flows, and geography. The project addresses the factors that motivate governments to adopt shallow versus deep PTAs. It also codes six key issue-areas, including traditional areas such as market access and trade remedies, and newer issues such as technical barriers to trade, services, investment, and competition.

Chauffour and Maur (2011)focus on developing country strategies in PTA formation (see Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume). Building on earlier work by de Melo and Panagariya (1996),Schiff and Winters (2003), and theWorld Bank’sTrade Blocs(2000), the project covers both traditional market access provisions as well as behind-the-border issues that are particularly relevant to PTAs involving developing countries. The volume covers trade facilitation, labor mobility (GATS Mode 4), government procurement, intellectual property rights, environment, labor rights, and human rights, offering a valuable metric for understanding how these new issue-areas of deep integration are included in PTAs.



Deep Integration PTAs

A recent report issued by theWTO (2011)identifies the rise of “deep PTAs” as an important new development in the design of trade agreements. The study of deep PTAs directs attention away from tariffs and other cross-border trade barriers, since very little trade currently receives preferential treatment within PTAs. Over half of world trade is subject to a most-favored-nation (MFN) tariff rate of zero, so no preferences can be granted, and preference regimes often contain exemptions whereby trade in a given good is subject to the MFN rate.

Instead, this report argues that attention should be focused on the rise of PTAs that promote deep integration. Deep integration has three main properties: (a) the liberalization of behind-the-border trade rules; (b) protection of foreign firms’ interests; and (c) harmonization of domestic regulatory systems for managing international production and trade (Kim, 2015). PTAs that seek deep integration among members include measures such as investment provisions, harmonization of regulations across countries, intellectual property protection, competition policy, and the like. Deep integration is akin to “positive regulation,” the liberalization approach of the WTO era that emphasizes the active adoption of domestic trade-related regulations that enhances the WTO-consistency of a country’s trade regime (Ostry, 2002, 11). It stands in contrast to the “shallow integration” approach of the “à la carte” GATT period, which was characterized by plurilateral agreements and limited commitmentsnotto raise “barriers at the border” such as tariffs and quantitative restrictions.

[bookmark: p331](p. 331)The WTO report also argues that international production networks, which break down the production process across various countries in order to promote efficiency, are central to the rise of deep PTAs. As global production networks have become increasingly pervasive, they have also become increasingly important for international trade since these networks involve the movement of goods and services across national borders at various stages of the production process. The central claim of the WTO report is that global production networks foster deep PTAs and that such PTAs, in turn, reinforce these networks and the international trade flows that these networks generate. Furthermore, deep PTAs are usually welfare enhancing and they tend to reinforce and further strengthen rules embodied in existing WTO agreements.

Global production networks are certainly important but hardly the sole influences on the depth of PTAs. The existing literature identifies several key political factors that affect PTA depth. First,Downs, Rocke, and Barsoom (1998)argue that deep integration is best achieved if a small group of countries with an interest in such depth initially form a PTA. Afterwards, countries with different interest can be allowed to join, but only if they agree to abide by the terms established by the original signatories.

Second, neo-functionalists have long argued that integration occurs when economic transactions become dense enough among a group of countries that organized economic interests benefiting from these transactions pressure governments to manage economic interdependence by centralizing policies and creating common institutions (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume; seeMitrany, 1943;Haas, 1958,1964). Neo-functionalists stress that any initial decision to integrate because of such dense transaction networks produces, and unintentionally creates, both economic and political spill-overs that ultimately deepen regional integration. Cooperation between countries on certain economic issues is likely to trigger cooperation in other related areas (Lindberg, 1963).

Third, the number of domestic veto players in member states may affect the depth of integration in PTAs. As the number of veto players rises, domestic ratification of a deep PTA becomes more difficult (Mansfield and Milner, 2012). The magnitude of domestic change needed to comply with a trade agreement and the associated political costs borne by leaders for entering it depend on the extent of integration that the agreement aims to achieve. Arrangements that envision more extensive integration are likely to cover more goods and services and therefore to affect more sectors and a larger segment of society. Deep PTAs tend to reduce the decision-making power of certain veto players (such as domestic legislatures), increase the adjustment costs and the portion of society affected, and attenuate the ability of domestic groups to lobby the government. The result is mounting opposition to trade agreements among the large segments of society that will anticipate being adversely affected. The increasing number of veto players that represent those affected groups will likely resist these expected consequences of deeper integration and impede ratification.

Fourth, domestic institutions may also influence the depth of integration. One possibility is that democracies tend to enter deeper PTAs than other regime types (Mansfield and Milner, 2012). Since leaders cannot credibly commit to ignore special interest[bookmark: p332](p. 332)pleading for trade protection, voters may hold heads-of-state responsible for adverse economic conditions stemming from protectionism even if these economic conditions were not caused by policies driven by the demands of special interests. Leaders can help address this problem by entering a PTA. Since this problem is more severe in more competitive electoral systems, chief executives in democracies are especially likely to join preferential arrangements. PTAs can ameliorate these credible commitment problems, and deeper integration agreements can provide greater credibility for leaders. Democratic leaders thus have greater incentives to sign agreements that aim to achieve fairly extensive integration, while autocrats do not.

Finally, political-military relations may affect the depth of integration among PTA members. In PTAs composed of allies, the economic gains from deep liberalization bolster the alliance’s overall political-military capacity, and the common security aims of members attenuate the political risks that states benefiting less from the arrangement might otherwise face from those benefiting more (Mansfield, 1993;Gowa, 1994). In the same vein, adversaries have few political reasons to form a PTA and fewer still to deepen integration among members, since some participants are likely to derive greater economic benefits than others and those that gain less may suffer a reduction in their relative political-military power as a result.

In this regard, it is no coincidence that theWTO (2011)observes that the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) has moved towards deep integration through the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA) agreement, whereas various African PTAs have not. After all, ASEAN was intended to dampen political-military tensions among states in the region and promote political cooperation. From a political standpoint, it is entirely understandable that this PTA seeks deeper integration among members than those in Africa, which has been riddled with political hostilities and adversarial relations, even among PTA members (see Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada and Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume).



Dispute Settlement

In addition to the depth of PTAs, another strand of research on the institutional design of these agreements centers on the avenues available for resolving trade disputes among members (see Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume).Smith (2000)focuses on whether members agree to legal mechanisms for resolving trade disputes. He finds that larger states prefer more legalized dispute settlement mechanisms and that such arrangements are more likely to exist in PTAs marked by considerable size inequalities among members. Only in cases where the proposed depth of integration is extensive (i.e. common markets) do PTAs characterized by a relatively uniform size distribution enact legalized dispute settlement. Similarly,Busch (2007)analyzes the issue of forum shopping in dispute settlement. He argues that states that are members of both a PTA and the WTO are highly strategic in deciding in which setting to file a dispute. The decision of where to file the dispute hinges on both the forum that is likely to yield the preferred[bookmark: p333](p. 333)ruling for a complainant, but also where the precedent generated by the ruling will provide the greatest future benefit for a prospective plaintiff.



Flexibility

Studies have also examined the factors affecting the design of flexibility mechanisms, such as trade remedies and other provisions that allow countries temporarily to suspend their trade liberalization commitments in the face of exogenous shocks. PTAs that allow governments some discretionary policy space help to ameliorate domestic uncertainty. Where exogenous shocks give rise to domestic pressures for protectionism, governments may welcome agreements with mechanisms that provide for a temporary respite without entailing a complete exit from the agreement.Rosendorff and Milner (2001)suggest the inclusion of escape clauses is optimal for addressing domestic uncertainty by allowing governments to respond to protectionist pressures.Koremenos (2005)also argues that finite duration agreements and renegotiation allow the possibility of more flexible agreements. Investigating the political economy of flexibility provisions,Kucik (2012)finds that import-competing industries benefit from flexibility provisions in PTAs while export-dependent industries incur the costs.





The Effects of Preferential Trade Agreements on Regional Trade Governance


Much of the early scholarship on the effects of PTAs centered on the question of whether these agreements were trade-creating or trade-diverting (Viner, 1950). Trade-creating agreements shift production from less efficient producers outside the PTA to more efficient producers inside it, thereby enhancing the welfare of participants. Trade-diverting arrangements, in contrast, shift production from more efficient producers outside the institution to less efficient producers within the agreement countries, leading to a welfare loss.

Much of the existing evidence suggests that PTAs created more trade than they diverted during the nineteenth century, but that the agreements formed during the era between World War I and World War II were trade-diverting (Mansfield and Milner, 2012). For PTAs formed since the end of World War II, existing theoretical and empirical studies have not reached a strong consensus, though one of the most recent reviews of empirical research claims that “trade creation, not trade diversion, is the norm” (Freund and Ornelas, 2010). In this review, Freund and Ornelas investigate: (a) whether PTAs are trade-diverting given that lobbying by special interest groups is likely to produce[bookmark: p334](p. 334)extensive discrimination; (b) whether they obstruct broader, unilateral efforts at trade liberalization; and (c) whether PTAs undermine multilateralism. They find that the latter issue has not been adequately tested to date, and that there is little evidence that PTAs are generally trade-diverting or obstruct unilateral trade liberalization.

This voluminous literature has yielded a diverse set of theoretical and empirical insights on the scope conditions of PTA effects (Bhagwati, 1991,1993,1994;Baldwin, 1995;Levy, 1997;Bagwell and Staiger, 1999b;Panagariya, 2000;Pomfret, 1997;Aghion et al., 2004;Limão, 2006a,2006b;Baier and Bergstrand, 2007).Levy (1997), for example, argues that bilateral PTAs do not produce political support for multilateral agreements, as bilateral agreements produce large and disproportionate gains for narrow sectors that would subsequently oppose multilateral agreements.Bagwell and Staiger (1999b)focus on how PTAs interact with the multilateral tariff structure, and argue that PTAs are most beneficial to the multilateral trading system when the level of multilateral cooperation is relatively low. WhileAghion, Antras, and Helpman (2004)identify some effects of PTAs that promote multilateral liberalization and other effects that inhibit such liberalization,Limão (2006a, 897) examines US tariffs and finds that multilateral tariff cuts were lower on products covered by US PTAs. These studies have contributed to a growing literature on whether the spread of PTAs will erode the multilateral system that has guided international economic relations in the post-World War II era or whether they are stepping stones to greater multilateral openness and stability (Lawrence, 1996;Bhagwati, 2008).

More recently, studies have also addressed the impact of PTAs on foreign investment, the environment, human rights, and international security.Büthe and Milner (2008)andBaltagi, Egger, and Pfaffermayr (2008)find that PTAs spur foreign direct investment in developing countries and transition economies. Preferential agreements provide institutional mechanisms for safeguarding the integrity of foreign assets, thus reassuring investors and increasing investment flows.Limão (2005)argues that linking trade policy with other policy areas such as the environment may foster greater inter-state cooperation. He shows that such linkages through PTAs have contributed to environmental cooperation. Similarly,Hafner-Burton (2009)finds that PTAs promote issue linkages involving human rights. She finds that trade agreements are one avenue through which human rights protection can be codified.Mansfield and Pevehouse (2000)find that PTAs reduce the likelihood of political-military conflict between states, especially in agreements marked by extensive international trade, because members anticipate economic gains from a PTA which could be scuttled in the event of belligerence.

Further, there is a long tradition of estimating the effects of PTAs on international trade flows (Frankel, 1997;Baier and Bergstrand, 2007). A number of recent studies have examined how institutional features of PTAs bear on trade among members.Hicks and Kim (2015), for example, contrast the effects on trade flows of enforcement mechanisms, such as a formal dispute settlement mechanism with flexibility, and the traditional trade liberalization measures. They find that positive trade effects result from provisions that lower trade barriers, such as the reduction of tariffs across all sectors and liberalization of technical barriers to trade. They also find that trade flows increase in PTAs marked by both trade liberalization and institutional flexibility, thus providing[bookmark: p335](p. 335)empirical support forRosendorff and Milner’s (2001)insights concerning the importance of flexibility provisions. Hicks and Kim find no link between the strength of enforcement measures and post-agreement trade flows. In a different vein,Rickard and Kono (2014)find that provisions to liberalize government procurement in PTAs have no effect on post-agreement procurement patterns. They attribute this finding to the opacity of the issue-area itself, and their study speaks broadly to the difficulty of regulating similarly opaque policy areas through PTAs.



Mega-Preferential Trade Agreements: A New Kid on the Block?


The most important contemporary development in regional trade governance is the prospect of a set of mega-PTAs, namely the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP), and the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) agreement. The TPP is an extension of the Trans-Pacific Strategic Economic Partnership Agreement of 2005, which included Brunei, Chile, New Zealand, and Singapore. It gained status as a budding mega-PTA with the participation of the US as well as Australia, Canada, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, Peru, Vietnam, and most recently Japan. The TTIP would link the US and the EU under one agreement. Finally, the RCEP would knit together the members of ASEAN, China, Australia, India, Japan, South Korea, and New Zealand.

The evolution of regional trade governance from bilateral and plurilateral agreements to mega-PTAs has important implications for international economic governance. First, these agreements are massive in terms of both the number of PTAs in which prospective members already participate and the economic size of these groupings. For the TPP, the “Ocean’s Twelve” countries that are currently negotiating the agreement comprise approximately 40 percent of global gross domestic product (GDP) and one-third of global trade. The economic size of the TTIP is even larger: it would include economies that comprise one-half of global GDP and one-third of global trade.

The scale of these new partnerships, in terms of their economic potential and the variation in political and economic development of the partner countries, pushes the current boundaries of scholarship on trade agreements. One key question is where mega-PTAs fit within the broad distinction between the multilateral trade regime and PTAs more generally. In terms of their scope, membership, and other design features, do they resemble existing PTAs or are they more similar to the multilateral trade regime (Bagwell and Staiger, 1999a)? For example, the TTIP between the US and the EU involves the world’s two largest economies and would have the economic prowess to shift the institutional status quo (Gruber, 2000) if they succeed in negotiating a robust WTO-plus agreement. Indeed, the history of the WTO’s beginnings attest to the influence of the US and EU/EC: both jettisoned the GATT in favor of the WTO with its “single undertaking,” and[bookmark: p336](p. 336)other countries followed suit so as to secure access to these key markets (Goldstein and Gowa, 2002). The world has certainly changed due to the rise of China and other emerging markets, but nevertheless an agreement on the scale of the TTIP may have more in common with the multilateral trade regime than other preferential trade agreements.

Alternatively, these mega-PTAs may be bigger than existing agreements but no different from an analytical perspective. Aside from the TTIP, the TPP and RCEP involve many countries and comprise a sizable economic space but do not have the same potential influence on the global trading system. In practice, these institutions would contain elements of both the larger multilateral trade regime and more limited regional trade agreements. Nevertheless, from an analytical perspective, identifying the degree of association would be important for assessing the contribution of these mega-PTAs to the multilateral system.

The extent to which these agreements resemble other PTAs is perhaps even more important from the perspective of the quality of trade governance. The TPP, for example, is advanced as the latest generation of twenty-first century PTAs: it includes provisions to promote deep integration and create systems to harmonize trade rules, many of which have not been addressed in the WTO’s Doha agenda. They include areas such as intellectual property rights, electronic commerce, and competition policy. Similarly, the TTIP would result in a high-quality agreement between the two leading economies of the international trading system. Last but not least, the RCEP is the most recent entrant in the mega-PTAs under negotiation, is composed of ASEAN members as the core, and is largely expected to support the ASEAN Economic Community (AEC), which will come into effect in 2015. The AEC is geared towards creating a single production base in the region, and regulatory convergence is a key objective of the agreement.

For the TTIP and TPP as well, regulatory convergence is a key objective in trade liberalization commitments. Both agreements are likely to produce strong commitments in behind-the-border trade rules that impact trade and production costs and to support trade along the international supply chain. The trend towards deep integration (Lawrence, 1996) through regulatory coherence reflects the rise of production networks that has shifted the locus of trade governance towards disciplines that underpin the “trade–investment–services” nexus (Baldwin, 2011). It is supported by a global trading system in which tariffs have fallen to historic lows and intermediate goods comprise an increasingly large share of international trade, as much as 30 percent of world trade in manufactures (Feenstra, 1998;Hummels et al., 2001;Yeats, 2001).



The Dynamics of Diffusion in Mega-PTAs

The existing scholarship on regional trade governance has only begun to tackle the role of mega-PTAs. In considering how and why regional trade governance has evolved from the largely bilateral approaches to the mega-PTAs that are emerging of late, several important questions emerge for the study of comparative regionalism.

[bookmark: p337](p. 337)First, why have governments turned to mega-PTAs? This question is especially relevant in the context of comparative regionalism, as these agreements do have a regional concentration. Mega-PTAs do not currently exist for Latin America or Africa, although Mercosur in the former and the Southern African Development Community (SADC) in the latter are the closest parallel organizations. In addition, in terms of population size, the largest existing FTA is the China–ASEAN FTA, which came into effect in 2011. Equally, it is interesting that two of these three prospective agreements are Asia-centered. Historically, this region has stood out as an anomaly in lagging behind other regions in PTA projects (Mansfield and Milner, 1999), but recently it has become one of the most active sites for these institutions (Fiorentino et al., 2006).

The sheer economic size of the mega-PTAs suggests that efficiency considerations may play a role in states’ decisions to form them. At least two of these three institutions—the TPP and TTIP—have explicit goals of regulatory convergence that are geared towards reducing production costs by smoothing the movement of intermediate goods along the international supply chain. Such regulatory convergence is covered under deep integration provisions, which aim for compatibility of a wide range of domestic trade-related regulations such as technical barriers to trade, competition policy, and investment among others (Kim, 2015). The size of these agreements also suggests that states may join them to enhance their market power and bargaining leverage vis-à-vis third parties, a factor that has contributed to the establishment of various existing PTAs (Mansfield and Milner, 1999).

Though these mega-PTAs are only a very recent phenomenon and little academic scholarship has formed around explanations for this new institutional form, the existing literature on the politics and economics of trade agreements does provide some preliminary direction. Among the current mega-PTAs, the TPP is the expansion of the Transpacific Strategic Partnership agreement of 2005, which was signed by New Zealand, Singapore, Chile, and Brunei. As the agreement became upgraded to the TPP, the membership also expanded to include the US as well as seven new negotiating partners.Mansfield and Pevehouse (2013)advance a set of political and economic factors that may explain why PTAs expand, combine, and become mega-PTAs.

Second, what models of trade governance do these mega-PTAs provide? One implication of this question is that competing models of trade governance exist in the three mega-PTAs under negotiation. Alternatively, one could also argue that these are parallel agreements separated only by region, with several countries that have overlapping memberships in more than one agreement. The existing scholarship provides some preliminary indication of models of PTA governance.Horn, Mavroidis, and Sapir (2010), for example, distinguish the US and EU agreements, noting that EU agreements cover more areas currently not in the purview of the WTO, but that these are largely legally unenforceable provisions.Baccini, Dür, and Elsig (2015)corroborate these distinctions by identifying three major clusters of trade agreements: US, EU, and the “South.” The existing scholarship would be greatly advanced by a closer look at the behemoth cluster of PTAs from the South, in particular whether they conform to either the US or EU[bookmark: p338](p. 338)models, or whether they offer a significantly different and competing model of trade governance.

Third, are patterns in regional trade governance, whether they involve bilateral or plurilateral agreements or mega-PTAs, the result of the diffusion of particular models of trade liberalization led by the US, EU, or some third country? The question of diffusion of models of trade governance is critical to understanding comparative regionalism (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). From the perspective of trade governance, studies have found that the US and EU models may well diffuse across the regions, as these leading economies determine the models of trade liberalization that they prefer. These models emphasize certain areas of particular importance to the US and EU. For example, the EU agreements are well known for their competition provisions, while some US agreements stress labor and environmental standards (Horn et al., 2010).Kim and Manger (2013), for example, examine the US model of liberalization in services trade. The US’ negative-list approach to services liberalization relies on broad sectoral liberalization with exemptions, in contrast to the positive-list approach that liberalizes only in specified sectors. It was first included in NAFTA, after which it diffused to agreements in Latin America and, most recently, to US agreements with countries in Asia.Duina (2006)also points to strong differences in the legal architectures underlying the formation of NAFTA, Mercosur, and the EU and the evolution of distinct regionalisms in their respective geographical neighborhoods.





Conclusion: Preferential Trade Agreements, Regional Trade Governance, and the Multilateral Trading System


For almost 70 years, a multilateral trade regime has shaped foreign commerce, beginning with the establishment of the GATT in 1947 and continuing when the WTO replaced the GATT in 1995. During the same period, there have been two waves of PTAs, the first occurring during the 1960s and early 1970s and the second occurring during the period after the fall of the Berlin Wall. The links between these developments have given rise to a heated debate. Some studies have shown that these arrangements can bolster multilateral openness, for example, by reducing the number of actors engaged in multilateral negotiations, thereby muting problems of bargaining and collective action that can hamper such negotiations, or by inducing members to undertake and consolidate economic reforms, and that these reforms are likely to promote multilateral openness (Summers, 1991;Lawrence, 1996). Others, however, fear that PTAs will be protectionist in nature and that they will divert attention from multilateral negotiations (Bhagwati, 2008).

[bookmark: p339](p. 339)This debate has taken on particular importance over the past few years. Countries continue to express a keen interest in establishing PTAs. Moreover, there are various sets of countries negotiating mega-PTAs that are bigger than any existing agreement. Many observers worry that these mega-PTAs will become alternatives to the WTO rather than reinforcing the multilateral regime. They point out, for example, that the US decided to launch a series of PTAs during the 1990s (most notably NAFTA) when it seemed that the Uruguay Round of GATT negotiations would fail to yield an agreement. With the Doha Round moribund, the US has entered into negotiations to form the TTIP and the TPP. Many observers view these initiatives as the clearest signal yet that the US, the EU, and various other economic powers do not believe that the WTO can make any further headway on multilateral trade negotiations and have turned to regional initiatives instead.

As the WTO continues to try to revive the Doha Round, its members will have to reconcile their bilateral and plurilateral PTA commitments with their WTO-level offers and negotiations. It is likely that the governance gap that has been filled through PTAs in recent years will shape in important ways the future progress of multilateral trade negotiations.

The international trade regime was once quite unified and integrated around the GATT and then the WTO. It grew increasingly comprehensive and global as well as it took up new issues and now countries. But since the late 1990s, the regime has grown increasingly complex and dis-integrated (Keohane and Victor, 2011). It has begun to resemble other issue-areas like international investment and climate change. Countries now have less coherent trade relations and more ability to forum shop. This change may reflect shifts in both domestic and international politics. The emergence of large developing countries that are important trading nations, such as China, India, and Brazil, has increased the diversity of preferences that must be taken into account in any global trade negotiation. The rising interlinkage of issues that touch upon trade relations—including intellectual property rights, investment, environmental protection and climate change, human rights, and labor practices—makes constructing a single multilateral trade agreement very difficult. And the growing number of democratic countries creates new interest in trade but also brings growing numbers of powerful veto players to the bargaining table. These trends seem to be fragmenting the global trade regime and leading to the proliferation of distinct agreements within the trading system. As others have noted, this fragmentation may undermine the overall long-term performance of the trading system, fostering more conflict and slowing the growth of trade and investment globally (Keohane and Victor, 2011).
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Table A15.1Preferential Trade Agreements Notified to the World Trade Organization

	RTA name


	Type


	Date of entry into force





	EC Treaty


	CU & EIA


	January 1, 1958




	European Free Trade Association (EFTA)


	FTA & EIA


	May 3, 1960 (G)/June 1, 2002 (S)




	Central American Common Market (CACM)


	CU


	June 4, 1961




	EFTA—Accession of Iceland


	FTA


	March 1, 1970




	EU—Overseas Countries and Territories (OCT)


	FTA


	January 1, 1971




	EC (9) Enlargement


	CU


	January 1, 1973




	EU—Switzerland—Liechtenstein


	FTA


	January 1, 1973




	Protocol on Trade Negotiations (PTN)


	PSA


	February 11, 1973




	EU—Iceland


	FTA


	April 1, 1973




	EU—Norway


	FTA


	July 1, 1973




	Caribbean Community and Common Market (CARICOM)


	CU & EIA


	August 1, 1973 (G)/July 4 2002 (S)




	Asia Pacific Trade Agreement (APTA)


	PSA


	June 17, 1976




	Australia—Papua New Guinea (PATCRA)


	FTA


	February 1, 1977




	EU—Syria


	FTA


	July 1, 1977




	EC (10) Enlargement


	CU


	January 1, 1981




	South Pacific Regional Trade and Economic Cooperation Agreement (SPARTECA)


	PSA


	January 1, 1981




	Latin American Integration Association (LAIA)


	PSA


	March 18, 1981




	Australia—New Zealand (ANZCERTA)


	FTA & EIA


	January 1, 1983 (G)/January 1, 1989 (S)




	EC (12) Enlargement


	CU


	January 1, 1986




	Andean Community (CAN)


	CU


	May 25, 1988




	Global System of Trade Preferences among Developing Countries (GSTP)


	PSA


	April 19, 1989




	EU—Andorra


	CU


	July 1, 1991




	Southern Common Market (MERCOSUR)


	CU & EIA


	November 29, 1991 (G)/ December 7, 2005 (S)




	ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA)


	FTA


	January 28, 1992




	Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO)


	PSA


	February 17, 1992




	EFTA—Turkey


	FTA


	April 1, 1992




	EFTA—Israel


	FTA


	January 1, 1993




	Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS)


	CU


	July 24, 1993




	Melanesian Spearhead Group (MSG)


	PSA


	January 1, 1994




	European Economic Area (EEA)


	EIA


	January 1, 1994




	North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)


	FTA & EIA


	January 1, 1994




	Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA)


	CU


	December 8, 1994




	Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)


	FTA


	December 30, 1994




	EC (15) Enlargement


	CU & EIA


	January 1, 1995




	South Asian Preferential Trade Arrangement (SAPTA)


	PSA


	December 7, 1995




	EU—Turkey


	CU


	January 1, 1996




	EU—Faroe Islands


	FTA


	January 1, 1997




	EU—Palestinian Authority


	FTA


	July 1, 1997




	Eurasian Economic Community (EAEC)


	CU


	October 8, 1997




	Russian Federation—Belarus—Kazakhstan


	CU


	December 3, 1997




	Pan-Arab Free Trade Area (PAFTA)


	FTA


	January 1, 1998




	EU—Tunisia


	FTA


	March 1, 1998




	Economic and Monetary Community of Central Africa (CEMAC)


	CU


	June 24, 1999




	EFTA—Palestinian Authority


	FTA


	July 1, 1999




	EFTA—Morocco


	FTA


	December 1, 1999




	West African Economic and Monetary Union (WAEMU)


	CU


	January 1, 2000




	EU—South Africa


	FTA


	January 1, 2000




	EU—Morocco


	FTA


	March 1, 2000




	EU—Israel


	FTA


	June 1, 2000




	EU—Mexico


	FTA & EIA


	July 1 2000 (G)/October 1 2000 (S)




	East African Community (EAC)


	CU & EIA


	July 7 2000 (G)/July 1, 2010 (S)




	Southern African Development Community (SADC)


	FTA


	September 1, 2000




	EU—Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia


	FTA & EIA


	June 1, 2001 (G)/April 1, 2004 (S)




	EFTA—Mexico


	FTA & EIA


	July 1, 2001




	Asia Pacific Trade Agreement (APTA)—Accession of China


	PSA


	January 1, 2002




	Chile—Costa Rica (Chile—Central America)


	FTA & EIA


	February 15, 2002




	EU—San Marino


	CU


	April 1, 2002




	EFTA—Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia


	FTA


	May 1, 2002




	EU—Jordan


	FTA


	May 1, 2002




	Chile—El Salvador (Chile—Central America)


	FTA & EIA


	June 1, 2002




	EFTA—Jordan


	FTA


	September 1, 2002




	EFTA—Singapore


	FTA & EIA


	January 1, 2003




	Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)


	CU


	January 1, 2003




	EU—Chile


	FTA & EIA


	February 1, 2003 (G)/March 1, 2005 (S)




	EU—Lebanon


	FTA


	March 1, 2003




	Panama—El Salvador (Panama—Central America)


	FTA & EIA


	April 11, 2003




	Pacific Island Countries Trade Agreement (PICTA)


	FTA


	April 13, 2003




	EC (25) Enlargement


	CU & EIA


	May 1, 2004




	Common Economic Zone (CEZ)


	FTA


	May 20, 2004




	EU—Egypt


	FTA


	June 1, 2004




	Southern African Customs Union (SACU)


	CU


	July 15, 2004




	EFTA—Chile


	FTA & EIA


	December 1, 2004




	ASEAN—China


	FTA & EIA


	January 1, 2005 (G)/July 1, 2007 (S)




	EFTA—Tunisia


	FTA


	June 1, 2005




	EU—Algeria


	FTA


	September 1, 2005




	South Asian Free Trade Agreement (SAFTA)


	FTA


	January 1, 2006




	Dominican Republic—Central America—United States Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA-DR)


	FTA & EIA


	March 1, 2006




	Trans-Pacific Strategic Economic Partnership


	FTA & EIA


	May 28, 2006




	EFTA—Korea, Republic of


	FTA & EIA


	September 1, 2006




	EU—Albania


	FTA & EIA


	December 1, 2006 (G)/April 1, 2009 (S)




	EFTA—Lebanon


	FTA


	January 1, 2007




	EC (27) Enlargement


	CU & EIA


	January 1, 2007




	Central European Free Trade Agreement (CEFTA) 2006


	FTA


	May 1, 2007




	East African Community (EAC)—Accession of Burundi and Rwanda


	CU


	July 1, 2007




	EFTA—Egypt


	FTA


	August 1, 2007




	EU—Montenegro


	FTA & EIA


	January 1, 2008 (G)/May 1, 2010 (S)




	El Salvador—Honduras—Chinese Taipei


	FTA & EIA


	March 1, 2008




	EFTA—SACU


	FTA


	May 1, 2008




	EU—Bosnia and Herzegovina


	FTA


	July 1, 2008




	Chile—Honduras (Chile—Central America)


	FTA & EIA


	July 19, 2008




	EU—CARIFORUM States EPA


	FTA & EIA


	November 1, 2008




	Panama—Costa Rica (Panama—Central America)


	FTA & EIA


	November 23, 2008




	ASEAN—Japan


	FTA


	December 1, 2008




	EU—Côte d’Ivoire


	FTA


	January 1, 2009




	Panama—Honduras (Panama—Central America)


	FTA & EIA


	January 9, 2009




	MERCOSUR—India


	PSA


	June 1, 2009




	Panama—Guatemala (Panama—Central America)


	FTA & EIA


	June 20, 2009




	EFTA—Canada


	FTA


	July 1, 2009




	Colombia—Northern Triangle (El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras)


	FTA & EIA


	November 12, 2009




	Panama—Nicaragua (Panama—Central America)


	FTA & EIA


	November 21, 2009




	EU—Papua New Guinea/Fiji


	FTA


	December 20, 2009




	ASEAN—Korea, Republic of


	FTA & EIA


	January 1, 2010 (G)/May 1, 2009 (S)




	ASEAN—India


	FTA


	January 1, 2010




	ASEAN—Australia—New Zealand


	FTA & EIA


	January 1, 2010




	EU—Serbia


	FTA & EIA


	February 1, 2010 (G)/September 1, 2013 (S)




	Chile—Guatemala (Chile—Central America)


	FTA & EIA


	March 23, 2010




	EFTA—Serbia


	FTA


	October 1, 2010




	EFTA—Albania


	FTA


	November 1, 2010




	EU—Korea, Republic of


	FTA & EIA


	July 1, 2011




	EFTA—Peru


	FTA


	July 1, 2011




	EFTA—Colombia


	FTA & EIA


	July 1, 2011




	EU—Eastern and Southern Africa States Interim EPA


	FTA


	May 14, 2012




	EFTA—Ukraine


	FTA & EIA


	June 1, 2012




	Mexico—Central America


	FTA & EIA


	September 1, 2012




	EFTA—Montenegro


	FTA


	September 1, 2012




	Treaty on a Free Trade Area between members of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)


	FTA


	September 20, 2012




	EFTA—Hong Kong, China


	FTA & EIA


	October 1, 2012




	EU—Colombia and Peru


	FTA & EIA


	March 1, 2013




	EU (28) Enlargement


	CU & EIA


	July 1, 2013




	EU—Central America


	FTA & EIA


	August 1, 2013




	EU—Ukraine


	FTA & EIA


	June 27, 2014




	EU—Cameroon


	FTA


	August 4, 2014




	EFTA—Central America (Costa Rica and Panama)


	FTA & EIA


	August 19, 2014




	EU—Rep. of Moldova


	FTA & EIA


	September 1, 2014




	EU—Georgia


	FTA & EIA


	September 1, 2014




	EFTA—Bosnia and Herzegovina


	FTA


	January 1, 2015




	Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU)


	FTA & EIA


	January 1, 2015




	Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU)—Accession of Armenia


	FTA & EIA


	January 2, 2015







Notes: (G) refers to the Agreement covering Goods; (S) refers to Agreement covering Services.



According to the WTO, signatories to a regional trade agreement (RTA) can notify the following types of agreements:5

	(•) Free Trade Agreement (FTA), as defined in Paragraph 8(b) of Article XXIV of GATT 1994


	(•) Customs Union (CU), as defined in Paragraph 8(a) of Article XXIV of GATT 1994


	(•) Economic Integration Agreement (EIA) covering services, as defined in Article V of GATS


	(•) “Partial Scope” Agreement (PSA). “Partial Scope” agreement that covers only certain products. Partial scope agreements are notified under paragraph 4(a) of the Enabling Clause.








Source: World Trade Organization <http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicAllRTAList.aspx> (accessed March 2, 2015).
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Notes:

(1.) The term “preferential trade agreement” is a general nomenclature employed in this chapter to refer to a varied set of non-multilateral agreements that are formed outside the WTO system. The WTO refers to these agreements also as regional trade agreements (RTAs), even if they are not always formed by states within a common region.



(2.) In Appendix TableA15.1, we provide a list of multilateral PTAs notified to the WTO to illustrate the international institutions that are the analytical focus of this chapter. Other chapters in this volume (e.g. PartIIon Regional Orders around the World), also provide lists of agreements that are relevant to the discussions in this chapter.



(3.) Examples of non-reciprocal trade agreements include the various national schemes under the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) that provide for unilateral preferences extended to selected developed countries and trade agreements, such as the US African Growth and Opportunity Act, the Andean Trade Preference Act, and Australia and New Zealand’s South Pacific Regional Trade and Economic Cooperation Agreement. The WTO refers to these as preferential tradearrangements.



(4.) This section draws onMansfield and Milner (1999).



(5.)<http://rtais.wto.org/UserGuide/RTAIS_USER_GUIDE_EN.html> (accessed March 2, 2015).
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16 Regional Monetary and Financial Governance

Kathleen R. McNamara

Moneyand finance are at the heart of all domestic, regional, and international political economies. The policies of central banks, the rules regarding the flow of private funds, currency coordination across political authorities, and the operation of financial institutions all fundamentally shape our daily lives. How financial markets and monetary institutions are governed creates economic winners and losers, and can promote either system stability or instability. Regions play a particular role in shaping economic circumstances, as regions tend to be tightly linked together and share economic cycles. A major downside to regional linkage is revealed in financial crises, which often manifest themselves in regional ways, as the last few decades have demonstrated with the Asian financial crisis, the Latin American debt crisis, and the Eurozone crisis (Henning, 2013). Regional governance of financial and monetary matters should therefore be a critical area for scholars, policy-makers, private sector interests, and voters alike.

Yet despite the obvious real-world importance of regional monetary and financial regimes, the sustained, systematic development of a comparative theory of monetary and financial governance has yet to occur. This is likely due to the fact that regional monetary and financial governance is relatively limited to date, with the important but quite anomalous exception of the European Union (EU). The lack of empirical examples of deep and extensive monetary and financial governance has meant little variation on the outcome of regional governance, and thus less scholarly interest in this area of study, despite the aspirational stirrings of regional regimes in Asia and elsewhere.

The most compelling arguments for why we see such limited regional monetary and financial governance are twofold. First, there is an extensive regime of formal and informal institutions at the global level that has governed the international monetary system and global financial markets (Drezner, 2014). These institutions have been far from foolproof, but they represent a framework for intergovernmental cooperation, grounded in geopolitical realities, that has acted to squeeze out initiatives at the regional level. Second, monetary and financial integration, for all its potential functional benefits,[bookmark: p352](p. 352)confronts a deeply political and politicized realm where political authorities jealously guard their policy prerogatives. The full transfer of national control in monetary and financial governance to a regional authority, as occurs with a single currency, has more in common with historical episodes of political development such as state-building than with international cooperation among sovereign states. Decisions over economic growth, employment, inflation, or financial sector profits cut to the heart of authority and rule in modern polities. I argue in this chapter that in addition to understanding regional monetary and financial governance through the lens of international cooperation, a new direction for the study of regional governance is the scholarship on state-building. Using historical cases of national governance would allow for the development of a more comparative understanding of the determinants of variations in the sources and institutional design of regional monetary and financial governance.

The academic literature may well change dramatically over the next few decades, with more investigation of the potential drivers, and costs and benefits, of regional monetary and financial governance beyond the EU. There is a growing desire of key political actors around the world to move away from a United States (US)-centered multilateral monetary and financial governance system, and towards more regional solutions (Eichengreen, 2011;Kirshner, 2014;Desai and Vreeland, 2011). Strategic political actors in capitals around the world have begun to imagine a world decoupled from the US Federal Reserve and the US-dominated International Monetary Fund (IMF). A small but lively debate over the pros and cons of various types of monetary and financial integration across different geographic scales, with varying degrees of formalization, from bilateral to multilateral configurations, is tentatively emerging. In the real world, the EU experience has been used as a springboard for a series of aspirational policies across various regional groupings from the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) and Mercosur to the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). The crafting of designs based on the EU are ongoing, despite both the Eurozone crisis and the lack of a fully worked out template for understanding both the costs and benefits and the potential political determinants of such efforts.

If these efforts move beyond aspirations and into concrete reality, and regional governance emerges for monetary and financial policy outside of the EU, it would both transform regional monetary and financial governance as well as indicate very consequential changes away from unipolarity and towards a multipolar world system (Barma et al., 2007;Kupchan, 2012). For now, however, the reality of robust regional monetary and financial governance remains largely limited to the European case.

This chapter proceeds by first defining regional monetary and financial governance and offering a preliminary typology for thinking about variation in institutional design with regard to both the degree and intensity of regional monetary and financial governance. I then turn to the scholarship that explains the emergence of monetary and financial governance and variation in institutional design, drawing on theories situated at the national, regional, and international level to get the most leverage on this question. The next section assesses what we know about the effects of monetary and financial governance. Finally, the chapter concludes by looking at the recent but still limited[bookmark: p353](p. 353)scholarly work evaluating regional monetary funds and new regional hegemonic currencies beyond the EU.



Defining Regional Monetary and Financial Governance


In the area of money and finance, governance encompasses both regional integration as well as regional cooperation (Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume). The supranational transfer of sovereignty and authority to regional institutions that is the hallmark of regional integration is only truly found in the EU case (Chapter3by Börzel and Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume). Examples of regional cooperation in monetary and financial matters, marked not by transfers of sovereignty and authority but instead by intergovernmental agreement based largely on consensus-rule, are relatively limited and overshadowed by both global multilateral cooperation and bilateral agreements. But regional cooperation on monetary and financial governance holds the potential to increase over the next few decades.

Monetary governance and financial governance encompass two interlinked arenas. They have almost always been studied separately, however, and the theoretical and empirical scholarship does not necessarily make references to dynamics crossing the two areas, despite the potential for important commonalities and gains from studying side-by-side. Monetary governance can be defined as the creation, regulation, and management of money as currency, activities that in the modern era have almost exclusively been the purview of public actors. As such, the monetary area is most often typified by “regionalism,” or state-led institution-building. Financial governance, in contrast, generally seeks to manage the expansion of money in various forms through the private sector, focusing on credit creation and the workings of banks and related sectors of the economy. While public authorities set these financial sector rules and seek to enforce them, the rules themselves are largely directed at the activities of private actors. Finance is therefore more likely to be driven by regionalization processes not directly rooted in the state but rather arising from activities throughout the national and global political economy that in some way create pressures for regional action.

Monetary governance centers on currency (Cohen, 1998,2003). Currency can be defined in turn in terms of its function as a store of value, medium of exchange, and unit of account (McKinnon, 1969). In the modern era, public authorities, centered in national central banks, are the creators of money as currency. National central banks expand or contract the amount of money in an economy, traditionally relying on changes in the overnight interest rates charged to banks borrowing from the central bank to stimulate or slow down the national economy (Blinder, 1998). More recently, central banks have experimented with new techniques to shape the macroeconomy, most notably quantitative easing, where central banks create money by buying securities, such as government[bookmark: p354](p. 354)bonds, from banks, thereby expanding bank reserves and encouraging economic activity. Thus, control over money is highly political as it is consequential for the entirety of the economy and the distribution of gains and losses across a population, despite efforts to depoliticize central banks (Berman and McNamara, 1999).

Unsurprisingly, given the power that lies in monetary management, exclusive control over the creation and management of currency has been viewed by scholars as a key prerogative of the sovereign nation-state since the rise of the modern administrative state beginning in the second half of the nineteenth century (Helleiner, 2003;McNamara, 2002). A consolidated currency granted political elites great power, as well as great responsibility, as the supply of money was completely under the political authorities’ control. Governance over money centered on the need to ensure liquidity or an adequate supply of money, but also to safeguard stability and confidence in the system and the long-term value of that government-created money.

Financial governance is linked to monetary governance, focusing on creating the financial market conditions for stable monetary relations, whether in the sphere of public or private financial activities (Held and Young, 2009). The scholarly literature on financial governance primarily concerns the creation of rules and procedures for managing the financial sector of the economy, where private actors are the generators of action instead of central banks and their monetary policies (Underhill et al., 2012). Financial governance thus covers the creation of credit and the creation and exchange of financial assets and instruments, although it also involves the broader fiscal policy that shapes financial conditions. It can therefore engage both private financial actors and firms, and public actors and institutions. Governance should promote stability in the financial system as a whole, as there are incentives for individual firms, private institutions, and governments to act in ways that are rational for them but could produce negative outcomes for the economy as a whole (Drezner, 2014). Regulations, supervision, and risk management form the central tools of governance in this area, such as the international Basle Accords that require banks to hold certain amounts of their capital in reserve to reduce their leveraging or overall loan portfolios.

As with monetary governance, the most developed governance regimes are found at the national level, and authors have explored how the framework for financial governance is crafted over time in response to the various specific domestic sectoral interests and national institutional configurations. Others have examined how international diffusion processes interact with state legacies and institutions to produce financial governance at the national level (Brooks and Kurtz, 2012). However, new approaches have examined how domestic governance regimes interact with transnational forces to create interdependent governance regimes in the financial area and elsewhere (Farrell and Newman, 2014;Newman and Bache, 2010). The EU spent many decades merging markets, but avoided financial integration until relatively recently (Posner, 2009). With the advent of the European Monetary Union and the euro, the EU now has become much more tightly integrated and particularly in the aftermath of the Eurozone crisis, has turned to focus on regional financial governance strategies, and the literature has begun to catch up (Quaglia, 2010,2014).

[bookmark: p355](p. 355)At the global level, financial governance has largely centered on the IMF (Vreeland, 2007;Best, 2005). Originally created to organize and monitor an international exchange rate regime based on the dollar, the IMF has evolved into a much broader organization focused on surveillance of domestic economies and providing funds to stabilize countries in balance of payments problems. Within that system, there has also been a series of efforts at regional cooperation around financial stability issues, most notably between the US and Europe (Posner, 2009), and more tentatively, in the Asian context (Henning, 2009;Sohn, 2005).

Beyond the IMF, there are a host of formal global financial governance institutions such as the Bank for International Settlements (BIS), the Financial Action Task Force, the Basle Committee on Banking Supervision, the International Organization of Securities and Exchange Commissions, the Joint Forum, and the Financial Stability Forum (Brummer, 2011;Fioretos, 2010). Regional actors have to a large extent relied on these international regimes for financial governance, and in general, regional financial governance has been much more limited (Eichengreen, 2010), with the notable exception, once again, of the development of supranational authority for banking supervision and financial regulation in the EU (Jones, 2015). Nonetheless, as will be discussed in what follows, more informal and bilateral arrangements, such as currency swaps, have been growing in Asia and elsewhere in an effort to assure financial stability (Brummer, 2007). Proposals for more formal institutions such as regional monetary funds are likewise on the table, with the goal of designing governance more specifically for the needs of regional actors (Eichengreen, 2010;Desai and Vreeland, 2011).



Typologies and Examples of Regional Monetary and Financial Governance


There is no agreed upon or standard typology in the literature for comparing various institutions of monetary and financial governance, because scholars have overwhelmingly focused on particular cases of each rather than situating them vis-à-vis each other. This has meant little assessment of important questions such as whether we see patterns of variation across and within regions, or how diffusion might be occurring to produce institutional similarities temporally or geographically. However, as a simple first cut here, we can explore variations in institutional design and configuration using the degree of pooling and delegation of political authority as our comparative metric (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume). The degree of supranationalism versus intergovernmental cooperation is an important distinction, and we use it in this section, to parse out the institutional variation in regional monetary, and then regional financial, governance (Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, and Chapter3by Börzel, this volume).

The highly political nature of money and finance has shaped the path of regional integration, and limited its reach despite potential economic benefits. Despite the lack[bookmark: p356](p. 356)of real-world progress, there has been a long-standing interest by some academics in the benefits that might accrue from having fewer currencies and monetary governance shift from the nation-state upwards to the regional and/or the international level (Dornbusch, 2001;Rogoff, 2001;Cohen, 2003). In the literature on regional governance, monetary union, currency union, and a single currency are used somewhat interchangeably to mean a geographic area with one monetary policy and one currency or irrevocably locked exchange rates. The single currency within a region represents the farthest point out along the continuum of delegation of political authority to a supranational entity. The creation of the euro, the European Central Bank, and the European Monetary Union at the turn of the last century represents the only clear case of sustained, successful regional monetary, and now financial, integration to date (McNamara, 2012). But as a dramatic innovation in regional governance, it has spawned a large literature, as will be discussed in the next sections.

Regional monetary cooperation that does not entail transfers of sovereignty to regional institutions but rather is rooted in intergovernmental cooperation based on consensus-rule, is a broader set of phenomena. Indeed, there are a variety of ways in which regionalized intergovernmental cooperation can occur without full monetary union or a consolidated currency. Currency cooperation can take the form of fixed but flexible exchange rate regimes, where participants pledge to maintain their currencies’ values against others within a set band (Machlup, 1977). Such regional and broader international exchange rate regimes have been much more prevalent historically than they are today. In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, global regimes such as the Gold Standard and Bretton Woods (Eichengreen, 1996;Ruggie, 1982;Kindleberger, 1976) alternated with periods of regionally based cooperation, as in the different currency blocs of the interwar period or the European Exchange Rate Mechanism of the 1970s and 1980s (Tsoukalis, 1977;Ludlow, 1982;Gros and Thygesen, 1999;McNamara, 1998). This category of activity is on the lower end of the delegation in authority scale.

In the current era, two regional monetary arrangements exist that are not fully fledged monetary unions, but rather have qualities of monetary integration mixed with qualities of regional cooperation. As such, they can be placed in a middle point along the continuum between supranational delegation of authority and intergovernmentalism. They are the Eastern Caribbean Currency Area (ECCA), which shares the Caribbean dollar and a joint central bank, and the CFA (Franc de la Coopération Financière Africaine) zone in Africa, which uses the CFA franc, but has two regional central banks. Those banks are the BCEAO (Central Bank of West African States), made up of eight African countries, and the BEAC (Bank of Central African States), made up of six states. In the above cases, however, the single regional currency is tied to an outside leader currency, in the case of the Caribbean dollar to the US dollar (and earlier, the British pound) and in the CFA area, to the French franc and now the euro.

A further example of a less traditional form of regional financial governance is bilateral swap arrangements (Liao and McDowell, 2014;McDowell, 2012). Currency swap agreements are a type of cooperation negotiated between two states who wish to stabilize and routinize their monetary and financial interactions with each other. They can be[bookmark: p357](p. 357)used for the settlement of trade and foreign investment accounts between two different currencies or the invoicing of financial transactions, providing for the medium of exchange and unit of account functions. Located in central banks, this type of activity represents a potentially important new form of regional governance that relies on networks of agreements among key regulatory actors, rather than having sets of rules generated from stand-alone international organizations (Farrell and Newman, 2014).

A growing part of the landscape of global financial governance, bilateral swaps have been used to guarantee backup funds in the event of balance of payment or liquidity problems. Dollar liquidity lines and foreign-currency liquidity lines have been widely used among the major national central banks, particularly aggressively by the US Federal Reserve and the European Central Bank during the recent financial crisis, to ensure adequate credit provision to consumers, households, and businesses. In 2009, a system of bilateral swaps was set up between the US Federal Reserve and a number of central banks in Europe, Asia, and Central America (Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 2014). While these swaps are not permanent, they do represent a new form of cross-border financial governance that may have regional characteristics and implications, particularly as new standing mutual swap facilities have been set up among emerging market economies (Mohan and Kapur, 2014).

There has been a strong history of bilateral swaps in Asia (Sohn, 2005), representing the sort of regionalization that occurs when incentives arise for actors to push for ground-up solutions to instability. More recently, these efforts have begun to be formally institutionalized into regional governance with the creation of the Chang Mai Initiative Multilateralization (CMIM) agreement signed in December 2009 (Sussangkarn, 2011). Taking effect in March 2010, the initiative is a multilateral currency swap agreement among the countries of ASEAN, China and Hong Kong, Japan and South Korea. It built on the previously bilateral swap of the original Chang Mai Initiative, and centers on the pooling of financial reserves, a weighted voting system for disbursement of funds, and upgraded surveillance capabilities (Ciorciari, 2011). However, scholars note that it is a long way from a formal Asian Monetary Fund and still requires the active involvement of the IMF in surveillance and conditionality through their stand-by agreements (Grimes, 2011;Henning, 2009).

In contrast to these examples of coordinated action, unilateral action can also create a type of currency regionalization even if it does not involve decisions on the part of actors to govern equally together but rather is delegation to a de facto political authority without formal institutionalization (Cohen 2003, 136). A range of other activities can be considered regional monetary governance that fits into a similar category of unilateral action that creates regional governance effects. Cohen points out that monetary governance still is occurring when a country “unilaterally or by agreement replaces its own currency with an already existing money of another, an approach typically described as full or formaldollarization” (Cohen, 2003, 137). The replacement of currency tends to occur with reference to regional groupings, as “follower” states (Cohen, 2003, 137) substitute national currencies with that of the regionally hegemonic currency. So Ecuador and Panama use the US dollar, whereas Monaco, Kosovo, Macedonia, and Andorra use[bookmark: p358](p. 358)the euro, Northern Cyprus uses the Turkish lira, Tuvalu and Kiribatir use the Australian dollar, and Namibia uses the South African rand, among others. Another type of unilateral governance that can have regional impact is currency pegging whereby a state decides unilaterally to keep its currency pegged to another external currency, most often the dominant economic and political actor in its region. Currency boards, a national governance system, can also be considered in terms of their de facto impact as regional governance mechanisms.

Another area of regional financial governance is entirely rooted in the actions of private actors. Here regional financial hubs, such as Hong Kong, Singapore, or London, have developed because actors in the region are drawn to deep and highly liquid financial markets in that hub. Alternatively, regional currencies arise because private actors begin to use a dominant currency in the area, spurning the global reserve currency (the US dollar). Thus, we are now seeing the beginning of an RMB zone, for example, centered on China, and likewise, countries around the Eurozone are more likely to use euros for their reserve and exchange currency needs.



Explaining the Emergence of and Variation in Monetary and Financial Governance


As the scholarly literature on regional financial and monetary governance has not systematically compared outcomes across types of governance, there is no established theoretical framework explaining variations in monetary and financial governance. However, we can construct some potential explanations by examining the different strands of thought on particular cases, suggesting the key drivers that different schools focus on. One way of grouping them is (1) theories examining the desirability of regional financial and monetary integration, namely optimal currency area (OCA) theory, (2) more political theories arguing for the importance of power, ideas, and broader political development, respectively. While OCA’s emphasis on economic conditions and efficiency as drivers for regional governance has little to do with the empirical reality of monetary and financial integration, the more political approaches can give us leverage over the conditions that lead to regional governance or not. In particular, an approach that analyzes regional governance through the lens of comparative political development may be the most promising, as it makes sense of the pattern of monetary and financial integration we observe, by focusing on the intense trade-offs for political sovereignty that occur with monetary and financial governance. Control over monetary governance at the regional and national level implicates important questions about power and authority and cannot be evaluated based on economic efficiency alone (Cohen, 2013).



[bookmark: p359](p. 359)Economic Efficiency Logics

Economic logics are an intuitive first place to start when assessing where and when we will see monetary and financial governance. It makes sense that we might expect actors to push for governance regimes when it pays off in economic cost–benefit terms. Alternatively, national governments should seek international and regional cooperation to maximize economic welfare. Financial stability, for example, presumably is best for investors and we should see a push from motivated private and public actors for new types of governance regimes to guarantee stability (Frieden, 1991). But private actors can also benefit from looser regulatory regimes that allow for more risk, as this may create big gains for particular banks and investment firms even if it creates systemic instability (Johnson and Kwak, 2010). AsSinger (2007)has decisively shown, domestic political considerations shape international financial regulation more than economic efficiency logics, and therefore it might not be surprising that regional governance in this area is so limited.

By far the largest and most developed literature on the sources of regional governance takes an economic efficiency approach to ask when monetary and financial integration make sense, or not. The theory of OCA forms the centerpiece of this literature (Mundell 1961;Mongelli, 2002). In OCA theory, the benefits of a single currency are likely to outweigh the loss of autonomy if there is nominal price and wage flexibility in the currency area (Friedman, 1953), if labor and capital mobility are high (Mundell, 1961), if national markets are very globalized (McKinnon, 1963), and finally, the more diverse an economy is in production and consumption (Kenen, 1969).

OCA has proved an attractive tool for scholars interested in parsing out the pros and cons of regional currency cooperation and integration. It offers a ready-made template for assessing the likely costs and benefits and the likely economic sustainability of a regional currency area, and as such as been applied in all major regions of the world. Unsurprisingly, the most developed literature by far centers on the EU, and asks whether Europe constitutes an optimum currency area (Eichengreen, 1991;Bayoumi and Eichengreen, 1992). Most scholars found that the EU was not an ideal economic candidate for a single currency, although disagreed as to whether it was worse off than any other large federal system such as the US (Bayoumi and Eichengreen, 1992) and what role fiscal federalism might play to compensate (Eichengreen, 1991, 24). Frankel and Rose argued that perhaps the causality should be reversed: we should expect that if one creates a single currency, it will lead to the region becoming an OCA (Frankel and Rose, 1998;Rose, 2008). This line of reasoning resonates with work in economic history on the US case (Rockoff, 2000).

The clear template offered by OCA theory has meant that it has been applied in a wide variety of regions beyond Europe. A series of comprehensive studies brought together by the BIS bears this out (BIS, 2003). Economists from the central banks for regions including the EU’s non-Eurozone area, the Middle East and the GCC, Africa and South Africa, West Africa and ASEAN prepared evaluations of the readiness of their regions[bookmark: p360](p. 360)to move to regional monetary and financial governance, and found major gaps in the economic and political foundations needed for such a move. Most observers view the move to the euro, despite its problems, as the motivation for a host of ongoing studies across most regions of the world. One study of Latin America suggested that not only is it not an OCA, but having a currency union would not reduce the potential for current account reversals and investment droughts, and that in fact external shocks may be amplified in currency union countries (Edwards, 2006, 9). The four Mercosur countries of the Southern Cone of Latin America have published issue papers on the topic of monetary union, but little in actuality has happened towards that end.

The African experience with regionalism in the East African Community (EAC) has also provoked scholars to evaluate whether the EAC might be a fertile place for a single currency. Although as mentioned before, the CFA franc zone has existed for a long time as a form of regional monetary governance, its reliance on external monetary authorities (France and now the EU) means that it is not an organic regional grouping. One recent study of the EAC looks at the question of business cycle synchronization between the five countries of the African Great Lakes region (Kishor and Ssozi, 2009). They conclude that the proportion of economic shocks that are system-wide is relatively small, indicating it is not an ideal currency area, but note that the synchronization is increasing (Kishor and Ssozi, 2009).

Likewise, the GCC has been evaluated as a candidate for a monetary and financial union among its members. Econometric studies of the region have concluded that the economic activities of the Gulf states do not move in sync (Nusair, 2012, 370–371). Others have argued that the Gulf region’s political and economic ties to the US and its dollar make it unlikely to move to regional monetary governance anytime soon (Momani, 2008). Yet despite this, repeated statements from national leaders have asserted that a timetable exists for the eventual move to a Gulf currency (MacDonald and Al Faris, 2010). The website of the GCC itself outlines its “Areas of Cooperation and Achievement” as including a series of agreements among the member states for movement to a monetary union, single currency, and single central bank (Cooperation Council for the Arab States of the Gulf, 2014).

Perhaps the most developed literature assessing the pros and cons of regional monetary governance has arisen in the context of questions about whether Asia is an ideal currency area (Cohen, 2008, 304–305). ASEAN has the best track record of the regional regimes around economic cooperation, institutionalized habits of consultation and coordination if not organizational depth.Katada and Henning’s (2014)comprehensive assessment of the literature on Asian monetary governance citesWatanabe and Ogura (2006)who “note that a majority of studies (twelve out of fourteen) identified some groups of countries within East Asia meeting the conditions” for a feasible monetary union (Katada and Henning, 2014, 313). An early intervention byEichengreen and Bayoumi (1999)sought to refocus the debate by arguing that nine East Asian countries could be considered parallel to Europe in terms of the OCA criteria even if they did not measure up to the ideal standard. Crucially, however, they went on to point out that the ASEAN framework did not have the same level of political and institutional[bookmark: p361](p. 361)development found in the EU, and thus was at a disadvantage in any efforts to move in that direction. Once again, scholarly uncertainty over the economic wisdom and the political likelihood of moving to regional governance over money and finance has not kept ASEAN from issuing statements about the desirability of a single currency eventually for the region (Keng Yong, 2004).

Yet this economic efficiency framework, while logical, does not fully capture the entirety of how markets work and risks missing key factors that help determine the likelihood of future success and stability in a currency area. These lacunae produce a striking empirical falsification: no currency union in history, whether successful of not, has actually met all of the requirements of OCA theory. In fact, the key determinant of currency robustness is the existence of political borders. State boundaries delineated a vast array of national currencies that hang together despite their imperfect economic structures. The main reason for this can be found in an entirely different view of how markets work, one that looks to political authority, power, and institutions. The approaches discussed in the following take up such political factors more explicitly.



Political Logics

The fact that economic efficiency fares so poorly in explaining where we have seen the development of regional financial and monetary governance means that political logics need stronger consideration. Several strands of theorizing are potentially useful, even if they have not been fully developed yet in the literature: geopolitical power, ideational approaches, and political institutions.

First, regional financial and monetary governance might well be the product of the concentration, or not, of geopolitical power and the leadership it enables. In the broader literature on international cooperation, work by Robert Gilpin and others has focused on the role of a hegemonic power in shaping the economic order (Gilpin, 1981). Here, the most powerful state will work to set the rules of the economic game, and broader governance structure, to benefit itself and in so doing, provide for system stability. Kindleberger’s approach argued for the importance of an actor willing and able to provide governance to overcome collective action problems that might otherwise lead to financial or monetary instability and havoc (Kindleberger, 1973). This approach has yet to be applied in a systematic academic way to many cases of regional governance, but some work has questioned the role of hegemony in explaining the progress of European monetary integration (McNamara, 1998). Others have argued that the deep and ongoing Eurozone crisis demonstrates the lack of German commitment to playing a leadership role (Matthijs and Blyth, 2011). Asia has been the focus of work asking about the role that Japan is playing in regional monetary affairs (Katada, 2008). In the case of China, there is a lively but still forward-looking debate about what role that rising power is playing in shaping governance regimes or in more unilateral and bilateral moves (Sohn, 2015). If the future brings more regional governance action in money and finance outside of Europe, scholars will do well to probe the role of emergent powers such as the US (in the[bookmark: p362](p. 362)Americas), Russia (in Eurasia), South Africa (in Southern Africa), China (in Asia), and, perhaps, Brazil (in South America). There is also some initial speculation about what the potential joining of these emergent powers in the face of the US-centered financial crisis might mean for monetary and financial governance across regions (Stuenkel, 2013).

A second group of political explanations focus on the role that particular shared ideas or more broadly, socially constructed preferences and understandings may play in shaping regional governance over money and finance. Again, work on the development of the euro provides the most extensive literature. The role of economic liberalism as a necessary condition to the drive to regional monetary integration is central to this approach (McNamara, 1998;Verdun, 1999;Jabko, 2006). On the financial side, while the thrust of deregulation of financial markets across the EU had similar neo-liberal origins, the attempts of the EU to pursue more aggressive re-regulation of the financial sector can be traced in part to a backlash on the part of policy-makers towards those ideas (Posner, 2010).

A final approach that focuses squarely on political logics comes from the comparative political development or state-building literature. This newer literature is motivated in part by the observation that single currencies have developed not because of their economic optimality, but because they are part of larger political projects of centralization of power (McNamara, 2008,2015).McNamara (2015)argues for the idea of optimal embedded currency area theory to complement Mundell et al.’s OCA approach. In this view, currency unions and financial governance can only develop as part of a broader series of institutional structures that attempt to stabilize economic interactions within a context of particular sets of authoritative rules. These institutional set-ups are inculcated with political and cultural logics as well as with rational economic logics. The important policy implication of this is that a lack of ideal economic conditions for a regional currency does not doom a region never to support a single currency, but that, as with national level currencies, mechanisms of adjustment through political institutions need to be built if regional currencies are to succeed. Indeed, a large literature on the European case has arisen that seeks to explain the role of broader institutions in making regional monetary integration work (Jones, 2015;Jabko, 2015;McNamara, 2015). Work that looks more closely at the role of banking unions with strong regulatory capacities in supporting a regional currency adds to this emphasis on institutional foundations and links up to the issue of regional financial governance (Pisani-Ferry et al., 2012). This work is in its relative infancy, but has important implications for thinking through how to apply the lessons of the European case to other regions.





The Effects and Implications of Monetary and Financial Governance


The European case of monetary and financial governance does not reassure observers that such governance is always and everywhere a positive thing. When the private[bookmark: p363](p. 363)and public debt positions of countries such as Portugal, Ireland, Italy, Greece, and Spain caused investors to flee and their economies to slow to a crawl, the inability to devalue national exchange rates combined with bailout conditionality has proved devastating (Blyth, 2013). Others have pointed to the positive effects of regional governance, forcing low inflation, financial modernization, and increased efficiency (Beetsma and Giuliodori, 2010). It is certainly the case that, whatever the causes of the Eurozone crisis, the ability of the EU to respond with new regional funds such as the European Stability Mechanism and to develop new prudential supervision at the European level is critical to stability (Matthijs and Blyth, 2015).

Outside the EU case, the literature evaluating the effects of other types of regional governance regimes such as currency boards is likewise very mixed. While the impact of dollarization is surely to create more economic stability in countries like Ecuador or El Salvador, the loss of ability to tailor macroeconomic policy to the needs of the national economy is acute (Swiston, 2011). Currency boards in places like Argentina or sub-Saharan Africa have also resulted in times of stability and the creation of a strong investment climate, but seem inevitably to produce periods of crisis when international markets stop believing in the magic of these institutional arrangements (Khan, 2011). What is for sure is that these various monetary and financial governance arrangements have important distributional impacts, creating winners and losers in ways that political scientists would do well to study further. But perhaps the most interesting questions around the consequences and implications of regional governance are rooted in future developments beyond Europe, as progress in this area will tell us much about broader questions of geopolitical change.

The first area of scholarly speculation (and real-world public attention) is around proposals for new regional monetary banks. These banks would function like the IMF but for a delineated set of states grouped by region. The Asian financial crisis demonstrated to some countries around the world the need for alternatives to the US-led Western model of financial lending, away from one based on structural adjustment and austerity programs. The recent global financial crisis lent more credence to the notion that the US can no longer provide appropriate leadership to the emerging economies. The broader political context is one that imagines the eventual end of American hegemony and alternatives to the Western-based system (Kirshner, 2014;Kupchan, 2012;Stuenkel, 2013). A small literature has therefore tracked the aspirational efforts on the part of emerging economies to design their own regional monetary funds. These funds, most of which are still on the drawing boards, are designed to provide the type of credit, liquidity, and financial stabilization that the IMF is supposed to deliver, but at a regional level. The literature on these funds is geared towards policy discussion and analysis, rather than systematic scholarship, because these funds exist primarily in name only, if at all. As Desai and Vreeland write in their article advocating for more of these funds: “Because economic interdependence is strongest at the regional level, regional cooperation seems well-suited to a multipolar world” (2011, 109). The assumption is that regional economic ties will provoke demand for regionally specific governance, not the one size fits all of multilateral Bretton Woods regimes based on US and European norms and preferences.

[bookmark: p364](p. 364)It is certainly true that regional monetary funds have been part of the public debate and have been used as symbolic statements of the desires of regional groupings to create alternative anchors for economic development and political authority. Desai and Vreeland note the various proposals being floated by political leaders, such as Russia’s Vladimir Putin calling for “concerted action to break the stranglehold of the US dollar and create a new global structure of regional powers” (Desai and Vreeland, 2011, 110). They also point to the Chiang Mai initiative ASEAN plus China, Japan, and South Korea (ASEAN+3), discussed earlier, as a potential precursor to an Asian Monetary Union, and the Union of South American Nations (UNASUR; joining Mercosur and the Andean Community) as examples of a debate in progress. Add in President Hugo Chavez’s proposed Banco del Sur, and the African Union’s call for an African Monetary Fund, and one can see evidence that such regional monetary and financial governance innovations are “considered by many in the region to be necessary counterweights to the Bretton Woods Institutions” (Desai and Vreeland, 2011, 110). The even more recent “BRICS Bank” or New Development Bank, announced by the leaders of Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa at a summit in July 2014, sets aside $50 billion to finance infrastructure and “sustainable development,” with $100 billion promised for countries in balance of payments difficulties (Desai and Vreeland, 2014). However, the BRICS Bank will be made up of bilateral funding lines, rather than being a true stand-alone organization, and observers believe that the political differences and divergence preferences of the member states may make it hard to establish lending goals and contingent rules (Economist, 2014). So it remains to be seen how consequential these proposals will really be.

The second area of emergent governance is also speculative rather than a reality, but has engendered a lively, if still relatively small, literature: the potential for the international reserve status of the dollar to be undermined in regional settings by a regionally hegemonic currency. One of the key pragmatic motivations for moving away from the dollar is the problem of “original sin,” as stated byEichengreen and Hausmann (2005). The sin refers to the difficulty of borrowing long term in your own less valued currency which forces certain countries to either pay more in short-term debt, or to take out loans in foreign currencies. This was vividly captured in Michael Lewis’ reporting on Iceland after the financial crisis, when purportedly Land Rovers whose owners had taken out car loans in dollars mysteriously began blowing up on the streets of Reykjavik, as to repay seemed impossible once the Icelandic krona plummeted in value (Lewis, 2009). Reliance on the dollar creates volatility, as unhedged foreign debt piles up, often provoking a currency crisis that decimates the private and public sector in emerging markets.

Although regional monetary funds, exchange rate regimes, or currency unions could help with this, another potential change that certain scholars have been probing is a move to a regionally hegemonic currency to replace the dollar.Helleiner (2008)andHelleiner and Kirshner (2009)have produced several collaborative projects around these issues as well as their own individual work (Kirshner, 2014). In these projects, scholars have examined Japan’s potential role in East Asia (Katada, 2008), what China’s[bookmark: p365](p. 365)oversize influence may produce (Bowles and Wang, 2008;Kirshner, 2014), Putin’s monetary imperialism (Johnson, 2008), the potential for the euro to decenter the dollar (McNamara, 2008), and the US’ likely responses to any regional emergence of monetary governance (Helleiner, 2008;Helleiner and Kirshner, 2009). While these works entertain the possibility for dramatic changes ahead, they also point to the enduring preeminence of the US and its dollar, and the friction-filled process that would be involved in moving to true regionally hegemonic currency regimes.



Conclusion


Money and finance penetrates deeply into the domestic politics and sovereign ability of political authorities to shape their national economic conditions. It is therefore no surprise that the degree of regionalism in this area has been relatively limited, except for the case of the EU. Yet two external dynamics have created pressures for real-world change. First, continued globalization creates new incentives to find regional solutions in the face of ever-increasing capital flows, with the potential for destabilizing crises. Second, there is dissatisfaction with the international hegemony of the US and the way existing global governance regimes for money and finance reflect American preferences and power. The sense that this century is likely to unfold in favor of new emergent economies and dominant regional actors may be creating a new political reality. While academic scholarship cannot fully weigh in on these issues while they are still in the realm of speculation, the literature does provide an anchor for future inquiry.

Understanding the dynamics of regional monetary and financial governance is critical to citizens around the globe. Inadequate monetary and financial governance has resulted, again and again, in currency misalignments that have hobbled economic growth and employment, and in widespread financial crises that have devastated societies. The stakes are high for understanding the potential, and limits, of regional governance in this area.
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Table A16.1Regional Monetary and Financial Governance

	Region


	Year founded


	Organization (abbreviation)


	Main issue-areas covered


	

	Members


	(year of accession)







	Website URL





	Africa


	1945


	Franc de la Coopération Financière Africaine (CFA)


	Zone in Africa that uses the CFA franc, but has two regional central banks (Central Bank of West African States and Bank of Central African States)


	

	Central Bank of West African States: Mauritania (1945–1973), Mali (1945–1961, 1984), Ivory Coast (1945), Niger (1945), Senegal (1945), Togo (1945), Guinea-Bissau (1997)


	Bank of Central African States: Cameroon (1945), Central African Republic (1945), Chad (1945), Republic of the Congo (1945), Gabon (1945), Equatorial Guinea (1984)







	


	
	1991


	African Union/African Monetary Fund (AU/AMF)


	Proposed creation of an economic and monetary union for the countries of the African Union administered by the African Central Bank


	Morocco (1963–1984), Central African Republic (1963– suspended in 2012), Algeria (1963), Benin (1963), Burkina Faso (1963), Burundi (1963), Cameroon (1963), Chad (1963), Ivory Coast (1963), Democratic Republic of the Congo (1963), Republic of the Congo (1963), Egypt (1963), Ethiopia (1963), Gabon (1963), Ghana (1963), Kenya (1963), Guinea (1963), Liberia (1963), Libya (1963), Madagascar (1963), Mali (1963), Mauritania (1963), Niger (1963), Nigeria (1963), Rwanda (1963), Senegal (1963), Sierra Leone (1963), Somalia (1963), Sudan (1963), Togo (1963), Tunisia (1963), Uganda (1963), Malawi (1964), Tanzania (1964), Zambia (1964), Gambia (1965), Botswana (1966), Lesotho (1966), Equatorial Guinea (1968), Mauritius (1968), Swaziland (1968), Guinea-Bissau (1973), Cabo Verde (1975), Comoros (1975), Mozambique (1975), São Tomé and Principe (1975), Seychelles (1976), Djibouti (1977), Angola (1979), Zimbabwe (1980), Sahrawi Republic/Western Sahara (1982), Namibia (1990), Eritrea (1993), South Africa (1994), South Sudan (2011)


	<http://www.au.int>




	Americas


	1981


	Eastern Caribbean Currency Union (ECCA)


	Monetary integration mixed with regional cooperation; shares the Caribbean dollar and a joint central bank; tied to US dollar


	Antigua and Barbuda (1981), Dominica (1981), Grenada (1981), Saint Kitts and Nevis (1981), Saint Lucia (1981), Saint Vincent and Grenadines (1981), Montserrat (1981), British Virgin Islands (1984), Anguilla (1995), Martinique (2015)


	<http://www.eccb-centralbank.org>




	
	1991


	Mercosur


	Papers issued on monetary union, but little in actuality has happened


	Paraguay (1991—suspension in 2012), Argentina (1991), Brazil (1991), Uruguay (1991), Venezuela (full membership in 2012)


	<http://www.mercosur.int/msweb/portal%20intermediario/>




	
	2009


	Banco del Sur


	Monetary fund and lending organization proposed by Hugo Chavez; as of 2013, the bank only exists as a legal entity


	Argentina (2009), Bolivia (2009), Brazil (2009), Ecuador (2009), Paraguay (2009), Uruguay (2009), Venezuela (2009)


	


	
	2010


	Union of South American Nations (UNASUR)


	Debate in progress about regional monetary funds


	Argentina (2010), Bolivia (2010), Brazil (2010), Chile (2010), Colombia (2010), Ecuador (2010), Guyana (2010), Paraguay (2010), Peru (2010), Suriname (2010), Uruguay (2010), Venezuela (2010)


	<http://www.unasursg.org/es>




	Asia


	1967


	Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)


	Statements issued about desirability of a single currency for the region despite scholarly uncertainty


	Indonesia (1967), Malaysia (1967), the Philippines (1967), Singapore (1967), Thailand (1967), Brunei (1984), Vietnam (1995), Laos (1997), Myanmar (1997), Cambodia (1999)


	<http://www.asean.org>




	
	2009


	Chiang Mai Initiative Multilateralization (CMIM)


	Multilateral currency swap agreement; pooling of financial reserves, a weighted voting system for disbursement of funds, and upgraded surveillance capabilities


	ASEAN Members + 3: Brunei (2009), Cambodia (2009), China including Hong Kong (2009), Indonesia (2009), Japan, Laos (2009), Malaysia (2009), Myanmar (2009), the Philippines (2009), Singapore (2009), South Korea, Thailand (2009), Vietnam (2009)


	


	Europe


	1979


	European Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM)


	Introduced by the European Economic Community to reduce exchange rate variability and achieve monetary stability in Europe


	Belgium (1979), Denmark (1979), France (1979), Germany (1979), Ireland (1979), Italy (1979), Luxembourg (1979), Netherlands (1979), United Kingdom (1979), Greece (1981), Portugal (1986), Spain (1986)


	


	
	1989


	European Monetary Union


	Supranational authority for banking supervision and financial regulation; along with the euro and the European Central Bank, the only clear case of sustained regional monetary, and now financial integration to date


	Belgium (Founder), France (Founder), Germany (Founder), Italy (Founder), Luxembourg (Founder), Netherlands (Founder), Denmark (1973), Ireland (1973), United Kingdom (1973), Greece (1981), Portugal (1986), Spain (1986), Austria (1995), Finland (1995), Sweden (1995), Cyprus (2004), Czech Republic, (2004), Estonia (2004), Hungary (2004), Latvia (2004), Lithuania (2004), Malta (2004), Poland (2004), Slovakia (2004), Slovenia (2004), Bulgaria (2007), Romania (2007), Croatia (2013)


	<http://europa.eu/index_en.htm>




	
	2012


	European Stability Mechanism (ESM)


	Permanent firewall for the Eurozone to safeguard and provide financial assistance to euro area member states threatened by or experiencing financial difficulties


	Austria (2012), Belgium (2012), Cyprus (2012), Estonia (2012), Finland (2012), France (2012), Germany (2012), Greece (2012), Ireland (2012), Italy (2012), Latvia (2012), Lithuania (2012), Luxembourg (2012), Malta (2012), Netherlands (2012), Slovakia (2012), Slovenia (2012), Spain (2012), Bulgaria (2013), Croatia (2013), Czech Republic (2013), Denmark (2013), Hungary (2013), Poland (2013), Portugal (2013), Romania (2013), Sweden (2013), United Kingdom (2013)
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17 Regional Development Governance

Laszlo Bruszt and Stefano Palestini


Regionalismand development have always been intertwined but the rationale and the actual nature of the link between the two concepts have been incessantly contested. Until the 1970s, outside of the global core, regionalism was intimately interlinked with the idea of development. Regionalism primarily meant the use of inter-state coordination to conjointly promote and protect jointly defined economic developmental goals. After the decline of statist developmental models in the 1980s, regionalism became associated primarily with progress in market integration starting with free trade agreements and moving towards common markets. Regionalism was primarily about the extension and deepening of transnational markets with economic development assumed to be a nearly automatic side-effect of market-making. Starting in the 1990s and with more intensity since the new millennium, a third approach is emerging that challenges the beliefs in the automatic capacities of markets to take care of development. It calls for forms of regional governance that could anticipate and alleviate the potential conflicts between the requirements of regional market-making and development. This chapter provides a broad overview of the key debates linked to these issues with a focus on the emergence, design, and effects of linking regionalism and development, highlighting useful analytical frames and calling attention to large gaps in the literature.

We use the concept of regional development governance (RDG) to demarcate the realm of initiatives that work fromwithina region from those mechanisms that tackle developmental problems fromoutsidethe region. In this way, we distinguish RDG from external development aid or official development assistance (ODA) policies, like the trade preferences that the European Union (EU) grants to various developing countries, or the programs that the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa) are undertaking in African or Latin American countries (WTO and OECD, 2013;IDA, 2007;Arndt et al., 2014). In this chapter, RDG refers to the various ways in which state and non-state actors from two or more countries from the same region produce policies to accommodate development and development-related issues.

[bookmark: p375](p. 375)There are, of course, gray zones between RDG and ODA. Regional Development Banks (RDBs) belong, for instance, to both sets of arrangements. They are multilateral financial institutions that provide financial and technical assistance for development in low- and middle-income countries within single regions. Finance is normally allocated through low-interest loans and grants for a range of policy areas (Ottenhoff, 2011;Estevadeordal et al., 2004). In this way, they orchestrate, execute, and monitor most of the initiatives discussed in the chapter and are, therefore, of fundamental importance in RDG. Although all RDB have similar mandates oriented at fostering development and regional cooperation and integration, their corporate governance varies according to whether they are dominated by wealthy non-borrowing countries or controlled by borrowing countries (Humphrey and Michaelowa, 2013;Humphrey, 2014).

In the chapter, we show that regional and sub-regional development banks, regional organizations, regional funds, and different kinds of state and non-state actors actively engage in the design of developmental policies in RDG initiatives. RDG acts as a mechanism to pool and leverage financial resources—also but not only from OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) countries—to deliver regional public goods ranging from infrastructure connectivity to regulatory harmonization according to regionally defined policy priorities. In these initiatives, the developmental policies are both triggered by and contribute to processes of regional integration.

The chapter is organized as follows. The first section provides a brief historical account of RDG initiatives stressing the policy shifts that occurred over time. Sections two, three, and four deal respectively with the emergence, institutional variation, and effects of RDG. The chapter concludes addressing the questions of who defines development, and how specific modes of RDG are interlinked with the question of who the beneficiaries of the regional development policies are.



Regional Development Governance in Historical Perspective


If we look at RDG from the historical viewpoint (see Appendix TableA17.1), some evident differences immediately come up in the conception of what development is and what governance is. Underlying these conceptions we find policy paradigms in competition supported by epistemic communities in particular periods of time. For modernization theory as well as for some variants of the theory of dependency, development referred primarily to the economic transformation of national production structures that yields change in the role played by a national economy and its sectors in the world economy (Rostow, 1966;Cardoso and Faletto, 1979;Larrain, 1989). According to other epistemic communities, represented primarily, but not exclusively by international financial institutions (IFI), development refers to the change in global competitiveness that, at the minimum, includes the attained capacity to[bookmark: p376](p. 376)survive in an open economic environment and that moves towards increased share in exports in global or regional markets (Bhagwati, 1993;Bowles, 2000;Delors, 1989;WTO and OECD, 2013).

We also find two conceptions of governance (Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume). A first conception emphasizes the role of centralized coordination among states and public authorities. In a second perspective, regional governance is understood as the result of decentralized coordination based on the agency of private economic actors that compete or coordinate their actions through prices and other market signals. Intermediate conceptions admit the agency of private actors although normally subordinated to public decisions and planning (Lapavitsas and Noguchi, 2005;Wade, 2011; Rodrik et al., 2002;Cimoli et al., 2011).[image: Regional Development Governance]

Figure 17.1Trajectory of Regional Developmental Governance.







Figure17.1represents in a schematic way the trajectory of RDG initiatives alongside these different conceptions of “development” and “governance.”



[bookmark: p377](p. 377)Classical Developmental Regionalism, 1940–1970

This period coincides with whatPayne and Phillips (2010)call the golden age of the theories of development when it was mainly understood as transforming the national productive structure steering it through a path from agrarian and primary to industrialized and high-tech economies (seeLarrain, 1989;Chang, 2011;Rostow, 1966;Cardoso and Faletto, 1979). Development policies were to be coordinated through centralized governance, i.e. through coordination among governments and public authorities: central planning, intergovernmental coordination, and, if possible, supranational monitoring (Sloan, 1971;Tinbergen, 1965;Perroux, 1955;Prebisch, 1963).

Examples of RDG initiatives of this period are the creation of the three biggest development banks: the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB in 1959), the African Development Bank (AfDB in 1964), and the Asian Development Bank (ADB in 1966). It is interesting to note that the policy ideas of Eastern and Southeastern European economists and South American economists, notably Raúl Prebisch, influenced greatly the notion that “an international institution could promote economic development in poorer countries” (Helleiner 2009, 192). These ideas were deeply informed by the belief that under unfavorable conditions of unbalanced trade with core countries inter-state cooperation—i.e. regionalism—could be an instrument to support the process of economic transformation of developing national economies (seePrebisch, 1963;ECLAC, 1959;Sloan, 1971;Dosman, 2006; see Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume).



Neo-Liberal and Open Regionalism: 1980 Onwards

At the end of the 1970s, the developmentalist ideas—whatSloan (1971)has called “developmental regionalism”—were losing clout among policy-makers, especially among prominent professional developmental economists working in the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF). Development was redefined as action aimed at fostering global competitiveness through policies oriented to “get the prices right” allowing private economic actors to allocate rationally available assets. In that way, the most competitive economic sectors in a region would be able to reach and compete in global markets, attracting foreign investors (Bhagwati, 1993;Bowles, 2000). Regional market-making in this approach required liberating trade and prices from public interventions and leaving economic outcomes to decentralized coordination and private investment decisions. The role played by states and regional organizations was purely negative integration, i.e. the reduction of tariff and non-tariff barriers to allow the free movement of goods in a free trade area and eventually labor and capital in a common market (Balassa, 1962;Bhagwati, 1993).

Neo-liberal policy ideas and “open regionalism”—as the new paradigm of regional integration started to be called—left little room for active RDG initiatives. In this period, the activities of the RDBs were reoriented towards supporting poverty alleviation and structural adjustment, the latter referring to helping states in developing regions to privatize public assets and liberalize markets (Vivares, 2013;Babb, 2009).



[bookmark: p378](p. 378)Emerging Regional Development Governance Initiatives: 1990 Onwards

Starting in the late 1990s and with more intensity since the new millennium, several RDG initiatives are emerging that slowly and gradually depart from open regionalist projects. In Figure17.1we put these emergent RDGs somewhat in between the two previous phases. On the one hand, contemporary RDG initiatives are certainly different from the initiatives of the 1960s since their goals are comparatively more modest than the overarching economic transformation of productive structures and they are closer to the goals of open regionalism. On the other hand, proponents of the emerging new forms of developmental regionalism reject the belief that liberated markets will on their own be beneficial for countries at different levels of development. They see preexisting developmental asymmetries as factors that can prevent progress in regional market integration (European Commission, 1997;Delors, 1989;Stiglitz and Charlton, 2006;Lapavitsas and Noguchi, 2005;Wade, 2011;Bruszt and McDermott, 2014). From this perspective, the key goal for RDG is to use regional public power to create or upgrade institutions that could increase the competitiveness of different categories of economic actors, sectors, and national economies and increase the range of economic actors who could live by and benefit from the rules of liberated regional markets. Competitiveness in this approach to RDG is not a result of natural comparative advantages—as in the neo-liberal regionalism—but rather an outcome of development programs, capacity-building initiatives, and regulatory integration. The distribution of opportunities in more open markets depends on the provision of regional public goods such as infrastructure connectivity, energy integration, and capacity-building through developmental policies that could broaden the range of beneficiaries of more open markets (Rodrik et al., 2002;Bruszt and McDermott, 2009;Jordana and Levi-Faur, 2005;Estevadeordal et al., 2004).

Figure17.1provides some examples of RDG initiativess that we will further analyze throughout the next sections. The post-1988EuropeanStructural Funds and, in general, the European Cohesion Policies are early examples for these emerging new forms of RDG. The accession of the less developed Southern European countries combined with the renovated impulse to complete the building of the regional market was behind the paradigmatic shift in Europe, motivated largely by the fear that the increasing liberalization of the regional market might just further increase developmental disparities in Europe and endanger further regional integration (Delors, 1989;Keating, 2008).

We list several other cases that are examples for coordinated action to link issues of development with progress in regional integration. In the 1990s, several RDG initiatives emerged inSoutheast Asia, such as the Greater Mekong Sub-Region (GMS), the Indonesia-Malaysia-Thailand Growth Triangle (IMT-GT), and the East ASEAN Growth Area (BIMP-EAGA). All these programs are in different degrees connected with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and its own processes of economic integration and cooperation. Besides, in all of them, the ADB has been the policy-entrepreneur brokering different state and market actors as well as a policy-framer of the different programs under the concept of “Growth Triangle” (Dent and Richter, 2011;Bull and Bøås, 2003).

[bookmark: p379](p. 379)In the wake of the Asian financial crisis in 2000, ASEAN leaders launched the Initiative for ASEAN Integration (IAI) with the aim to coordinate and implement a portfolio of projects in the areas of physical connectivity, human resource development, information and communication technology, and economic integration. After 2005, the scope of IAI has been broadened to cover capacity-building through a number of training programs coordinated by Singapore which acted as the leading state in this area (Carpenter et al., 2013).

In 2000, the 12South Americanheads-of-state adopted the Initiative for the Integration of the Regional Infrastructure of South America (IIRSA), an initiative designed under the Brazilian state leadership but coordinated and governed by two RDBs: the IDB and the Andean Development Bank (CAF) with participation of a small sub-regional fund, FONPLATA. The initiative had the original mandate to design and finance a portfolio of projects in the areas of transport connectivity, energy, and telecommunication integration. In 2010, IIRSA was transformed into the Council of Planning of Infrastructure (COSIPLAN) of the new-born Union of South American Nations, UNASUR (Palestini and Agostinis, 2015; see Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume).

In 2001, Mexico and Central American countries introduced the Initiative Plan-Puebla-Panama later called the Mesoamerican Project (MP) with projects in the areas of physical connectivity (energy, transport, and telecommunications), sustainable and human development, and tourism and trade (Rodríguez, 2004). MP was, among others, responding to the necessity to create the basic capacities to benefit from and withstand the competitive pressures of the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) (Palestini and Agostinis, 2015). As in the case of IIRSA, RDBs—the IDB, CAF, and the CABEI—play also a key governance role in MP, too.

Most of the RDG initiatives inAfricaare entailed in the New Partnership for African Development (NEPAD) adopted by the African members of the African Union (AU) in 2001 that coordinates development cooperation and pools financial resources coming from different sources. NEPAD in fact tries to operate as a hub for leveraging funding for developmental policies. African sub-regional organizations such as the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) and the Southern African Development Community (SADC) have also established mechanisms of RDG known as special purpose vehicles (SPVs) with the goal to coordinate and finance developmental policies especially in the area of physical connectivity. The SPVs are mandated to identify, coordinate, and manage regional infrastructure priority projects and negotiate with private investors (Kararach, 2014;UNCTAD, 2013).

Energy integration is a key regional public good in Africa. In fact, African sub-regions have a huge energy potential, especially regarding hydropower, contrasting with a poor production capacity due to lack of energy infrastructure and connectivity. Several initiatives have been created to leverage investment in energy as well as to harmonize energy regulation among the conflicting national and sub-regional markets. A noteworthy initiative is the African Energy Commission created in 2008 which aims to map out energy development policies, strategies, and plans based on sub-regional and regional developmental priorities. NEPAD in turn has specialized in developing the hydropower potential of African river basins and integrate transmission grids and gas pipelines to facilitate cross-border energy flows (Kararach, 2014, 171).





[bookmark: p380](p. 380)Drivers for the Emergence of Regional Development Governance


What are the specific drivers that explain why state and market actors—national and transnational—decide to cooperate and govern jointly defined developmental policies in various regional settings? The literature on comparative regionalism and transnational governance provide some theoretical explanation to answer why RDG comes about.



Asymmetric Interdependence

A first driver is increasing asymmetric interdependence of economies in the process of regional and global market integration. State and non-state actors sharing the same geographical region are more prone to be interdependent, i.e. they impose costs or confer benefits on each other through their actions. When actors are highly interdependent—for instance in the context of a process of economic integration—uncoordinated actions have sub-optimal effects and, therefore, actors are more prone to cooperate and govern possible developmental externalities through some sort of RDG (Keohane and Ostrom, 1995;Milner and Moravcsik, 2009; Chapter3by Börzel, this volume).

Bruszt and McDermott (2012,2014)have extensively used this approach to explain the emergence of RDG initiatives in the area of regional regulatory integration. Unlike in the 1980s or the 1990s, when the creation of regional or global markets was framed largely as a function of trade and financial liberalization, in the twenty-first century creating regional and global markets is primarily about regulations (Baldwin, 2011;Braithwaite, 2008;Jordana and Levi-Faur, 2014).

Regulatory integration among interdependent economies at different levels of economic development and with domestic actors that are unevenly endowed with capacities to implement and benefit from harmonized rules, can be the source of the most pressing political problems (Bruszt and McDermott, 2014). In fact, the imposition of uniform standards and regulations on economies at different levels of development can easily conserve backwardness in several of the evolving market economies and exclude large numbers of economic actors from international markets. In emerging market economies, governments often lack the capacities to enforce transnational regulations as well as monitor and manage their developmental effects (Stiglitz and Charlton, 2006;Ismail, 2007). Even if access to richer markets is offered, the new standards impose costs that most public and private actors with limited resources and capabilities cannot meet (Dunn, 2003). These two problems of less developed countries, the lack of capacity to live by common rules or the weakness in the capacity to implement them, might decrease the potential gains from the stronger economies or might prevent progress in market integration.

Public and private actors in stronger economies who gain from progress in market integration might engage in RDG to alter local conditions aimed at reducing the potential negative consequences of the rule transfer and increase the capacity of diverse[bookmark: p381](p. 381)categories of domestic actors to stay afloat in and benefit from regional markets (Bruszt and McDermott, 2014). The negative developmental outcomes of the first rounds of transnational regulations might “spill over” to other policy fields, and more powerful actors in regional rule-making might learn that they can lose potential gains if they do not invest in increasing the capacities of weaker actors to implement and gain from regulatory integration. The reform of the EU Structural Funds in 1988, for example, was directly linked to the desire to extend the scope of regional markets and the assumption that the growing role of markets might just further increase developmental disparities in Europe thereby endangering further regional integration. It helped in this learning process that the less developed Southern countries were full members of the regional bodies designing the policies of regional market-making. Such learning might be slower in regional arrangements with more asymmetrical power relations. Weakness of the Mexican food safety regime, for example, was behind recurring crises of intra-NAFTA production chains. This led to the activation of United States (US) commercial interests and the emergence of various transnational developmental programs aimed at upgrading domestic capacities in Mexico to implement and benefit from the strict US food safety regulations (Bruszt and McDermott, 2012).

Similar fears were even more pronounced during the Eastern enlargement of the EU. Because of geographic and geopolitical closeness, core EU member states could not externalize the potential political and economic costs of the market integration of the Central and Eastern European (CEE) economies. One of the accession criteria for these countries, “capacity to withstand competitive pressure and market forces within the EU market,” directly reflected the concerns of EU member states that Eastern enlargement might impose excessive costs on them in the absence of strategies to anticipate and alleviate the potential negative developmental externalities of regional market integration (Bruszt and Langbein, 2014).



Critical Events and Policy Diffusion

As suggested in our historical account of RDG, the policy ideas defended and contended by communities of students of development (economists, sociologists, political scientists, public administrators, etc.) can also be drivers of RDG initiatives. Policy ideas are especially effective when actors face crisis (Schmitter, 1970;Blyth, 2002;Dabène, 2012;Palestini and Agostinis, 2015). Ideas guide action in “unsettled times” when exogenous shocks undermine the existing orders or bring about uncertainty regarding preferred courses of action. The upcoming collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989, for instance, triggered Western European countries to come up with regional mechanisms to deal with the economic transformation of their Eastern periphery. In this way, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) was created within a short period of 18 months (Bronstone, 1999). Similarly, the IAI was launched in the wake of the Asian financial crisis. The launching of negotiations to enlarge NAFTA to the entire Americas (the Free Trade Area of the Americas) represented another type of event that has triggered states in Central and South America to set up, backed by the IDB and ECLAC, ambitious regional infrastructure development programs: the Plan Puebla Panamá[bookmark: p382](p. 382)(PPP) and the Initiative for the Integration of Regional Infrastructure in South America (IIRSA; seeEstevadeordal et al., 2004).

RDG can also spread from one region to another through processes of diffusion or policy transfer. When state and non-state actors in a region want to deal with a developmental problem or externality, they are likely to look around for appropriate institutional solutions (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). This explains, for instance, the quasi-simultaneous emergence of regional and sub-regional development banks in different corners of the globe: the Central American Development Bank (1960), the Plata Basin Fund (1969), the Caribbean Development Bank (1969), East African Development Bank (1967), West African Development Bank (1975), and Development Bank of Central African States (1975).



Power and Security

Finally, geopolitics in the international system may also explain the emergence of RDG initiatives. Power and security factors are commonly invoked to explain the creation of RDBs. These banks are interpreted as vehicles of global and regional powers to expand and stabilize their influence on a certain region (Vivares, 2013;Babb, 2009). The US support for creating the IDB as part of the Inter-American System, or the dispute between Japan and the US about the governance of the ADB can be interpreted in this way. A realist perspective might be used as well to explain the more recent US opposition to the Chinese proposal to create an Asian Infrastructure Development Bank, which was seen as a potential rival of the World Bank, and the ADB where the US interests prevail (New York Times, October 20, 2014). On a smaller scale, the tensions between Venezuela and Brazil about the creation of the South American Development Bank (Bank of the South) that could offset the Brazilian National Development Bank might be also seen as a dispute among regional powers (Burges, 2007;Palestini and Agostinis, 2015).



Combining Drivers

These three drivers—asymmetric interdependence, epistemic communities and diffusion, and geopolitics—provide useful analytic tools for the analysis why RDG initiatives emerge. However, they do not necessarily conflict with each other and actually can be usefully combined in explaining the emergence of RDG (Chapter27by Börzel and Risse, this volume). Let us discuss some examples: The Fund for the Economic Convergence of Mercosur (FOCEM) and the IAI are both regional policies oriented to reduce economic asymmetries—development gaps—among the member states in highly uneven regional settings (let us think of Brazil and Paraguay or Singapore and Myanmar). In this case, “asymmetric interdependence” and “diffusion mechanisms” work in tandem. In fact, both regional policies emerged as a consequence of the deepening economic integration that highlighted the economic inequalities between Brazil and the smaller Mercosur members, and between the original ASEAN-6 and the new CLMV (Cambodia, Laos PDR, Myanmar, and Vietnam) less-developed members: thus FOCEM and IAI aim to tackle economic[bookmark: p383](p. 383)asymmetric interdependence. However, both FOCEM and IAI resulted also from the emulation of the European Cohesion Policy. Indeed, in the case of FOCEM there was an active role of EU technocrats in transferring knowledge from the Structural Funds to Mercosur officials (De Andrade Correa, 2010;Dabène, 2009;Jetschke and Murray, 2012).

Geopolitics is an important driver of the creation of RDBs. But it explains only part of the story. Epistemic communities and policy-frames play a crucial role in creating these development banks. The creation of the IDB, for instance, would not have been possible without “developmentalism,” the set of economic ideas assembled by Latin American economists in the 1940s and 1950s (Helleiner, 2009; see alsoSikkink, 1991). Likewise, the conflicts between Japan and the US within the board of the ADB are not purely over power projection but over two different conceptions of what development and governance should be, i.e. between developmental Japanese economists, on the one hand, and neo-classical American economists, on the other (Strand, 1999;Dent, 2008;Bull and Bøås, 2003).





Institutional Variation of Regional Development Governance


The RDG initiatives described in the previous section vary widely across regions opening an interesting research avenue for students of comparative regionalism. To capture this variation on their institutional features we used a simple analytical grid elaborated elsewhere (Bruszt and McDermott, 2014) focusing on the goals and means of concrete RDG. Regarding goals of RDG, we look at two dimensions: scope and depth. In the case of means, we look at the mode of monitoring and assistance, on the one hand, and the mode of problem-solving, on the other hand.



Goals of Regional Development Governance

Regarding their goals, RDG can vary in terms of scope and depth of goals. Scope refers to the different policy domains or sectors that are targeted simultaneously by specific RDG initiatives. The scope of RDG can be rather narrow if it focuses on a specific policy area or a small number of sectors, or wide if it covers different interrelated policy areas or sectors. Programs focused exclusively on transport connectivity are examples of narrow scope. NEPAD would be a clear example of a wide initiative covering a wide array of policy areas and public goods. Even wider was the scope of the RDG that was employed for the integration of the less developed Eastern peripheries of the EU (Bruszt and Langbein, 2014). Depth refers to the emphasis placed on building domestic capacities. RDGs are shallow if they only aim at transferring resources required for gaining elementary capacities to implement common rules, like the various Aid for Trade programs entailed in trade agreements. Conversely, RDGs are deep if they invest in the capacities of weaker actors to benefit from common rules through the[bookmark: p384](p. 384)transfer of diverse resources and/or by increasing the capacity of a weaker actor to make an effective voice in domestic and regional policy making. EU Structural Funds supporting the upgrading of human resources, furthering R&D investments and local developmental agency are examples for the later (Bruszt and Vedres, 2012).



Means of Regional Development Governance

RDG initiatives vary in terms of mode of assistance and monitoring and mode of problem-solving. Mode of assistance and monitoring refers to the way in which the interaction between actors (state and non-state actors, national and transnational) is institutionalized. The interactions between actors can be dyadic, involving the same type of actor (e.g. only state actors, or only firm-to-firm, NGO-to-NGO, etc.), or multiplex, including various types of state and non-state actors to create ongoing professional relationships (Padgett and Ansell, 1993). For example, the RDG within NAFTA promotes mainly dyadic state-to-state relationships assuming that general economic and political incentives will automatically foster transnational relationships between peer groups or actors (Bruszt and McDermott, 2012). In contrast, the RDG within the EU purposively developed during the Eastern enlargement supported multiplexity by using legal triggers and resources to foster transnational relationships among a variety of groups relevant to the domain, such as NGOs, associations, firms, and subnational governments. Promoting multiplexity offers external actors a greater variety of information and experiments related to domestic changes, while many domestic actors are empowered via new alliances, resources, and knowledge (Andonova, 2004;Jacoby, 2004;Tallberg, 2002). For both sides, if the transnational horizontal linkages have relatively greater multiplexity, then it is less likely that there would be a single gatekeeper in the developing country controlling resources, contacts, and information about the given policy domain.

Finally, RDG varies in terms of the mode of problem-solving that might rely on simple checklist compliance or joint problem-solving denoting the ways in which the relevant external and domestic actors share and analyze information within and across policy domains to reveal shortcomings and how to address them (Carothers, 2003;Easterly, 2006;Sabel and Zeitlin, 2008). Feedback via checklist compliance means that information is used simply to determine whether a country meets the designated goal, but not much else. This assumes that such revelations would give incentives to the relevant domestic actors to take corrective action. Conversely, feedback via joint problem-solving emphasizes the need for relevant actors to evaluate shortcomings with the aim of generating alternative solutions to be followed.

The various dimensions are presented in Table17.1.

The combination of these four dimensions allows one to compare and contrast institutional designs of RDG initiatives and evaluate potential paths of change. Note that behind the differing designs of RDG one can find diverging beliefs about the governance problems that RDG is supposed to solve. The key assumption, for example, behind designs of initiatives relying on dyadic relations (state-to-state) and using primarily checklist compliance, is that the prime mover of the RDG—e.g. an RDB or a regional secretariat—has[bookmark: p385](p. 385)ex ante knowledge of what are the right developmental goals and what are the best strategies to pursue them. The key governance dilemma, from this perspective, is how to get the incentives of rule-takers right, put to work the right types of sticks and carrots, perfect the mechanisms of monitoring and sanctioning … and wait for the expected results. This has been the predominant approach to RDG deployed by the US regarding Mexican domestic actors in the context of NAFTA (Bruszt and McDermott, 2012).

Table 17.1Institutional Variation in Regional Development Governance

	
	Dimension


	Definition


	Values


	Cases





	Goals


	Scope


	Number of policy areas targeted by specific RDG initiatives


	Narrow/Broad


	

	Program for Infrastructure and Development in Africa (Narrow)


	NEPAD (Wide)









	Depth


	Emphasis on building domestic capacities


	Shallow/Deep


	

	EU Cohesion Policy (Deep)


	NAFTA assistance programs (Shallow)









	Means


	Mode of assistance and monitoring


	The way the interaction between actors is institutionalized


	Dyadic/Multiplex


	

	IIRSA-COSIPLAN (Dyadic)


	Greater Mekong Sub-region (Multiplex)









	Mode of problem-solving


	The way the regional and domestic actors share and analyze information within/across policy areas


	Checklist compliance/Joint problem-solving


	

	EU Structural Funds (Checklist compliance)


	EU Pre-accession policy (Joint problem-solving)












Compiled by the authors.





Completely different assumptions lie behind initiatives relying on multiplexity and joint problem-solving. In this case, the underlying assumption is that while prime movers of RDG can define broad framework goals for development, the actual depth of the developmental problem to be addressed, and thus the more specific developmental goals, can only be defined with the participation of the actors targeted by the developmental programs. Moreover, the assumption in this frame is that there are no universally applicable methods to reach the broadly defined developmental goals in diverse local contexts. The information on what method works and what are the problems of implementation is dispersed, and in many cases the domestic actors who might have stakes in gathering and using this information do not have the capacity to do so. In this framework, the RDG cannot solely focus on creating the capacities of rule-takers to play by the rules of the regional market. For this mode of governance to work, there is a need to simultaneously create the capacities of the prime movers and the rule-takers to[bookmark: p386](p. 386)participate in a joint search for ways to identify and alleviate developmental problems. This combination of multiplexity and joint problem-solving has been predominant in the EU policy towards the accession of the Central Eastern European countries (Bruszt and McDermott, 2012;Andonova and Tuta, 2014;Spendzharova and Vachudova, 2014).

In the context of the IAI, Singapore has played the role of a leading state emphasizing the area of human resource development in the IAI Work Plan that was mainly focused on infrastructure. Singapore was fully aware that the lack of capacities—skills and administrative capacities in this case—of new ASEAN members could compromise the benefits derived from economic integration. In this way, the Singapore government steered RDG from a shallow to a deeper initiative. By 2012, more than 22,000 government officials from the less-developed CLMV countries had participated in Singapore’s training courses in the areas of English, Trade and Finance, and Public Administration in the IAI training centers (Carpenter et al., 2013).

The Initiative for the Integration of the Regional Infrastructure of South America (IIRSA-COSIPLAN) and the Greater Mekong Economic Cooperation Program (GMS) are two RDG initiatives with important similarities in terms of goals: both are aimed at producing regional public goods in the areas of physical connectivity to foster trade and investment in their respective regions. However, they differ in terms of the mode of operation. IIRSA is largely a dyadic initiative relying on intergovernmental mechanisms in which national executives concentrate most important executive and technical functions (Palestini and Agostinis, 2015). The GMS, in contrast, is a case of multiplexity. Although its main executive mechanism is the inter-ministerial meetings, the GMS has forged ties and partnerships with market actors and local governments that participate actively in the design and financing of projects (McGillivray and Carpenter, 2013).

The sources of variation in the institutional design of RDG initiatives have to be further investigated. Nonetheless, the aforementioned studies indicate possible factors such as the different degrees of asymmetrical interdependence across regional groups. Higher degrees of asymmetrical interdependence would suggest the need of wider and certainly deeper RDG; they could also explain more intense preferences of the powerful states to develop some kind of leadership role. Other explanatory factors that may be at play are the variation in domestic capacities within the regions, as well as the different roles played by RDB brokering and orchestrating state and market actors to participate, finance, and implement RDG initiatives.



Effects of Regional Development Governance

The information available about the effects and outcomes of RDG initiatives is both scant and scattered. As shown, RDG initiatives vary largely in terms of goals: while some are focused on one or few policy areas, others aim to deliver regional public goods in a wider range of policy areas. This makes it hard to measure and to compare effects among RDG initiatives with different scope and depth in a cross-regional fashion. The difficulties have to do as well with the basic question posited in the introduction: who defines development? Dominating conceptions of development determine what type of measurement is used to evaluate the effectiveness of an RDG. While some regional[bookmark: p387](p. 387)organizations try to measure development effects through highly aggregated indicators such as gross domestic product (GDP), others also use indicators that reflect the broader distributive issues of development like the Human Development Index (seeMcGillivray et al., 2013; for an excellent example for the more encompassing assessment of developmental effects of an RDG initiative, see the Barca Report:Barca, 2009, 93).

A first approach to assess whether RDG initiatives are effective is to look at their output. The picture that comes up is that regional public goods are being delivered and implemented in different regional contexts, although with obvious variations, as is shown in Table17.2using the cases of IIRSA-COSIPLAN in South America and IAI in South East Asia.

Table 17.2Implementation of Projects in IIRSA-COSIPLAN and IAI

	RDG Initiative


	Goals


	Number of project


	Investment





	IIRSA-COSIPLAN


	Coordination of programs and projects aimed at implementing the integration of regional infrastructure of South America


	

	Transport connectivity: 84 projects implemented and


	155 in the execution stage


	Energy infrastructure: 21 projects implemented and 12 in the execution stage.







	

	US$110 billion (estimated transport connectivity)


	US$50.8 billion (estimated energy infrastructure)









	IAI


	To narrow development gaps and accelerating economic integration of the new ASEAN members


	

	Infrastructure(Transport and Energy): 31 projects implemented


	Capacity-building: 102 projects implemented


	Information and Communication Technology: 31 projects implemented


	Regional Economic Integration: 67 projects implemented


	Tourism: 11 projects implemented







	US$55.333 billion (Period 2002–2008)







(*) For the case of IIRSA-COSIPLAN, the estimated investment corresponds to the Work Plan 2012–2022. For the case of IAI, the investment corresponds to the Work Plan 2002–2008 (Palestini and Agostinis, 2015;Carpenter et al., 2013).



Compiled by the authors.





A more thought-provoking exercise is trying to single out the factors that can explain variation in the effects and effectiveness of RDG. In this exercise one can draw on the scholarly field that deals with the exploration of governance problems of externally directed developmental programs (Easterly, 2006;Stiglitz and Charlton, 2006;Edwards and Hulme, 1996;Moss et al., 2006). Three key themes can be identified in this literature that could have direct relevance to the study of the effects of RDG (Bruszt and Vedres, 2012).

First, efforts of external mobilization and transfer of resources are criticized for high risks of moral hazard. Some RDG initiatives tend to replicate the external development[bookmark: p388](p. 388)aid model in which the goals of the projects and the targets of the financing are defined ex ante by the external donor or the leading regional actor and the domestic actors in the less developed countries are involved merely as recipients of external transfers. Here the problem is that transfer of resources from outside might function as a rent, neutralizing the incentives to build domestic institutions. It might distort accountability, discourage building capacities for endogenous problem-solving, and contribute in the end to sustained “learned helplessness” (Moss et al., 2006;Edwards and Hulme, 1996).

Asymmetries of information are also common, in which the policy-maker in an RDG initiative (a general secretariat or commission, an RDB, etc.) does not have the essential issue-specific knowledge that policy-takers, normally local actors, have. Very often actors have a partial and incomplete understanding of which types of institutional reforms or detailed adjustments are needed, why particular elements of a given program failed, and what course of adjustment should be followed. Moreover, channels of feedback are often non-existent, or severely distorted. Added to this, the mechanisms of holding external developmental organizations accountable are also weaker. As a result, policy-makers have a tendency to embrace “utopian goals and all-encompassing roadmaps for getting there” (Easterly, 2006, 367).

Overcoming hindrances like the ones mentioned here depends chiefly on what policy-makers loosely call the “ownership” of the project. In the literature on development governance one can find more elaborate mechanisms that address these problems in the framework of experimental forms of governance that rely on distributed accountability relations and joint problem-solving involving policy-makers and takers in multiplex monitoring and assistance networks (Barca, 2009;Sabel and Zeitlin, 2008;Idczak and Musialkowzka, 2014). Similar governance principles guide “localization” (Acharya, 2004; Chapter5by Risse, this volume), in which the design of a policy takes into account a large number and diversity of actors from the ground that adapt implementation to the regional context, its beliefs and practices.

In general, promoting multiplexity offers actors within the RDG initiatives a greater variety of information and experiments related to domestic changes, while many domestic actors are empowered via new alliances, resources, and knowledge (Andonova, 2004;Jacoby, 2004;Tallberg, 2002). Furthermore, multiplexity prevents a single gatekeeper from controlling resources, contacts, and information about the given policy domain. Nevertheless, more actors increase also the challenges of governance. IIRSA is a case in point. In the absence of a proactive actor brokering different potential stakeholders, the IIRSA portfolio became mainly composed of national projects at the expense of cross-national and transnational projects with a major impact on regional integration (Palestini and Agostinis, 2015).

The overlapping of regional organizations may also affect RDG effectiveness. In Africa, for instance, there are 30 regional organizations many of them with overlapping mandates and membership, and with initiatives of RDG. In this context competition for resources and problems of coordination can undermine implementation (Kararach, 2014; Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). In other regional contexts, regional organizations can accomplish differentiated functions and there is no real overlapping of mandates notwithstanding the overlapping of membership. In South America, for instance, UNASUR has undertaken some of the developmental initiatives that were part of sub-regional organizations (seeNolte, 2014; Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume).

[bookmark: p389](p. 389)Finally, a factor that can enhance the effectiveness of RDG is a greater social accountability. In most regions, citizens are unaware of the existence of regional policies and are ignorant of the origin of regional public goods, even those that may have a direct impact on their daily lives. Few Peruvians know, for instance, whether the new highway that passes across their towns connecting with towns in the southwest of Brazil was implemented through IIRSA (a regional initiative) or by the Peruvian Ministry of Public Works. Even in the EU—the only regional regime that gets close to a regional polity—policy-makers regret that there is no intense debate at the European Parliament on the results and effects of European Cohesion programs (seeBarca, 2009).





Conclusion


This chapter has provided an overview of RDG, defined as various ways state and non-state actors from two or more countries from the same region produce policies to accommodate development and development-related issues with broader issues linked to regional cooperation and/or economic integration. We showed that in the post-World War II period, RDG was oriented mainly at underpinning industrialization and economic transformation through centralized governance, whereas during the 1980s and 1990s with the prevalence of neo-liberal economic ideas, RDG initiatives were subordinated to the objectives of trade liberalization and structural adjustment. Yet, during the last two decades, new developmental policies have emerged in diverse regional contexts aiming at coordinating between the requirements of furthering market integration and development by way of delivering regional public goods and enhancing various domestic capacities.

The comparative study of RDG initiatives is still in an early phase. A deeper exploration of the various drivers and dimensions of these governance mechanisms could allow us to better understand who defines development and with what content, how RDGs shape the distribution of wealth and opportunities in the process of regional integration, and in general who are the beneficiaries of development.

Several factors might stand behind the formation of RDGs. We have cited asymmetric interdependence among countries in a region as one factor that can induce stronger and more resourceful actors in a region to search for ways to increase the gains and diminish the costs of deepening integration by way of furthering governance forms that can anticipate and alleviate negative developmental externalities of integration. Interdependence, however, is just one of the factors that can stand behind RDG initiatives. External shocks, specific events, and geopolitical considerations might also trigger a search among regional actors to collaborate and coordinate developmental efforts. In such cases, (increased) interdependence might result from RDG initiatives.

RDG initiatives differ in their goals and means. We have provided examples for the way in which the specifics of RDG, how they define their goals, target the capacities of private and public actors in less developed countries and include them in joint problem-solving shapes the effects and the effectiveness of RDG.

[bookmark: p390](p. 390)Our distinction between RDG and developmental programs funded externally is of course porous because many RDG initiatives receive and pool funding that comes from “extra-regional partners.” A large part of the regional public goods in developing economies are financed indeed through ODA and foreign investment, and increasingly through South–South cooperation with China and India as major contributors. However, developing and emerging economies are turning towards forms of RDG that increase their autonomy in the definition of development and help to reduce the vulnerability caused by aid-flow fluctuations, a major preoccupation especially in times of global recession when OECD donors reconsider their developmental aid programs (Kararach, 2014). If we take the First Work Plan of the IAI (2002–2008) as an example, we find that 60 percent of the funding came from insiders: ASEAN-6 states. Only 36.6 percent came from OECD donors, and the remaining 3.4 percent from development agencies (International Labour Organization, World Bank, United Nations Industrial Development Organization, and the Hanns Seidel Foundation) with the coordination and allocation of resources done by the ASEAN Secretariat and the ADB (Carpenter et al., 2013, 164).

Similarly, in the field of development banks, there is a general tendency of shifting from a predominance of multilateral development banks (such as the World Bank) towards regional or even sub-regional development banks. It is argued that, since the latter are “closer to the ground,” they share the regional identity and enjoy higher legitimacy among state and non-state actors in the region (Grabel, 2012;Griffith-Jones et al., 2008). Two examples from Latin America and Southeast Asia confirm this observation. In Latin America, the CAF founded by the Andean countries in 1968 and tightly coupled with the Andean regional integration process, benefits from broad acceptance by Latin American countries and is often preferred as a financer over the World Bank or even the IDB (Palestini and Agostinis, 2015;Rubio, 2013). In Southeast Asia, after the Asian financial crisis in 1997, ASEAN countries strongly criticized the IMF and the Washington Consensus policies, blamed for having fueled the crisis. ASEAN turned towards the ADB that had supported several bold regional initiatives such as the ASEAN+3 regime, the Chiang Mai Initiative or the Asian Currency Union (Dent, 2008;Palestini, 2012; Chapter16by McNamara, this volume), and was therefore considered more committed to regionalism. The legitimacy of the ADB in the region was fostered by the creation of an Office of Regional Integration under Haruhiko Kuroda’s Presidency in 2005 which has worked ever since as a de facto general secretariat working in tandem with the ASEAN Secretariat (Dent, 2008).

In conclusion, RDG initiatives have changed in the last two decades. While we can witness a shift away from the dichotomy between states and markets, there is a need for further comparative studies to investigate the more concrete modalities of collaboration between market and state actors in solving developmental problems and to explore their developmental effects. RDG initiatives and RDBs loosely use concepts like regional public goods or increased “ownership” of developmental projects, concepts that might refer to a wide range of diverse solutions in need of deeper exploration. RDG initiatives among countries at lower levels of development are usually narrower in their scope and shallower in their faculties to shape the capacities of their members. The involvement of extra-regional donors might give a boost to development but such external interventions raise all the questions linked to the governance of relations between donors and recipients discussed in this chapter.
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Table A17.1Regional Development Governance Organizations

	Region


	Year founded


	Organization (abbreviation)


	Main issue-areas covered


	

	Members


	(year of accession)







	Website URL





	Africa


	1964


	African Development Bank (AfDB)


	Financing development programs


	AU member states, plus 27 extra regional states


	<http://www.afdb.org/en/>




	
	1967


	East African Development Bank (EADB)


	Financing development programs


	EAC member states, AfDB, the Netherlands Development Finance Company (FMO), the German Investment and Development Company (DEG), SBIC-African Holding, Commercial Bank of Africa, Standard Chartered Bank, and Barclays Bank


	<http://eadb.org/>




	
	1973


	West African Development Bank (BOAD)


	Financing development programs


	Republic of Benin, Burkina Faso, Republic of Côte d’Ivoire, Republic of Guinea Bissau, Republic of Mali, Republic of Niger, Republic of Senegal, Togolese Republic, Central Bank of West African States (BCEAO); French Republic, KfW acting on behalf of the German Republic, EIB acting on behalf of the European Union, African Development Bank (AfDB), Kingdom of Belgium, Eximbank of India acting for the Republic of India, People’s Bank of China acting for the People’s Republic of China, Kingdom of Morocco


	<http://www.boad.org/en>




	
	1975


	Development Bank of Central African States (BDEAC)


	Financing development programs


	CEMAC member state plus AfDB, France, Libya, Kuwait


	<http://www.bdeac.org/index.php#>




	
	1995


	Southern African Power Pools (SAPP)


	Energy interconnection programs


	SADC member states


	<http://www.sapp.co.zw/>




	
	1998


	SADC Banking Association


	Financing development programs


	SADC member states


	<http://www.sadcbanking.org/index.aspx>




	
	1999


	ECOWAS Bank for Investment and Development (EBID)


	Financing development programs


	ECOWAS member states


	<http://bidc-ebid.com/en/index.php>




	
	2001


	West African Power (WAPP)


	Energy interconnection programs


	ECOWAS member states


	<http://www.ecowapp.org/>




	
	2001


	New Partnership for African Development (NEPAD)


	Coordination and management of development programs


	AU member states


	<http://www.nepad.org/>




	
	2003


	Central African Power Pools (CAPP)


	Energy interconnection programs


	ECCAS member states


	N/D




	
	2003


	SADC Regional Indicative Development Plan


	Coordination and management of development and integration programs of SADC


	SADC member states


	<http://www.sadc.int/about-sadc/overview/strategic-pl/regional-indicative-strategic-development-plan/>




	
	2005


	Eastern African Power Pools (EAPP)


	Energy interconnection programs


	Burundi, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Egypt, Ethiopia, Kenya, Libya, Rwanda, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda


	<http://eappool.org/>




	
	2008


	African Energy Commission (AFREC)


	Coordination and management of energy cooperation and integration programs


	AU member states


	<http://afrec-energy.org/En/presentation.html>




	
	2010


	Programme for Infrastructure Development in Africa (PIDA)


	Coordinating and implementing regional infrastructure (energy, transport, communications)


	AU member states


	<http://www.afdb.org/en/topics-and-sectors/initiatives-partnerships/programme-for-infrastructure-development-in-africa-pida/>




	
	2012


	EAC Industrialization Policy


	Coordination and implementation of industrial policies and capacity upgrading


	EAC member states


	<http://industrialization.eac.int/>




	Americas


	1959


	Inter-American Development Bank (IDB)


	Financing and coordinating developing programs


	OAS member states plus Japan, Israel, the Republic of Korea, the People’s Republic of China, Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, The Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom


	<http://www.iadb.org/en/inter-american-development-bank,2837.html>




	
	1960


	Central American Bank for Economic Integration (CABEI)


	Financing developing programs


	Guatemala (1960), El Salvador (1960), Honduras (1960), Nicaragua (1960), Costa Rica (1960), Panama, Dominican Republic, Belize; Mexico, Argentina, China, Colombia, Spain


	<http://www.bcie.org/?lang=en>




	
	1968


	Latin American Association of Financial Institutions for Development (ALIDE)


	Cooperation and representation of developmental financial institutions in Latin America


	80 financial institutions private and public that finance developmental programmes from Latin America. It includes extra-regional financial institutions


	<http://www.alide.org.pe/>




	
	1969


	Intergovernmental Coordinating Committee of Countries of the Plata Basin (CIC)


	Promotion, coordination and monitoring of development programs in the Plate Basin sub-region


	Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay


	<http://www.cicplata.org/?id=home>




	
	1969


	Caribbean Development Bank (CDB)


	Financing development programs


	Anguilla, Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Belize, British Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, Montserrat, St Kitts and Nevis, St Lucia, St Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, The Bahamas, Trinidad and Tobago, Turks and Caicos Islands, Colombia, Mexico, Venezuela, Canada, China, Germany, Italy, United Kingdom


	<http://www.caribank.org/>




	
	1970


	Andean Development Bank (CAF) (now, Latin American Development Bank)


	Financing and coordinating development programs


	Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Jamaica, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Portugal, España, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, Venzuela


	<http://www.caf.com/en>




	
	1973


	Latin American Energy Organization (OLADE)


	Cooperation and coordination of energy programs and policies


	Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay and Venezuela, Barbados, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Grenada, Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, Trinidad & Tobago and Suriname, Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua and Panama, Algeria


	<http://www.olade.org/en>




	
	1977


	Fund for the Plata Basin Development (FONPLATA)


	Coordination and financing development programs


	Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Paraguay and Uruguay


	<http://www.fonplata.org/>




	
	1993–2003


	North American Fund for Environmental Cooperation (NAFEC)


	Coordination and cooperation in environmental programs


	NAFTA member states


	<http://www.cec.org/Page.asp?PageID=122&ContentID=1860&SiteNodeID=367>




	
	1994


	North American Development Bank (NADB)


	Coordination and financing development programs especially in the US–Mexico border region


	NAFTA member states


	<http://www.nadbank.org/about/origins.asp>




	
	1994


	Border Environmental Cooperation Commission (BECC)


	Coordinate and implement programs oriented to improve the environmental conditions of the US–Mexican border


	NAFTA member states


	<http://www.becc.org/about-us>




	
	2000/ 2010


	Initiative for the Integration of the Regional Infrastructure in South America (IIRSA)/UNASUR-COSIPLAN


	Coordination, financing and monitoring transport, energy and telecommunication regional infrastructure


	UNASUR member states


	<http://www.iirsa.org/Page/Detail?menuItemId=45>




	
	2001


	Plan-Puebla-Panama (PPP)—Mesoamerican Project (MP)


	Coordination and monitoring developmental programs especially in the area of regional infrastructure


	Belice, Colombia, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama and Dominican Republic, (2006)


	<http://www.proyectomesoamerica.org/joomla/>




	
	2004


	Fund for the Economic Convergence of Mercosur (FOCEM)


	Coordination and financing development programs to reduce asymmetries among Mercosur members


	Mercosur member states


	<http://www.mercosur.int/focem/>




	
	2007


	UNASUR Council of Energy


	Coordinating programs of energy cooperation and integration


	UNASUR member states


	<http://www.unasursg.org/es/node/22>




	
	2009


	UNASUR Council of Social Development


	Coordinating programmes to strengthen social development and social protection systems


	UNASUR member states


	<http://www.unasursg.org/es/node/26>




	Asia


	1966


	Asian Development Bank (ADB)


	Financing and coordination developmental programs


	Afghanistan (1966), Armenia (2005), Australia (1966), Azerbaijan (1999), Bangladesh (1973), Bhutan (1982), Brunei Darussalam (2006), Cambodia (1966), China (1986), Cook Island (1996), Fiji (1970), Georgia (2007), Hong Kong China (1969), India (1966), Indonesia (1966), Japan (1966), Kazakhstan (1994), Kiribati (1974), Korea (1966), Kyrgyz Republic (1994), Lao PDR (1966), Malaysia (1966), Maldives (1978), Marshall Islands (1990), Micronesia (1990), Mongolia (1991), Myanmar (1973), Nauru (1991), Nepal (1966), New Zealand (1966), Pakistan (1966), Palau (2003), Papua New Guinea (1971), Philippines (1966), Samoa (1966), Singapore (1966), Solomon Islands (1973), Sri Lanka (1966), Taipei, China (1966), Tajikistan (1998), Thailand (1966), Timor-Leste (2002), Tonga (1972), Turkmenistan (2000), Tuvalu (1993), Uzbekistan (1995), Vanuatu (1981), Vietnam (1966), Austria (1966), Belgium (1966), Canada (1966), Denmark (1966), Finland (1966), France (1970), Germany (1966), Ireland (2006), Italy (1966), Luxembourg (2003), The Netherlands (1966), Norway (1966), Portugal (2002), Spain (1986), Sweden (1966), Switzerland (1967), Turkey (1991), United Kingdom (1966), United States (1966)


	<http://www.adb.org/>




	
	1973


	Islamic Development Bank (ISDB) (includes Muslim countries in Africa)


	Financing and coordination developmental programs


	Members of the Organization of the Islamic Cooperation (OIC)


	<http://www.isdb.org/irj/portal/anonymous?guest_user=idb_en>




	
	1992


	The Greater Mekong Sub-region (GMS)


	Coordinating developmental programs to enhance economic cooperation in the sub-region


	Cambodia, China (Yunnan Province and Guangxi Zhuang Autonomous Region), Lao PDR, Myanmar, Thailand and Vietnam


	<http://www.adb.org/countries/gms/main>




	
	1993


	The Indonesia-Malaysia-Thailand Growth Triangle (IMT-GT)


	Coordinate developmental programs to accelerate economic transformation in less developed provinces


	Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand


	<http://www.imtgt.org/>




	
	1994


	Brunei Darussalam-Indonesia-Malaysia-Philippines East ASEAN Growth Area (BIMP-EAGA)


	Coordinate developmental programs to narrow the development gaps


	Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, Malaysia and Philippines East


	<http://www.adb.org/countries/subregional-programs/bimp-eaga>




	
	1996


	South Asian Development Fund (SADF)


	Financing developmental programs


	SAARC member states


	<http://www.icb.gov.bd/news_sadf.php>




	
	2000


	Initiative for the ASEAN Integration (IAI


	Coordination of programs to narrow development gaps among ASEAN members


	ASEAN member states


	<http://www.asean.org/communities/asean-economic-community/category/initiative-for-asean-integration-and-narrowing-the-development-gap>




	
	2012


	ASEAN Infrastructure Fund


	Financing of transport connectivity programs (ASEAN Master Plan on Connectivity)


	ASEAN member states


	<http://www.adb.org/site/aif/main>




	Europe


	1958


	European Investment Bank (EIB)


	Financing of developmental programs that contribute to growth and employment in Europe


	EU member states


	<http://www.eib.org/about/index.htm>




	
	1975


	European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)


	Financing developmental programs to reduce the development gaps between regions in Europe


	EU member states


	<http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/agriculture/general_framework/g24234_en.htm>




	
	1990


	Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T)


	Coordinating projects on transport connectivity


	EU member states


	<http://ec.europa.eu/transport/infrastructure/tentec/tentec-portal/site/en/abouttent.htm>




	
	1991


	European Bank for Reconstruction and Development


	Programs to foster growth and investment to promote countries’ transition to market economies


	Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Egypt, Estonia, FYR, Georgia, Greece, Hungary, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kosovo, Kyrgyz Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Moldova, Mongolia, Montenegro, Morocco, Poland, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Tajikistan, Tunisia, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, Uzbekistan


	


	
	1992


	European Cohesion Fund (ECF)


	Coordinating and financing development programs to reduce economic and social disparities and to promote sustainable development


	EU member states (with GNI per capita less than 90% of the EU average)


	<http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/index.cfm/en/funding/cohesion-fund/>




	
	1994


	Poland-Hungary Assistance for Economic Reconstruction- Programme of Community Aid to Central and Eastern Europe (PHARE)


	Finance developmental programs of the pre-accession strategy


	New EU members


	<http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/enlargement/2004_and_2007_enlargement/e50004_en.htm>




	
	1999


	Instrument for Structural Policies for Pre-Accession (ISPA)


	Developmental assistance in infrastructure projects for candidate countries


	Candidate members of EU


	


	
	1999


	Special Accession Program for Agriculture and Rural Development (SAPARD)


	Developmental assistance in farming and the food industry for candidate countries


	Candidate members of EU


	<http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/external/enlarge/back/index_en.htm>




	Eurasia


	2006


	Eurasian Development Bank (EDB)


	Coordination and financing of development programs to promote economic growth and regional integration


	Russia (2006), Kazakhstan (2006), Armenia (2009), Tajikistan (2010), Belarus (2011), Kirgiz Republic (2011)


	<http://eabr.org/e/about/>




	Oceania


	1988


	Pacific Islands Development Bank


	Financing developmental programs to accelerate economic and social development of its member islands


	Yap, Pohnpei, Palau, Kosrae, Chuuk, Guam, CNMI


	<http://www.pacificidb.com/>
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18 Regional Social and Gender Governance

Anna van der Vleuten

Socialand gender governance has emerged primarily at the national and global level, shaped by states, the International Labour Organization (ILO), and other United Nations (UN) organizations, but more recently and to a more modest extent it has emerged at the regional level as well. This chapter argues, first, that four regional social and gender regimes can be distinguished, which are shaped by the supply of functional and normative reference models, the involvement of external actors, and the differing strength of domestic and supranational institutions as well as domestic and transnational mobilization. Second, the chapter argues that it is striking against the background of globalization and the contested “neo-liberal” character of regionalism that there is only a piecemeal development towards more regional social policy-making, if at all, and that there is no trend towards binding instruments. Before turning to these issues, this introduction first demarcates the domain.

Social governance is about “the use of political power to supersede, supplement, or modify operations of the economic system in order to achieve results that it would not achieve on its own” (T. H. Marshall, quoted byFalkner, 2013, 269). While its market-correcting motivation and policy instruments are similar to developmental governance (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume), social governance focuses on (groups of) persons rather than countries and national or regional economies. Leaving out the issues of human rights (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume), (labor) migration and trafficking (Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume), social governance is commonly defined as those policies regulating the market by harmonizing social, health, and labor standards, formulating social rights, redistributing benefits, and providing services in the field of education, housing and health (Deacon et al., 2007;Falkner, 2013). This chapter concentrates on social regulation (labor rights, standards concerning health and safety at work, gender equality, and non-discrimination), social protection (policies aimed at social inclusion and poverty reduction), and social[bookmark: p406](p. 406)redistribution (regional assistance programs), with a focus on regional organizations as their providers.

Gender governance is treated here as a specific dimension of social governance, covering regulation aiming to achieve equal opportunities and equal treatment, and measures aiming to redistribute benefits between women and men. This said, gender governance is far more comprehensive. Achieving gender equality in politics, economy, and society constitutes a cross-cutting aim, which is reflected by gender mainstreaming as a transformative strategy to achieving gender equality by incorporating a gender perspective “in all policies at all levels and at all stages by the actors normally involved in policy-making” (Verloo 2005, 350). Also, regional environmental, financial, security, developmental, and migration governance all constitute instances of gender governance to the extent that they affect women and men differently, but this chapter limits itself to social governance. Finally, gender is not only a variable but also a perspective which will be introduced in the last section of this chapter.

Is regional social and gender governance a shelter protecting against the negative effects of globalization or, conversely, a device to accelerate and legitimize the cutting back of national welfare systems? In spite of the salience of this question, there is no coherent body of literature dealing with it. As opposed to regional security or regional development studies (Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, and Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume), there is no such field as regional social and gender studies. This chapter draws on work by scholars from regionalism studies, global political economy, European and European Union (EU) studies, gender studies, and comparative politics. Regional social governance is an equally understudied policy area (Deacon et al., 2011), except for the EU where there is quite some literature on social policies (Leibfried and Pierson, 1995;Hantrais, 2007;Threlfall, 2010;Anderson, 2015), gender equality policies (Hoskyns, 1996;Kantola, 2010;Van der Vleuten, 2007), and the Europeanization of social policy (Falkner, 2007;Sedelmeier, 2009). For other world regions, we find critical assessments of the consequences of globalization and trade liberalization for employment, labor conditions, and gender equality (Rai and Waylen, 2008;Riggirozzi, 2012), and blueprints of how regional social governance should be developed (Deacon et al., 2011;Kingah, 2013). Whereas discussions of global social and gender governance include governance by companies and public–private partnerships, spurred by discussions of corporate social responsibility and the UN Global Compact (Thissen-Smits and Bernhagen, 2013;Prügl and True, 2014), regional social governance is studied primarily as governance by governments.

This chapter first discusses the timing and development of social and gender governance, before turning to the explanations offered for its emergence and institutional design. Next, the chapter examines the effects in terms of policies and opportunity structures. The concluding sections offer a gender perspective, a summary of the main findings, and a research agenda.



[bookmark: p407](p. 407)The Emergence of Regional Social and Gender Governance


Labor rights and women’s rights beyond the nation-state have developed at the global level first, pushed by the international labor and women’s movements and institutionalized by the establishment of the ILO in 1919 at Versailles. The tripartite ILO, which after World War II became part of the UN system, adopted Conventions which have developed into worldwide standards of labor and social rights (Deacon et al., 2011). Eight Conventions have been defined as Core Labor Standards, namely on the freedom of association and the right to collective bargaining, the abolition of forced labor, the abolition of child labor, and the elimination of discrimination in employment and occupation (ILO, 2015). The ratification and monitoring of these Conventions is an ongoing process, pushed by the ILO, the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), and regional UN organizations and by the United States (US) and the EU. The latter include them in their trade agreements and offer more generous benefits to developing countries that ratify the Conventions (Baert et al., 2008;Deacon et al., 2011). Ratification rates of the fundamental ILO Conventions differ between world regions. In the Americas (94 percent), Africa (98 percent), and Europe (99.8 percent), almost all countries have ratified almost all of them, as opposed to 80 percent by the Arab states and 68 percent in Asia.1These differences are reflected by the performance of regional organizations in different world regions. Some regional organizations have established principles on social regulation and/or gender equality already in their founding documents or shortly thereafter, such as the Alternativa Bolivariana de las Américas (ALBA-TCP), the Union of South American Nations (UNASUR), the European Economic Community (EEC/EU), the North American Free Trade Area (NAFTA), and the Southern African Development Community (SADC). Most regional organizations have engaged in social and gender governance only at a later stage, mostly in the wake of UN events such as the World Summit on Social Development in Copenhagen in 1995, the 4th World Conference on Women (“Beijing 1995”) and, especially, the UN Millennium Declaration in 2000. Some regional organizations in Eurasia and the Middle East continue to refrain from social policy-making altogether. Across regions there are clear differences not only as to when social and gender governance has developed, but also as to what has been developed and how it is institutionalized.



Four Regional Social and Gender Governance Regimes

Based on the principles embedded in the regional organizations, four social and gender governance regimes with different logics can be distinguished: an individual rights regime, a market-led regulatory regime, a state-led developmental regime, and a state-led conservative regime (see Table18.1for an overview).[bookmark: p408](p. 408)[bookmark: p409](p. 409)

Table 18.1Regional Social and Gender Governance in 15 Regional Organizations

	
	Social rights & regulation


	Institutional design




	Labor rights


	Gender equality and non-discrimination


	Safety & health at work


	Social protection


	Redistribution (regional funds, assistance)


	

	1.No commitments


	2.Soft commitments


	3.Hard commitments







	Social dialogue


	Access wider civil society


	Enforcement





	1. Individual rights regime




	CoE


	X


	X


	X


	–


	–


	3


	–


	X


	

	Complaints


	Court









	OAS


	X


	X


	X


	–


	–


	3


	–


	–


	

	Complaints


	Commission, Court









	2. Market-integration regime




	CAN


	X


	X


	–


	X


	X


	3


	X


	–


	Court




	EU


	X


	X


	X


	X


	X


	3


	X


	X


	

	Court


	reporting by Commission, peer review









	Mercosur


	X


	X


	X


	–


	X


	3


	X


	X


	

	Reporting


	adjudication









	NAFTA


	2


	X


	X


	–


	–


	3


	X


	–


	Complaints




	3. State-led developmental regime




	ALBA-TCP


	–


	X


	–


	X


	X


	2


	X


	X


	–




	AU


	X


	X


	–


	X


	–


	2


	X


	X


	

	Reporting


	Court









	ECOWAS


	X


	X


	–


	–


	–


	2


	–


	X


	

	Reporting


	Court









	SADC


	X


	X


	X


	X


	–


	2


	X


	X


	

	Reporting


	[Tribunal: since 2014 only inter-state disputes]









	UNASUR


	–


	X


	–


	X


	–


	2


	
	X


	–




	4. State-led conservative regime




	ASEAN


	X


	–


	X


	
	X


	2


	X


	X


	Monitoring




	SAARC


	–


	X


	–


	X


	X


	1


	–


	–


	–




	GCC


	–


	–


	–


	–


	X


	1


	
	
	–




	LAS


	–


	X


	X


	–


	X


	1


	
	
	Reporting







Sources: compiled by author, based onBaert et al. (2008);Deacon et al. (2010,2011); CoE: <http://www.coe.int/en/>; OAS: <http://www.oas.org/>; CAN: <http://www.comunidadandina.org/>; EU: <http://www.europa.eu/>; Mercosur: <http://www.mercosur.int/>; NAFTA: <http://www.naftanow.org/>; ALBA-TCP: <http://www.alba-tcp.org/>; AU: <http://www.au.int/>; ECOWAS: <http://www.ecowas.int/>; SADC: <http://www.sadc.int/>; UNASUR: <http://www.unasursg.org/>; ASEAN: <http://www.asean.org/>; SAARC: <http://www.saarc-sec.org/>; GCC: <http://www.gcc-sg.org/eng/>; LAS: <http://www.arableagueonline.org/>.





[bookmark: p410](p. 410)Individual rights regimes have developed in regional organizations without a market-integration mission, such as the Council of Europe (CoE) and the Organization of American States (OAS). They engage in standard-setting, not in social protection or social redistribution. The CoE adopted a European Social Charter in 1961 which lists 31 types of rights of citizens and workers, including for instance the right to benefit from social welfare services, the right to organize into trade unions, the right to strike action, and the right to job protection from dismissal (Threlfall, 2010). The OAS states in its Social Charter that the “peoples of the Americas legitimately aspire to social justice and their governments have a responsibility to promote it” (OAS, 2012). The Social Charter contains a rich set of social and economic rights, based on individual entitlements. In the 1990s, the OAS also adopted several instruments which aim to secure equal rights for women and men in all areas of economic, social, and political life (Lohaus, 2013). These regimes are fundamentally intergovernmental as regards decision-making and do not allow for tripartite committees or institutionalized access for civil society actors other than legal experts. They refuse any interference with state sovereignty, but they have set up strong monitoring commissions and courts where individuals can file claims.

A second group consists of regional organizations with a market-integration mission. Fundamentally, they focus on the elimination of obstacles to unfair competition. As a result, gender equality is regulated because treating women less well than men (or vice versa) as regards pay, social security benefits, and other labor conditions, would constitute a competitive advantage. Gender governance does not address body politics unless the issue can be framed as free market in services (abortion) or labor conditions (sexual harassment in the workplace). Among these organizations, social governance is most developed in the EU, which has adopted binding standards as regards gender equality, health and safety at work, and to a lesser extent, social and labor rights. In 2009, a “European Social Model” was incorporated in the Charter of Fundamental Rights attached to the Lisbon Treaty, which describes a number of shared values such as free collective bargaining, equality of opportunity for all, social welfare and solidarity, and “the conviction that economic and social progress must go hand in hand” (Stratigaki, 2012, 174). This seemed a step towards the creation of social citizenship and a more comprehensive social dimension, but EU social policy remains highly fragmented (Barnard and Deakin, 2012). There is a constitutional asymmetry (Scharpf, 2002) between the neo-liberal conception of the “four freedoms” (workers, goods, services, and capital) and social policy as it is understood in the context of national welfare states, which has only increased to the extent that economic and monetary policies have been harmonized. In Mercosur, a similar logic is at work. In contrast to the effective protection of the freedom of movement guaranteed to investors, Mercosur has no effective labor rights regime (Baert et al., 2008). The Social-Labor Declaration in 1998 was the eventual outcome of a long process of trade union agitation. It is not a binding document, but is regarded as “something fundamental in order to retain the rights that workers already enjoyed at the national level, and ensure the backing of unions to Mercosur” (Duina, 2006, 141). Gender equality entered the agenda mainly via the trade unions and remained limited to employment, until after the “left turn” of South American governments at the beginning[bookmark: p411](p. 411)of the new millennium Mercosur started to move away from a neo-liberal to a post-liberal paradigm which enabled the adoption of recommendations on gender equality in a broad sense, in line with “Beijing 1995” (Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2014). In the Andean Community (CAN), a weak market-integration regime,Baert et al. (2008, 19) observe that “issues like safety and health in the workplace, labour migration, social security and capacity building are discussed but with little consequence.” Its Integral Plan for Social Development does not cover labor rights and its Gender Equality Program lacks concrete measures (Cánepa, 2011). These organizations typically have been pushed by labor and women’s movements to adopt social regulation. They have created consultative tripartite bodies, but only in the EU have the representatives of business and trade unions obtained a legislative role through the mechanism of Social Partners’ Agreements (Threlfall, 2010). A market-integration regime will have some enforcement mechanism, as all states want others to be bound by the same rules in order for the market to function well. These mechanisms range from complaint procedures (NAFTA) to a full-fledged supranational court, the European Court of Justice (ECJ) of the EU (Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). The ECJ plays an important role in upholding the social rights of individuals, but it is not by definition a socially progressive court. Reflecting the logic of the “market integration regime,” in the end the ECJ prioritizes market freedom over fundamental social rights (e.g. theViking, Laval, andRüffertcases;Reich, 2008).

The third regime, a state-led developmental regime, puts the fight against poverty and social inequality before market integration goals (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume). A prime example is ALBA-TCP, which is weak on regulation, but aims to create a regional developmental welfare regime through so-called Grand National Projects which are implemented between two or more member states and operated by state-to-state Grand National Companies (Riggirozzi, 2012). Regional integration is not viewed as an upbeat to successful integration in the global economy with social policy in a complementary role, but as a transformative project based on social redistribution and solidarity (Yeates, 2014). In the same post-liberal spirit, UNASUR has developed a strong agenda on social policy since its creation (Briceño-Ruiz, 2010). The AU Social Policy Framework for Africa weakly echoes the transformative drive of ALBA-TCP, as it “moves away from treating social development as subordinate to economic growth” (Deacon, 2010, 184). In African sub-regional organizations such as ECOWAS and SADC, the socio-economic agenda is dominated by concerns for the promotion of sustainable growth and development, “decent work” (harmonization of labor laws), and the eradication of poverty (Deacon, 2010). In developmental regimes, gender is considered to be one of the sources of structural inequality, and policies do not aim at preventing unfair competition but are “transformative practices to overcome discrimination and exclusion in order to achieve a more just and equal society” (González-Quevedo Alpizar, 2013, 1). The emancipatory mission of developmental regimes is able to accommodate gender concerns including gender-based violence. The AU and SADC, for instance, both have adopted comprehensive protocols on gender equality and strong standards concerning women’s economic rights and gender-based violence, which fit their vocation as opposing discrimination in reaction to the colonial and apartheid experiences (Van[bookmark: p412](p. 412)Eerdewijk and Van de Sand, 2014;Van der Vleuten and Hulse, 2014). These organizations all have funds for redistribution, mainly based on oil revenues or donor money. They prefer project development and non-binding declarations and dialogues to binding instruments. SADC stands out among them with a binding protocol on gender equality, which even contains concrete targets and deadlines. However, in spite of strong pressure by the Southern African Trade Union Congress, in the field of social rights SADC only has a non-binding Social Charter (Van der Vleuten and Hulse, 2013).

The fourth regime includes organizations such as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) in Asia, and the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) and the League of Arab States (LAS) in the Arab region. It is a conservative regime to the extent that it aims to preserve existing societal hierarchies (between the sexes, between any majority and minorities). It develops regional social and gender policies only insofar as desirable to appease internal and/or external pressures for social change. In their policy documents, these organizations refer to social rights and gender in non-committal terms. Collective labor rights are considered to be sensitive issues, and these organizations are reluctant to ratify ILO conventions or to develop regional standards, even when there is a demand for it. The SAARC Social Charter, for instance, addresses women’s and children’s rights, but without reference to labor rights let alone child labor. It discusses health, but does not refer to health and safety in the workplace despite frequent dramatic accidents in the textile and chemicals industries in the region (Chavez, 2010). Regional social governance in ASEAN and SAARC has developed through “declarations and statements which outline intentions, visions or guidelines” (Chavez, 2010, 151). ASEAN has adopted a comprehensive Socio-Cultural Community Blueprint which promises to ensure “that all ASEAN peoples are provided with social welfare and protection from the possible negative impacts of globalization and integration,” but the only instruments are studies and “encouragements” (ASEAN, 2009, 6–7). Striking is the absence of standard-setting, apart from the invitation to ratify ILO Conventions. The conservative regime is fundamentally intergovernmental. As regards the involvement of non-state actors, ASEAN has held “policy dialogues” with business groups and (strictly accredited) civil society groups, but SAARC and ASEAN still lack “clear mechanisms for receiving unofficial input or feedback from constituents” (Chavez, 2010, 142). The ASEAN Secretariat engages in monitoring agreements since 2008, but there are no enforcement mechanisms in the social realm.

The institutional design of regional social governance varies as regards the character of regulation, the institutional room for input and feedback from non-state actors, and the enforcement mechanism (see Appendix TableA18.1for an overview). Most documents in developmental and conservative regimes belong to the category of lofty declarations. Only individual rights and market-integration regimes have enforcement mechanisms, but they seem to suffer from a backlash in two respects. The courts of the CoE, OAS, and EU each have been accused of overstepping their mandate, and member states keep trying to rein them in (Lohaus, 2013; Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). Also, EU governments increasingly choose less constraining instruments.[bookmark: p413](p. 413)The new socio-economic governance architecture, called the “European Semester,” is based on the Open Method of Coordination on Social Protection and Social Inclusion (Social OMC), which keeps the ECJ at a distance (Zeitlin and Vanhercke, 2014). There certainly is no general trend towards more binding commitments. This is striking, given the strong mobilization worldwide and the call for a human, social face to regionalism, or even for a transformative model of regionalism (McKeever, 2008;Riggirozzi, 2012). The next section moves from description to explanation.





Explaining Regional Social and Gender Governance


In order to explain why regional social and gender governance emerged, and how to account for differences in substance and institutional design, this chapter followsBörzel and Van Hüllen (2015)and identifies rationalist and constructivist demand and supply factors (see also Chapter3by Börzel and Chapter5by Risse, this volume).



Demand: The Drivers of Regional Social and Gender Governance

Individual rights regimes develop social and gender governance mainly to lock in domestic social and human rights. In market-integration regimes there are several drivers. First of all, in an integrated market member states are driven by the need to curb negative externalities following from globalization and economic interdependence. AlthoughDeacon et al. (2011)found little evidence of a positive correlation between intra-regional trade intensity and progress in the area of regional labor rights, the explanation seems plausible for regimes where the free movement of goods, capital, and services risks leading to unfair competition and social dumping. States with a high level of social (or any other market-correcting) protection face a competitive disadvantage, especially when market integration follows a neo-liberal approach according to which improvements in welfare will flow from “the economic growth that arises as a consequence of the liberalization of the market, and not by the regulatory and distributive form of public policy” (Falkner, 2013, 269). The demand to create a level playing field has given rise in 1957 to the inclusion of binding provisions on paid holidays and equal pay for men and women in the EEC/EU Treaty (Van der Vleuten, 2007). It also explains why in 1994, NAFTA was the first free trade pact which came with a side agreement on labor rights, the North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation (NAALC), to “lock in” Mexico and commit it to enforce its domestic labor law and core ILO Conventions (Duina, 2015; Chapter7by Duina, this volume). Subsequently equal treatment in the labor market may spill over to broader non-discrimination issues such as social security[bookmark: p414](p. 414)for immigrants (see Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume). But the same market-integration logic may produce a “negative” spill-over effect when free movement rules get precedence over social policy objectives (Reich, 2008). A second mechanism is the adoption of side payments in order to obtain the consent of more vulnerable states with the deepening of integration (Moravcsik, 1993), as was the case when in 1992 the EU structural cohesion funds bought the approval of Southern European countries with the decision to establish an Economic and Monetary Union. Finally, the contested nature of regional integration as a vehicle for globalization may spur a quest for legitimacy (a “human, social face”). The lack of domestic legitimacy against the background of the financial and economic crisis has been a stimulus for the development of social policies in the EU and Mercosur.

In state-led developmental regimes, social and gender governance is part of a transformative project based on regional opposition to globalization. Social protection and redistribution may be introduced in order to prevent the disruption of further integration because of developmental disparities between member states (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume) or may contribute to domestic legitimacy because of the tangible results for targeted groups.

In conservative regimes, member states adopt social and gender policies mainly because of legitimacy concerns, both internationally and domestically. The decision by ASEAN in 2003 to create a socio-cultural community fits such a logic of normative appropriateness (Chavez, 2010). Also, especially states with dubious credentials as regards democracy and human rights may support the adoption of regional social policies for the sake of signaling, boosting their international reputation as an actor which values social rights and gender equality (McKeever, 2008;Söderbaum, 2014). It enables them to attract foreign direct investment (FDI) or donor money without obliging them to implement changes which might weaken their position domestically. This pattern we find in conservative as well as developmental regimes.



Supply of Regional Social and Gender Governance

If demand factors shed light on the question of why regional organizations engage in social and gender governance, supply factors are likely to explain the choice of policies and instruments: hegemonic leadership, donor incentives, and pressure by civil society actors (Börzel and Van Hüllen, 2015).

The economic and political interests of the regional hegemon or leading power shape social and gender governance. In the OAS, US interests shaped social and gender governance aimed at locking in political reforms without risking any interference in its internal affairs (Lohaus, 2013). The US government promoted NAALC to placate opposition from trade unions and Congress (Duina, 2015). Social governance in ALBA-TCP was modeled as a counter-hegemonic project after the interests of Venezuela, and in[bookmark: p415](p. 415)SADC post-apartheid South Africa wanted to regain legitimacy at the regional and continental level (Van der Vleuten and Hulse, 2013). In developmental and conservative regimes, external actors and non-state donors offer incentives to adopt social and gender policies which these regional organizations otherwise would not adopt so easily for material or ideological reasons.Deacon and Macovei (2010)distinguish three sets of relevant international actors: the regional economic commissions of the UN, the regional development banks, and sectoral organizations of the UN with a “social vocation,” such as the ILO, UNESCO, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and UNICEF, although their focus is rather on the countries within a region than on regional social policy-making. Moreover, UN regional commissions have replaced their earlier development strategy with a strategy aimed at promoting open and market-driven regionalism, which has reduced their attention to social issues (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume). As far as international organizations play a role, they do so mainly through capacity-building and coordinating or monitoring activities in policy fields linked to cross-border employment and health problems, as well as trafficking of women and children (Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume). A similar role is played by the EU, US, and donor organizations, for instance in the development of the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (Baert et al., 2008; Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). Of course, EU conditionality towards accession candidates and neighboring countries is a particularly strong incentive, requiring their adoption of the full European socialacquis(Sedelmeier 2009).

Domestic non-state actors such as women’s advocacy networks, business, and trade unions build transnational coalitions and use the regional level as a new arena to pressurize national governments with “ping pong” or “pincer” strategies (Zippel, 2004;Van der Vleuten, 2007). Their strategies vary depending on the regime. In individual rights regimes as well as in the EU, litigation by transnational networks of activists and committed lawyers has extended individual social rights (Chicowski, 2007;Roggeband, 2014; Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). In market-led regimes, the mobilization of women’s groups and trade unions has pushed governments to adopt regional social and gender policies as precondition for domestic approval of (further) economic integration (Duina, 2006;Van der Vleuten, 2007). However, as market-led integration is often perceived as a Trojan horse for globalization, interest groups may resist any serious involvement for fear of losing legitimacy. The unwillingness of Mexican and American trade unions to exercise pressure in a constructive way partially explains the weakness of NAALC (Duina, 2015), and even after its adoption, they have been very reluctant to use the few openings they have to exercise influence (Kaminska and Visser, 2011). In Mercosur radical feminists refused to engage with the integration project at all (Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2014). In developmental and conservative regimes, mobilization is often ineffective because non-state actors have no access and/or resources. Even strong regional alliances such as the ASEAN Civil Society Conference, the Southern African Peoples’ Solidarity Network, and the Hemispheric Social Alliance, which developed proposals to radically transform market-oriented regional integration models, have met[bookmark: p416](p. 416)with little success (Olivet and Brennan, 2010). Yet, SADC adopted strong gender equality standards thanks to the pressure of transnational regional advocacy networks and personal connections at the regional level, empowered by the non-discrimination logic of SADC (Adams and Kang, 2007;Van Eerdewijk and Van de Sand, 2014).

In terms of normative supply, ILO and the UN offer a comprehensive “global script,” which puts social and gender justice first, though not in a transformative sense. The script includes individual social rights, collective labor rights and standards for health and safety at work, gender equality and non-discrimination. No regional regime reflects the full script, as it is selectively emulated by regional organizations and also “pruned and grafted” to fit the regional context (see Chapter5by Risse and Chapter6by Acharya, this volume). Especially in developmental and conservative regimes, governmental and non-governmental actors question the appropriateness ofglobalsocial and labor standards as the embodiment of “Northern” standards, and argue forregionalstandards which respect and reflect regional interests, ideas, and identity. The Maputo Protocol2was welcomed by the African women’s movement because “it is important to have a regional instrument that adequately protects the rights of women taking into account the cultural specificity of Africa and the special needs of African women” (WILDAF, 2005, iii). Subsequently, the SADC Gender and Development Protocol was explicitly modeled after the Maputo Protocol, thereby increasing the chances of its implementation as unwilling governments could not dismiss its standards on gender equality as another colonial plot (Van Eerdewijk and Van de Sand, 2014). The LAS refers in the Arab Charter on Human Rights to international standards, but includes specificities, such as Article 3(3) which provides that “[m]‌en and women are equal in respect of human dignity, rights and obligations within the framework of the positive discrimination established in favour of women by the Islamic Shari’a” (Rishmawi, 2010, 171). Often, the argument is mainly rhetoric, as the standards adopted finally reflect global standards (Deacon, 2010). The Commission of the AU, for instance, had wanted an African social policy distinct from an ILO, UNICEF, or EU policy, but the actual involvement of these organizations in the drafting process reduced its regional outlook (Deacon et al., 2011).



Institutional Constraints on the Development of Regional Social and Gender Governance

Given the demand, why is there so little social governance beyond the recognition of existing standards and legitimacy-boosting declarations? Member states are reluctant gatekeepers in the social domain (Sindbjerg-Martinsen and Vollaard, 2014). Their sovereignty concerns constitute a powerful brake, which is visible in three institutional constraints: the limited access for non-state actors to social policy-making, the weakness of supranational institutions, and the domestic welfare state. First, domestic and transnational pressure becomes ineffective when institutionalized access at the domestic and regional level is limited or non-existent. Second, the weakness of supranational[bookmark: p417](p. 417)institutions is an obstacle for getting and keeping social issues on the agenda as well as enforcing them. Member states may lack the willingness to delegate competencies and/or the organization lacks financial and human resources (Kaminska and Visser, 2011). As a result, supranational institutions cannot act as norm entrepreneur and access point for non-state actors, and ping-pong or pincer mechanisms cannot develop. The weakness of the SADC secretariat, for instance and the non-involvement of civil society in the regional agenda hinders the development of more comprehensive regional social policies (Noyoo, 2013). And third, the strength of the welfare state works in two directions. Advanced welfare states, such as most EU member states, are reluctant when it comes to adopting regional social policies, because they are “eager to retain control over welfare provision and social expenditure budgets” for electoral reasons (Threlfall, 2010, 86). Conversely, weak developmental states are not keen to develop costly social policies for fear of losing their competitive advantage in the globalized economy. Post-colonial approaches explain the weakness of social governance in the Global South despite the functional demand for it by the weakness of the post-colonial state, due to the way in which they were integrated into a globalizing economy during colonization, the absence of strong national welfare regimes, and the lack of resources at member state and regional level (Zondi, 2009).





Assessing the Effects of Regional Social and Gender Governance


Some argue for the necessity to develop regional social governance as complementary to global social governance, because the regional level would offer a scale which is better adapted than the national level to allow for effective policy responses to the pressures of globalization and better capable than the global level to allow for regional particularities (Baert et al., 2008;Kingah, 2013). The literature does not offer meta-analyses of impact assessments of regional social and gender governance which could support or refute this argument. Also, to measure effects seems premature given the rather recent development of social governance in all regional organizations except for the CoE, EU, and OAS. The assessment of soft policy measures is even harder, because there are no reliable data and no counter-factual basis of comparison. In fact, governments may use regional obligations to justify reforms domestically that they might otherwise not have dared to enforce for fear of electoral losses (Falkner, 2013;Kröger, 2009). Assessing the impact of regional (co-)funding schemes is not easy either, because they may serve as a replacement for national funding. Under the label of Europeanization, much has been written about the impact of EU policies on domestic policies, but there is a lack of systematic research on practical implementation (Treib, 2014). With these considerations in mind, this section offers some observations.

[bookmark: p418](p. 418)First, as regards the effects of social governance in market-oriented regimes, opinions tend to be negative. Even though countries that are more economically open and politically integrated within their region tend to spend more on social welfare,Madeira (2014)finds for the EU that integration constrains social spending, probably because of the process of monetary integration. AlsoBarnard and Deakin (2012, 548–549) argue that “EU-level social policy has failed to provide a countervailing force against deregulatory pressures” and that it has not succeeded in establishing a “level playing field” in the absence of general harmonization of labor legislation. In a chapter tellingly entitled “No Safe Havens,”O’Brien (2008, 155) agrees that “in the majority of cases, formal regionalization tends to be a negative occurrence from the point of view of labour.” However, the crisis has opened up possibilities and some authors signal a potential “social turn.” Riggirozzi (2014, 432) argues that regional integration in Latin America could develop “beyond the historical hub of trade and finance” into “post-trade regional governance” and might give rise to new opportunities for regional social policies. In the EU, popular discontent with post-crisis austerity policies has motivated the European Commission and the Council to put more emphasis on social objectives and targets in the European Semester (Zeitlin and Vanhercke, 2014).

Second, as regards the effects of binding regulation, they vary depending on the specificity of standards, the enforcement mechanism, and the use made of it. The individual rights regimes offer well-specified rights which can be claimed on an individual basis. However, the courts can only enforce social rights if they can be framed as human rights, which is the case for discrimination based on gender and sexual orientation and for human rights violations connected to economic activities or policies (Lohaus, 2013;Threlfall, 2010). Violations of the European Social Charter cannot be taken to the European Court of Human Rights, and the complaint mechanism is hardly used (a handful of complaints per year;Threlfall 2010). Therefore, the EU is more effective than the CoE in matters of social law, in spite of its more restricted formulation of social rights (Threlfall, 2010). Also the complaint mechanism of NAALC is hardly used, and the few submissions are considered to have no tangible practical and legal results (Deacon et al., 2011). SADC lacks an enforcement mechanism other than monitoring.3Conservative regimes have no enforcement mechanisms.

Third, the development of an additional level between the global and the national also impacts on political opportunity structures (Roggeband et al., 2014). Here again, authors disagree. Especially in market-oriented regimes, trade unions and other interest groups feel disadvantaged in comparison with business and finance (O’Brien, 2008). However, the regional level also enables the mobilization and exchange of knowledge for groups which have no access to the national level, as is the case for civil society in ASEAN or for Roma and Eastern European lesbians and gays in the EU. NAFTA “had the unanticipated consequence of stimulating labor cooperation and collaboration among many North American unions,” because it mobilized those who tried “to kill the free trade agreement” and it created procedural rules which required unions to search for allies in the other NAFTA countries (Kay, 2005, 717).

[bookmark: p419](p. 419)Finally, as regards gender governance, obviously it is difficult to assess its effects as long as equality policies tend to construct women as a homogeneous body while women’s positions are so diverse and the effects will differ as well (Macrae, 2010).4With this caveat in mind, it still can be argued that the OAS and the CoE effectively have promoted and protected women’s human rights (Lovecy, 2012;Roggeband, 2014). For market-led regimes, binding EU directives and Court rulings have reduced sex discrimination in social security and the labor market, although their impact differs depending on domestic mobilization, domestic access to courts, and political will (Van der Vleuten, 2007;Treib, 2014). Authors also point at negative effects due to the market-oriented logic, as opposed to the more holistic approach of individual rights and developmental regimes. Little is known about application. In his analysis of pre- and post-accession compliance of Eastern enlargement states with EU gender equality legislation,Sedelmeier (2009)shows that the absence of high adjustment costs or the presence of strong social democrat governments and women’s groups explain compliance. In developmental regimes the effects of gender governance are limited by lack of clear standards, institutional capacity, and lack of resources, but the example of SADC shows that an alliance between regional advocacy networks and committed individuals in national and regional bureaucracies may succeed in implementing gender-sensitive policies (Van Eerdewijk and Van de Sand, 2014). Gender governance in conservative regimes seems to remain a paper tiger for lack of standards, access for advocacy groups, and enforcement mechanisms.



“The Girl from Goma”: A Gender Perspective on Regional Governance


When we take a gender perspective on regional governance, we ask whether regional governance will help to overcome gender inequalities linked to the female labor market, resultant from the everyday domestic tasks still disproportionately carried out by women and deepened by the dominant neo-liberal regional integration model. As in the words of former South African Minister of Finance Trevor Manuel: “Imagine telling a girl in conflict-ridden Goma about the benefits of regional integration. How can regional integration contribute to improving her life?,” he asked a group of experts on regional integration in Africa (ECDPM, 2014). Apart from the rhetorical quality of the statement, it is telling that Manuel took a girl as reference point, because regional integration and gender are not often considered in connection. In 1994,Marianne Marchand (1994, 65) wrote that “to feminists it should not come as a surprise that official public and academic discourses have thus far rarely addressed the connections between gender and regionalism.” Two decades later, the literature on comparative regionalism still remains silent on gender as a variable and gender as a perspective (Acharya and Johnston, 2007;Shaw et al., 2011). And although feminist theorizing has entered the[bookmark: p420](p. 420)field of international relations, it mainly concentrates on global governance whereas the regional level is included mainly as the geographic boundary of a case (Hoskyns, 2008;True, 2008), and seldom an arena with its own specificities. Efforts to “gender” regional integration theories have remained limited to the EU (Abels, 2012;Kronsell, 2005;Locher and Prügl, 2009). As a result, there is no toolbox yet for a gendered comparative regionalism perspective. What could it look like? One may start with asking “where are the women in regional governance?,” locating women in regional bureaucracies, looking for “femocrats” (feminist bureaucrats) and openings for feminist alliances, analyzing gender relations at summits, the construction of power, masculinity and femininity, and the processes of socialization (Kronsell, 2005;Van der Vleuten, 2012). Formal and informal regional institutions influence how “global” gender norms are diffused, stretched, and bent, which begs the question, under which conditions are regional institutions able to better accommodate “women’s” interests than national or global institutions? Next, actor constellations in the regional arena are identified, such as regional advocacy networks and personal connections with femocrats and feminist actors in government, and their links with domestic and global networks (Roggeband et al., 2014).Adams and Kang (2007, 452) observe that “rather than primarily operating at the global level, many feminist transnational advocacy networks are mobilizing within world regions and are seeking to create, expand, and implement women’s rights norms through regional institutions.” Importantly, regional advocacy networks are perceived as “home-grown” and more legitimate, and the chance is smaller that they are accused by conservative patriarchal local actors of representing “foreign” interests (Adams and Kang, 2007).

A gender perspective often can be equated with a feminist perspective which seeks not only to understand how (regional) governance is gendered, but also the ways in which it can be transformed (Rai and Waylen, 2008). Therefore, after examining such representational and institutional issues, in a next step a feminist perspective critically investigates the transformative potential of regional governance, how it influences gendered power relations and where there are openings for change. Often a critical economy approach is adopted in order to analyze how regional governance contributes to “the subordination of women and other subjugated groups” through the privatization of social reproduction and to show the gendered effects of regional financial, economic, and trade governance (Sjoberg and Tickner, 2012, 174;Hoskyns, 2008;True, 2008). The four governance regimes identified in the present chapter would allow for a more differentiated analysis, especially because regional gender governance seems to be more developed than social governance. How can this be explained: by (mis)calculations of legitimacy-seeking governments, by mobilization and alliances at the regional level, or by a different configuration of state and non-state interests than for other social policies? Finally, a feminist perspective on regional governance aims to shed light on the way in which regional governance, in-between national and global governance, reinforces or transforms structural gender power asymmetries.



[bookmark: p421](p. 421)Conclusion


In the wake of global and national social and gender governance, regional social rights, regulation, and redistribution have developed. Four regional regimes of social and gender governance can be distinguished. In individual rights regimes, social and gender governance is developed to lock in political reforms, and is shaped by hegemonic interests and the emulation of ILO and UN reference models. Market-integration regimes face negative externalities and look for social and gender governance as side payment and sources of legitimacy, especially in times of popular discontent. In state-led developmental regimes, social and gender governance is part of a transformative project based on regional opposition to globalization (negative externalities) and shaped by hegemonic interests and donor incentives. Conservative regimes adopt social and gender norms because of legitimacy concerns. In market-integration regimes, gender governance is limited to employment and free movement issues, while individual rights regimes and state-led developmental regimes are more comprehensive. The need for regional social policy has increased, because social policy at the national level is eroded or hard to develop in a globalized market, but states’ sovereignty concerns constitute a strong brake on further development of social and gender governance. As regards the effects, scholars argue that regional social governance has failed to create a “safe haven” or a level playing field, whereas their assessment of regional gender governance tends to be more positive.

Further research is needed. There is a clear need for data involving a large set of regional organizations from different world regions in order to enable systematic cross-regional analysis of the emergence, institutional design, and impact of regional social and gender governance. Also, a gap in the literature has been identified as to “outsourcing” and the involvement of private actors in regional social and gender governance, such as global companies. The effects of regional social and gender policies are still rather untrodden terrain, especially from a comparative perspective. Perhaps findings from the Europeanization literature could be “localized” in order to explain downloading processes, transposition, and application in other regional organizations. And last but not least, a feminist perspective could shed light on the question under which conditions regional governance contributes to social and gender justice. Given popular resistance to the “pro-globalization stepping-stone character” of regionalism and the contested legitimacy of regional governance, this question has to be addressed by politicians, policymakers, and academics alike.
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Table A18.1Social and Gender Governance by Regional Organizations

	Region


	

	Year founded


	(year of 1st social or gender document)







	Organization (abbreviation)


	

	Main issue-areas


	covered5







	Website URL





	Africa


	

	1992


	(1997)







	Southern African Development Community (SADC)


	

	Gender equality


	Health and safety at work


	Labor law


	Social protection







	

	<http://www.sadc.int/issues/gender/>


	<http://www.sadc.int/themes/social-human-development/employment-labour/>









	
	

	1981


	(2002)







	Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA)


	Gender equality


	<http://programmes.comesa.int/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=97&Itemid=116>




	
	

	2002


	(2004)







	African Union (AU)


	

	Gender equality


	Labor law


	Social protection


	Social security







	<http://sa.au.int/en/commitments>




	
	

	1975


	(2005)







	Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS)


	Gender equality


	<http://www.ecowas.int/doing-business-in-ecowas/projects/>




	
	

	1999


	(2012)







	

	Eastern African Community


	(EAC)







	

	Gender equality


	Social protection







	<http://www.gender.eac.int/>




	
	

	1996


	(2014)







	Inter-Governmental Authority for Development (IGAD)


	

	Gender


	Social protection







	<http://igad.int/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout=blog&id=44&Itemid=127>




	Americas


	

	1948


	(1948)







	Organization of American States (OAS)


	

	Gender equality


	Non-discrimination


	Health and safety at work


	Labor law







	<http://www.summit-americas.org/sisca/lab.html>




	
	

	1994


	(1994)







	North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)


	

	Equal pay


	Non-discrimination


	Health and safety at work


	Labor law







	<http://www.naalc.org//index.cfm?page=137>




	
	

	1973


	(1997)







	Caribbean Community (CARICOM)


	

	Labor rights


	Social security


	Redistribution







	<http://www.caricom.org/jsp/single_market/social_security.jsp?menu=csme>




	
	

	1991


	(1998)







	Common Market of the South (Mercosur)


	

	Labor law


	Gender equality


	Non-discrimination


	Redistribution







	<http://www.mercosur.int/>




	
	

	2010


	(2010)







	Union of South American Nations (UNASUR)


	Social protection


	<http://www.unasursg.org/es/node/26>




	Asia


	

	1967


	(2003)







	Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)


	

	Social rights


	Redistribution







	<http://www.asean.org/communities/asean-socio-cultural-community>




	
	

	1985


	(2004)







	South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC)


	

	Gender equality


	Redistribution


	Social protection







	

	<http://www.saarc-sec.org/areaofcooperation/detail.php?activity_id=10>


	<http://www.saarc-sec.org/areaofcooperation/detail.php?activity_id=7>









	
	

	2000


	(2014)







	Pacific Islands Forum (PIF)


	Gender equality


	<http://www.forumsec.org>




	Europe


	

	1957/1991


	(1957)







	European Economic Community/European Union (EEC/EU)


	

	Equal opportunities


	Non-discrimination


	Health and safety at work


	Labor law


	Social protection


	Redistribution







	

	<http://europa.eu/pol/socio/index_en.htm>


	<http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=1>









	
	

	1949


	(1961)







	

	Council of


	Europe


	(CoE)







	

	Gender equality


	Social and economic human rights


	Social security







	

	<http://www.coe.int/t/DGHL/STANDARDSETTING/EQUALITY/> <http://www.coe.int/T/DGHL/Monitoring/SocialCharter/>


	<http://www.coe.int/t/dg3/socialpolicies/socialsecurity/default_en.asp>









	
	

	1994


	(2004)







	Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE)


	Gender equality


	<http://www.osce.org/what/gender>




	Eurasia


	

	1991


	(1995)







	Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)


	

	Social rights


	Women labor regime







	<http://www.cis.minsk.by/>




	
	1997


	Organization for Democracy and Economic Development (GUAM)


	–


	<http://www.guam-organization.org/en/node>




	
	2001


	Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)


	–


	<http://www.sectsco.org/EN123/index.asp>




	Middle East


	1981


	Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)


	Redistribution


	<http://www.gcc-sg.org/eng/index78e9.html?action=Sec-Show&ID=67>




	
	

	1945


	(2008)







	League of Arab States (LAS)


	

	Gender equality


	Health and safety at work


	Redistribution


	Social security







	<http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/>







Sources: compiled by author; website organizations;Baert et al. (2008);Deacon et al. (2010,2011).
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19 Regional Environmental Governance

Peter M. Haas

Regionalenvironmental governance has been a long-standing practice in international relations, but it has only recently attracted attention as a distinctive area of inquiry, beyond the range of studies of national environmental policies.1It has largely been viewed through the lenses of international relations, global environmental politics, and global governance (Elliott and Breslin, 2011;Balsiger and Van Deveer, 2012).

Regional environmental governance is highly fragmented in that its governance occurs through a large number of partially overlapping treaties and regimes as well as an array of nonstate initiatives. This distinguishes environmental governance from international political economy (Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume), where governance is highly concentrated in a small number of powerful regimes and international institutions. Environmental governance is closer in form to human rights (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume) and arms control (Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, this volume).

In this chapter, I look at environmental governance at the regional level, by which I mean processes of collective deliberations about norms, institutions, participation, practices, and rules which occur at geographical scales associated with major conventional regions—or essentially continents or where those continents collide in an effort to address transboundary environmental degradation occurring at the regional scale: resource depletion, air pollution, water pollution, and the like. I compare a large number of cases. Thus the analysis is necessarily simple in the hopes of articulating a clear and plausible logic for comparative analysis. It starts with a review of regional environmental governance across a variety of functional domains. It then proceeds to analyze the emergence of regional environmental governance, the major theoretical approaches for its understanding, the institutions active in regional environmental governance and their design, the effects (and effectiveness) of regional environmental governance, and finally a review of gaps in the literature and suggestions for future research.

[bookmark: p431](p. 431)In general, configurations of international institutional properties and the availability of scientific knowledge, expressed and transmitted by epistemic communities, account for patterns of environmental governance and their effectiveness (Haas, 2004,2007,2014;Haas and Stevens, 2011). Variation in regional cooperation hinges on these institutional factors. High degrees of intra-regional variation in terms of the effectiveness of regional cooperation suggest that international institutions are more important factors than regionally specific ones. Regionalism and regionalization are not significant factors in this issue-area. In East Asia, regional environmental cooperation remains weak without stronger institutions. The salient institutions tend to be global ones that compensate for the relative paucity of institutional capabilities at the regional scale, outside of Europe. Regional environmental cooperation tends to be weak when it relies entirely on home-grown regional institutions because regional organizations are incapable of prodding member states to take meaningful actions on the environment. Global institutions tend to be stronger in this regard—both through their command of material resources and ability to mobilize and harness knowledge-based resources—and thus their involvement yields more vigorous regional cooperation.

The argument in this chapter is that formal institutions operate in conjunction with organized knowledge for regional environmental governance. States value scientific information for addressing technical issues. Yet states must be confident that such science is accurate and authoritative. In addition, regular conduits must exist between the scientific community and the policy-makers for such information to be regularly available.

By and large, “regions” are socially constructed. Groups responsible for defining the problems often identify the boundaries. For instance, oceanographers defined the Mediterranean, and thus the eastern extreme includes the Bosporus. Alternative boundaries were considered by fisheries experts of the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), which would not have extended as far eastwards, and by cultural geographers who would have included the northern Sahara and Northern Europe. Hydrologists generally delimit river basins. Regional fisheries are defined to include the major consumers, fishers, and the geographic area in which the fish migrate.



Regional Environmental Governance


The primary form of regional environmental governance has been legal: institutions and treaties, organized within functional regimes. Over 1,000 regional arrangements have been concluded since 1945 accounting for 60 percent of all environmental agreements (Balsiger and Prys, 2014). Many of these arrangements are bilateral or involve three parties, and thus are either relatively easy to conclude based on clear interests or because the political mechanisms for achieving governance are easy to deploy in the absence of large numbers of collective action problems.

[bookmark: p432](p. 432)Three types of governance institutions are widely invoked: negotiated legal arrangements (treaties and regimes), international organizations (IOs), and regularized patterns of practice or behavior (see Appendix TableA19.1). States devise or invoke institutions to govern emergent regional environmental threats.2Institutions are supposed to deal with regional problems in three ways. First, existing regional organizations may be applied to deal with the newly identified problems, as they have relevant resources and authority. This occurred in the case of European Acid Rain, where the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) was the only existing institution with membership from Eastern and Western Europe, although its membership was not completely identical to the parties responsible for the problem or suffering from it (Chossudovsky, 1988). Second is the development of organic regional institutions to deal with the problems, such as has been the case with regional fisheries and river basins. Often, though, regional institutions lack the resources to manage environmental problems effectively, and regional states request help from global institutions. Recourse to global institutions to address regional problems is the third approach. The United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) provided this function for regional seas, and the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) for regional fisheries.

Global environmental institutions have played the dominant institutional role at the regional level. Regional institutions have been too weak to provide the information or resources to coordinate regional governance. UNEP has been widely invited to help coordinate regional environmental governance. Before UNEP’s creation in 1973 regional efforts were few and ineffective.

The majority of these efforts have been in the issue-areas of river basin management, marine governance of regional seas, air pollution, and fisheries governance. The variation in terms of their effectiveness and extent of cooperation hinges on institutional and knowledge factors. The greater the involvement of strong international institutions and epistemic communities, the more robust, resilient, and effective are governance efforts.



International River Basin Management

Estimates of the number of international river basins—with more than three riparian states—have grown from 214 in the 1978 UN Registry of International Rivers to a more recent estimate of 261 international rivers, based on GPS measurements (Wolf et al., 1999) (Table19.1).

Conflicts generally emerge between users over water quantity and quality. There is no global regime for river basins to govern such conflicts: each is dealt with separately by the riparian states. A recent study finds 250 treaties for river basin management (Giordano et al., 2013), although very few individual governance efforts have been studied. The most widely cited are those for the Nile, Mekong, Rhine, Congo, Danube, Zambezi, Colorado and Rio Grande, Mosel, Naryn/Syr Darya, and Lake Chad (Schmeier et al., 2013). UNEP and the International Network of Basin Organizations (INBO) have sought unsuccessfully to improve the regional efforts under the auspices of[bookmark: p433](p. 433)the 1996 global Convention on the Protection and Use of Transboundary Watercourses and International Water which was expanded in 2012 to include universal membership.

Table 19.1Distribution of International River Basins

	Continent


	1978 Register


	1999 Update





	Africa


	57


	60




	Asia


	40


	53




	Europe


	48


	71




	North America


	33


	39




	South America


	36


	38




	Total


	214


	261







Source:Wolf et al. (1999).





Weinthal (2002)frames the governance dynamics in terms of upstream/downstream dynamics: a necessary condition for creation and effectiveness is strong involvement of a strong upstream state. If the upstream countries are politically strong and concerned about water quality and quantity, then they are likely to develop joint rules that benefit the downstream countries as well. This approach explains the dynamics of the Rhine, Danube, and Rio Grande, and the relative failures of other river basin management systems. Conversely, the Nile is an example of where the most powerful country is downstream—Egypt—and it struggles to exert influence over the upstream countries to reduce their water demands and pollution loads.

In the absence of powerful upstream states to guide governance of the resource, governance processes are left to regional institutional mechanisms. Most river basins have not been well managed due to weak institutions, little mobilized knowledge, and weak national management capabilities (Conca, 2006;Bernauer and Siegfried, 2008).

During the 2000s, non-state actors have tried to reframe the governance deliberations. Some non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have launched campaigns for water access as a basic human right. Others, particularly the private sector, have suggested privatization as a market-based policy mechanism to govern water access and supply. Such efforts remain ongoing campaigns, and have not yet fully established traction.



Marine Governance of Regional Seas

The governance of regional seas operates through UNEP’s broad array of regional seas programs, and independent efforts to protect the North Sea and Baltic. UNEP’s Regional Seas Programme (RSP) (Haas, 1991,2000,2008;Weinthal, 2003;Kütting, 2000) covers[bookmark: p434](p. 434)12 regions (Wider Caribbean, East Asian Seas, Eastern Africa, South Asian Seas, Gulf of Kuwait, Mediterranean, Northeast Pacific, Northwest Pacific, Red Sea and Gulf of Aden, Southeast Pacific, West and Central Africa, and South Pacific), with participation by more than 143 countries. The RSP was initiated in 1974, in the wake of the UN Conference on the Human Environment (UNCHE) in 1972. UNEP helped draft the action plans and subsequent treaties. The Mediterranean was the first effort and established a common template for each subsequent region. UNEP would help the countries identify shared problems, and then guide them through a diplomatic process of drafting treaties. UNEP would identify and mobilize a regional network of marine scientists, and involve them in regional monitoring and research activities that would provide a scientific backdrop to the legal deliberations, as well as involving scientists as consultants and advisors to the policy process. Eventually each region was supposed to become self-governing, with its own secretariat and budget, with UNEP providing some administrative support. While UNEP has assumed the bulk of the activities, it does subcontract work to other UN agencies with relevant competencies, such as UNESCO’s Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission (ICO), the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), FAO, and the International Maritime Organization (IMO). The World Bank helped design a similar governance arrangement for the Black Sea. Independent arrangements exist for the Antarctic, Arctic, Caspian, North Sea, and Baltic Sea.

Governance accomplishments of the regional seas may be explained in terms of institutional strength and successful mobilization of knowledge by global institutions such as UNEP, or preexisting stronger institutions such as UNECE. The most effective and successful examples of the RSP—Mediterranean and Southeast Pacific—developed comprehensive planning regimes for the regions, infused with scientific advice. UNEP provided scientific and legal guidance, as well as providing technology transfers to enable poorer member states to conduct research and monitoring. Other regional seas under the RSP have been less successful; lacking a determinative impact on environmental quality and losing momentum in developing comprehensive efforts to govern all major sources of regional pollution. In these less successful regions, UNEP has not been able to mobilize or galvanize regional science, often because of general weakness in regional science and technology capacity. Nor has UNEP had the same amount of institutional resources to commit to such regions.

Major independent regional marine governance efforts also apply to the Baltic and North Seas (Haas, 1993; Wettestadærseth, 2000). Each has strong institutional arrangements in terms of secretariat resources and authority. The Baltic Sea, with early epistemic community involvement, developed a 1974 treaty to govern multiple sources of pollution in the Sea. It has subsequently been administered by the Helsinki Commission (HELCOM) and has contributed to the reduction of regional pollution by some major contaminants. The North Sea is a more complicated story. The Oslo and Paris Commission (OSPARCOM) secretariat administers two treaties for the region—one covering land-based sources of pollution (Paris Treaty) and the other open ocean sources (Oslo Treaty). States meet annually to develop new guidelines and legally binding commitments for additional substances. Up to the mid-1970s, efforts[bookmark: p435](p. 435)were very modest, until additional ministerial meetings were held which elevated the political profile of the issue and incentivized states with green electorates to commit to more ambitious steps. The North Sea lacks routinized scientific input to regional governance. Whereas a systematic survey was conducted in the 1990s of regional environmental threats and hotspots, there were no formal mechanisms linking the scientific monitoring to the policy process, and the science was generally disregarded. The North Sea—with strong institutional arrangements and without scientific inputs—has developed compromise-based arrangements based on uniform emission standards that are domestically acceptable to member states. In 1987, the North Sea states adopted 50 percent reductions for a wide array of pollutants. While administratively effective because most states have complied with such measures, the environmental effects of such arbitrary standards are unclear and unknown.

There have been interconnections between the regional marine pollution regimes. Secretariat members in the Baltic and Mediterranean exchanged design ideas early on (Carroz, 1977). The UNEP RSP initiatives were all designed according to a common framework. Despite such pooling of institutional knowledge, the effectiveness of governance efforts depended on national capacities and the availability of institutional resources to augment those national capabilities.



Air Pollution

The UNECE has helped craft one of the most effective environmental regimes to govern European acid rain. The European acid rain regime governing long-range transport of air pollution (CLRTAP) includes 51 member states, so it extends well beyond the simple European Union (EU) jurisdiction. The UNECE was initially chosen by states because it was the only IO which included membership by the relevant states responsible for and suffering from regional air pollution. Environmental protection served as a convenient issue to promote East–West détente, at least initially before it became an end in itself (Chossudovsky, 1988). Starting with a simple commitment to monitor transboundary acid deposition in 1979, the CLRTAP regime has grown to include nine distinct treaties governing a wide variety of contaminants.

Treaties have been adopted through two distinct political processes. With the presence of organized science, treaties have taken a comprehensive form of differentiated national commitments and emission standards based on scientific estimates of “critical loads” for sulphur dioxide (1994) and ground level ozone (1999). In the absence of organized scientific inputs, treaties have been developed through political compromise yielding uniform emission targets (Wettestad, 1999,2002). The scientifically developed treaties appear to have achieved higher levels of effectiveness.

The Northeast Asian region (China, North and South Korea, Japan, Mongolia, Russia) has developed a number of governance efforts to deal with aspects of transboundary air pollution (Kim, 2014). The Northeast Asian Sub-regional Programme for Environmental Cooperation (NEASPEC) has been in operation since 1993 and the[bookmark: p436](p. 436)Tripartite Environmental Ministers Meetings among South Korea, China, and Japan (TEMM) have been around since 1999. An Acid Deposition monitoring Network in East Asia (EANET) was established in 1998. Only the NEASPEC arrangement has been very successful in terms of maintaining ongoing meetings and involvement. The secretariats remain small and unfunded. Japan and South Korea have selectively tried to lead and provide for technology sharing, but in the absence of active Chinese involvement—or fear of Chinese involvement—efforts have been slow and so far ineffective.



Marine Fisheries

Fifty-one self-governing regional fisheries bodies regulate high seas fisheries. Each sets its own annual catch limits. Few are believed to be effective, as most fisheries are overfished and not sustainable (DeSombre and Barkin, 2011;Cullis-Suzuki and Pauly, 2010;Sydnes, 2001,2005). The institutional mechanisms for governance are weak. The management bodies tend to be captured by fishing interests, who favor maximizing short-term catch. While many have scientific bodies associated with them, the science bodies are generally ignored or are not staffed with professional fisheries experts. The catch limits set by the institutions “are almost always higher than that recommended by scientific advice” (Barkin and DeSombre, 2013, 27;DeSombre and Barkin, 2011). Enforcement is also difficult. One exception is the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC), where organized knowledge is stronger and better communicated (Webster, 2009).



Regional Integration and the Environment

Regional integration efforts have been forced to accommodate environmental externalities arising within free trade zones (Chapter15by Kim et al. and Chapter7by Duina, this volume). Institutional design is critical for accounting for the variation in deploying regional environmental institutions against the externalities of liberalized trade.

In order to appease domestic environmental groups in the United States (US) and Canada, NAFTA developed an environmental side agreement in 1994 that established the Commission for Environmental Cooperation (CEC), with an independent secretariat and governed by cabinet level environmental ministers from the US, Canada, and Mexico. A Joint Public Advisory Committee was established which provided for five civil society participants from each country. Despite these seemingly transparent, innovative, and open institutional innovations, the CEC has avoided any major rulings that would interfere with regional free trade on environmental grounds. Ultimately, the three state representatives (Steinberg, 1997) make binding decisions about appellate cases through logrolling. In order to avoid being targeted in the future, ministers tend to ally against the country submitting the environmental complaint, leading to an emasculated institution in terms of its legal effectiveness. The secretariat remains capable of[bookmark: p437](p. 437)publicizing reports in order to heighten public concern, but the decision at the top to head off environmental challenges to free trade has persisted.

The EU has developed and applied far stronger institutions on behalf of environmental protection, with much more effective results (Jordan and Adelle, 2013). The UNCHE in 1972 galvanized EU attention to environmental side effects of a free trade area. Environmental policy-making in Europe is highly complex, because of the multitude of actors, venues, and issues. The EU has produced seven Environmental Action Programmes to highlight regional priorities. It has moved from mobilizing concerns to establishing and disseminating specific policy instruments and targeting sustainability post-2012. The EU Environment Directorate was established in 1973 to promote common European environmental policies—through directives and regulations, and by tracking their effectiveness (Jordan and Adelle, 2013;Wurzel et al., 2013;Börzel, 2003;Knill and Liefferink, 2007). In addition to internal environmental governance, the EU has projected its governance standards onto Eastern European states aspiring to EU membership that adopted the environmental standards in order to get approval for joining (Andonova, 2004).

Because of strong EU institutions and the availability of science, the EU has developed an expansive array of environmental governance arrangements including regional treaties, policy proposals, and European Court of Justice (ECJ) decisions. The independence of the ECJ has assured that in some instances environmental decisions have been elevated above the political level of contending domestic interests.



Reprise: Institutions and Regions in Regional Environmental Governance

Institutions and knowledge fare well in accounting for the regional differences in addressing pollution. These analytic categories are more persuasive for explaining variation between and within regions than are regional social or cultural factors. In Europe, where institutions are stronger and science is more easily deployed, the control of regional air pollution is far more effective. Yet within Europe, there is stark variation between governance initiatives depending on the extent of available science to apply to the problem, such as the wide variation within the acid rain regime. In Latin America, there are three marine governance regimes with different political patterns and effectiveness. For East Asia, there is also significant intra-regional variation in the governance of transboundary atmospheric pollution. Whereas the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) relies on the “ASEAN way” of consensus and talk to address transboundary haze from seasonal deforestation and burning (Varkkey, 2014;Yoshimatsu, 2014), the Northeast Asian countries have relied on more global patterns of legalized multilateralism to address acid rain and marine pollution.





[bookmark: p438](p. 438)Emergence of Regional Environmental Governance


The emergence of regional environmental governance has gone through four stages. During the early twentieth century, treaty efforts revolved around species conservation: seeking to protect fur seals, Latin American llama species, and migratory birds. Most of these efforts were free standing, and without significant institutional support, these efforts were generally ineffective. The 1950s saw a proliferation of attempts to deal with oil spills in the open oceans and fisheries protection. The IMO guided oil spill efforts with limited effectiveness because the IMO tended to be controlled by ship-owning interests (M’Gonigle and Zacher, 1979;Mitchell, 1994). The FAO helped develop fisheries agreements, which tended to be ineffective as well because fishers controlled them. During the 1970s and 1980s a raft of marine and air pollution treaties were adopted—often under the guidance of UNEP—with mixed effectiveness, as UNEP struggled to mobilize resources to induce states to comply and worked with the scientific community to raise awareness of environmental threats. The 1980s and 1990s were the golden years of regional environmental governance, with the majority of regional treaties being signed during that period.

During the 1990s, the number of new treaties abated, as attention shifted to improving the effectiveness of existing arrangements. The 2000s have generally been a period of experimentation with non-state forms of governance, as NGOs and the private sector lost confidence in traditional multilateral environmental diplomacy and UNEP, along with declining faith in science for public policy purposes. The Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development unveiled roughly 300 public–private partnerships organized around specific projects in individual countries. With no clear rules for what constitutes a legitimate partnership, nor any institutionalized oversight or verification, very few appear to have had any significant impact on environmental quality (Andonova, 2010;Pattberg et al., 2012). A whole array of initiatives by NGOs and corporations to issue certificates indicating the sustainable production of a variety of products, from forest products (Forest Stewardship Council) and fish products (Marine Stewardship Council) to palm oil, coffee, soy, sugar cane, cotton, agro-fuels, and aquaculture. Such arrangements are voluntary, and include key suppliers and provide information for consumers. While establishing global standards, they are typically enforced in a small number of producing countries or regions (Ruysschaert and Salles, 2014). Their political dynamics rest on adversarial relationships between NGOs and corporate sponsors, with mixed effectiveness, depending largely on consumer awareness and the absence of competing, confusing schemes (Cashore et al., 2007;Auld et al., 2008).



Drivers of Regional Environmental Governance

Two principal triggers animated governance efforts. Well-publicized environmental disasters galvanized public demands for action. Global environmental conferences[bookmark: p439](p. 439)helped mobilize attention, legitimize and promote norms, facilitate the creation and mobilization of transnational policy networks, and showcase national policy models and experiences (Haas, 2002). The 1972 UNCHE put international environmental issues on the global agenda, which led to regional regimes for controlling air pollution and marine pollution, as well as calling for the establishment of UNEP. UNCHE also galvanized European concern about the environment, leading to an entire program of directives and policies by the EU and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).

The 1992 World Conference on Environment and Development (Rio Earth Summit) signaled the shift in attention from environmental protection per se to sustainability, and the desire to balance environmental protection with other social goals, most notably economic development and social justice (World Commission on Environment and Development [WCED], 1987;Sneddon et al., 2006). The 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development focused on promoting public–private partnerships. The 2012 Rio Plus 20 Summit called for the strengthening of UNEP, the creation of a new High Level Panel for sustainable development at the UN Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) and the UN General Assembly, and endorsed the adoption of global Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) to replace the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) upon their expiration in 2015. These conferences and the array of environmental negotiations have helped to disseminate modern, comprehensive models of national and international environmental governance that employs scientific advice on behalf of scientific and ecological models of environmental protection, which set pollution standards based on the toxicity, bioaccumulation, and persistence of individual contaminants, as well as their interactive effects. Conservation standards seek to protect habitats as well as species (Strong, 1973;Holling, 1973;Sand, 1999;Contini and Sand, 1972).



State of Knowledge about Causal Mechanisms and Drivers

Regional environmental problems are widely understood in the academic literature to be international public goods with significant collective action problems. Analytically they are little different from global public goods, as it proves to be as difficult to coordinate the policies of relatively small numbers of states (such as in Northeast Asia) and much larger numbers (such as the 192 UN members).

Significant differences between states in terms of national capacity and concern characterize the collective action dimension. States are divided, often by North–South socio-economic dimensions, in terms of their ability to formulate and enforce environmental policies. They vary in terms of concern because relevant environmental information is often absent, or asymmetrically distributed between and within countries. Moreover elites, the private sector, and domestic populations are often ignorant or unconcerned about environmental threats and ecological harm. Domestic factors have generally been disregarded as meaningful factors influencing international environmental governance because of the low saliency that foreign environmental issues hold (for a different view see Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume).

[bookmark: p440](p. 440)International institutions are commonly understood to affect these national attributes and conditions by building political will and capacity for addressing shared environmental threats. Conventional theories of international relations and global environmental politics account for the institutional mechanisms and the broad array of diplomatic approaches to multilateralism. Each theoretical approach offers a set of claims about the social mechanisms affecting environmental governance, their likely form, and effectiveness. While the overall literature has evolved from a concern with regime creation (in the 1970s and 1980s) to a focus on regime effectiveness (in the 1990s and 2000s) to an interest in alternatives to state-based multilateralism, each theoretical approach offers a coherent and distinct set of propositions about the about creation, form, and effectiveness of environmental governance.

Much less work addresses the underlying systemic forces that generate transboundary problems, and the need to mitigate the driving forces of population growth, industrial modes of production, rampant consumerism, and gross inequities in terms of political power and economic conditions within and between countries. Perspectives from developing countries and the Global South tend to emphasize the distributional consequences of negotiated arrangements, and the need to avoid burdens for adjustments falling on the poor within countries or the poor countries of the world.

The primary theoretical approaches to regional environmental governance derive from realism, neo-liberal institutionalism, sociological institutionalism and constructivism, and advocacy networks analysis. A schematic picture of the major different approaches is presented in Table19.2.



Realism and State Leadership

State leadership remains the shibboleth of neo-realist and realist analysis. For them strong national leadership is a necessary condition for regime creation and effectiveness. Governance will occur according to the application of pressure and inducements by the leader (hegemon) on behalf of its own interests. The realist preoccupation with national security also suggests that environmental problems will be framed in terms of their potential to threaten the integrity of national borders and broader geopolitical concerns (Waltz, 1979). Consequently, according to environmentalists, state leadership is not likely to encompass the full dimension of issues that require attention for sufficiently addressing environmental problems. Neo-realism has not been applied to explain environmental governance. Moreover, the behavior of the putative hegemon—the US—in environmental governance since 1972 varied widely, so there is no clear “national interest” or willingness to deploy resources on its behalf in the environmental domain (Harris, 2001;Barkdull and Harris, 2002;Hopgood, 1998;Falkner, 2005).

A more nuanced and less ambitious articulation of state leadership processes comes from the Oslo School (Andresen and Skovin, 2006). Here the notion is that state leadership is a necessary but not sufficient condition for effective environmental governance at the international scale. Ultimately, this is a functional argument, as it does not specify which[bookmark: p441](p. 441)country is likely to play the leadership role, how it is likely to pursue such leadership, or why it would choose to exercise leadership. While state leadership in this more nuanced sense surely occurs, effective cooperation often occurs without it, and it is not clear to what extent state leadership enhances or obstructs efforts through other social mechanisms. With regard to those empirical examples where leadership has occurred—such as France in the Mediterranean—these efforts were unsuccessful, and ultimately states preferred to defer to other social mechanisms for policy coordination (Haas, 1990).

Table 19.2Explanations of Regional Environmental Governance

	Theoretical approach


	Causal mechanisms


	Primary actors


	Stylized social processes


	Animating variables


	Governance expectations





	Realism


	Pressure on states


	States


	State leadership


	Material capabilities


	Arrangements favorable to the stronger state and reflecting its concerns




	Neo-liberal institutionalism


	Context and incentives that shape the rational choice of actors


	Institutions


	Institutional bargaining


	Sanctioning, monitoring, verification, financial resources, incentives


	Compromise or market approaches




	Sociological institutional- ism/ constructivism


	Persuasion and socialization


	Epistemic communities, advocacy coalitions, and international secretariats


	Social learning


	Knowledge and causal beliefs


	Nuanced commitment based on scientific understanding which are resilient and robust




	Advocacy networks


	Shaming and pressure


	Social movements and TANs


	Social movements and the boomerang effect


	Norms and political pressure


	Universal principles







Source: Compiled by author.







Institutionalisms

Neo-liberal institutionalists share a common perspective on the rational calculations of nationstates. They will make choices based on the context in which they find[bookmark: p442](p. 442)themselves. Institutions operate to define that context. Institutionalist scholars suggest that states require assurance in order to commit resources on behalf of international public goods. The common factors that will encourage states to cooperate are monitoring, verification, and sanctioning (Downs, 2000;Downs and Trento, 2004;Sandler, 2004;Barrett, 2003). For neo-liberal institutionalists, strong—i.e. influential—institutions have these properties. States will design regimes with significant carrots and sticks in order to induce them to adopt and pursue meaningful environmental commitments. In addition, institutionalists suggest that the provision of financial resources will enable countries to fulfill their obligations or provide incentives to cooperate for reasons unrelated to the environment (because states simply crave financial incentives).

Beyond this structural argument, institutionalists suggest that the bargaining process will be characterized by traditional logrolling and compromise. Such results will satisfy domestic political needs, but will probably be unrelated to scientific estimates of regulatory rules that will improve environmental quality. They may be likely to reflect market mechanisms. Arrangements with a strong institutional design will be effective, even if not environmentally optimal without scientific warrants because negotiated agreements based on political compromises are unlikely to reflect clear environmental standards. Causally, this would be because the political deals are driven by a logic of compromise rather than through applying knowledge (Young, 1989). Empirical evidence of the differences of environmental effectiveness resulting from different patterns of governance can be seen from the North Sea and Baltic (Haas, 1993;Miles et al., 2002).

More sociologically and constructivist inclined institutionalist scholars look at the ability of the secretariats of international institutions to provide material resources as well as information and training, regardless of the interests of dominant member states. These scholars look at institutions as deliberative actors capable of agency (Johnson, 2014;Biermann et al., 2009;Haas and Haas, 1995). When IOs enjoy sufficient autonomy and resources, they may contribute to environmental governance by providing new information to governments, drafting documents, and lobbying on behalf of more vigorous environmental commitments. States cooperate as a response to information and the resources deployed by the leading IO. For these scholars salient institutional resources that contribute to institutional leadership are adroit executive leadership, a sizable professional staff recruited on merit, a sufficient budget, and political autonomy of the organization from member states. Institutions with those properties are regarded as being strong. Such efforts are likely to contribute significantly to effectiveness, as well as providing scientific inputs to the negotiated outcomes.



Epistemic Communities

Constructivists look at epistemic communities and networks of scientists and their role in educating elites about environmental challenges through processes of social learning.[bookmark: p443](p. 443)Presuming that states are generally ignorant of the extent of their environmental problems and of the relevant policies, scholars look at the channels by which states and international institutions acquire usable information to govern environmental threats (Haas and Stevens, 2011;Haas, 1992). This view complements the sociological institutionalist view by providing insight into the agency of a core group of knowledge entrepreneurs who develop and circulate knowledge for policy-makers.

Epistemic communities operate in conjunction with international institutions in order to gain access to a diverse array of states and to inform negotiated arrangements. Through processes of social learning, elites and state officials come to see the world in new, more comprehensive and ecological ways. Governance rules tend to be comprehensive in form, with differentiated national commitments. They are likely to be ecologically effective because they reflect scientific understanding about appropriate environmental standards. The primary mechanism is persuasion and learning, and states learn from epistemic communities about the nature of the threats facing them.

Social learning leads to more robust and resilient governance. Over time, governance efforts are likely to respond to new challenges, and likely to persist over time as the practices and norms become routinized. Over time compliance may improve, as states’ learning leads them to commit resources on behalf of their newly learned interests (Ikenberry and Kupchan, 1990;Adler and Haas, 1992;Haas, 2015;Victor et al., 1998;Weiss and Jacobson, 1998).



Advocacy Networks

Scholars of advocacy networks look at civil society campaigns and the role of transnational NGOs in coordinating lobbying efforts on governments, which lead to new forms of collective governance. Unlike the constructivist approach discussed earlier, which focuses primarily on the role of causal understandings and knowledge, advocacy networks look at the role of principled beliefs and transnational political campaigns.

NGOs often lobby governments to undertake environmental governance (Keck and Sikkink, 1998). NGOs are driven by principled missions, and promote universal bans, moratoria, and the application of global normative injunctions such as the Precautionary Principle. Governance through advocacy networks takes the form of establishing common principled standards. They promote governance through the strategies of transnational activism. Few environmental treaties reflect any of the properties of civil society campaigns. The 1984 whaling moratorium is one example, where NGOs were able to prevail over a weak international institution, poorly organized scientists, and few governments with strong preferences. The Precautionary Principle is invoked—although not enforced—in a few fisheries treaties and EU directives, as well as the soft law 1992 Rio Declaration from the Earth Summit (Freestone and Hey, 1995).
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Extensive and intensive empirical research has been conducted on a selected number of regional governance efforts. Large-n analyses (Breitmeier et al., 2006,2011) and comparative case studies (Miles et al., 2002;Andresen et al., 2000,2012;Haas et al., 1993;Downs et al., 2000) have been pursued in order to parse the driving forces behind environmental governance at the regional and global levels. The most widely studied regional cases have been North Sea protection, Mediterranean pollution control, and European acid rain.

Constructivism and institutionalism have the most powerful explanatory power for understanding regional environmental governance (Miles et al., 2002;Andresen et al., 2000;Downs et al., 2000;Haas, 2007;Breitmeier et al., 2011). They have been found to account, in different configurations, for a wide variety of governance efforts. Epistemic communities and strong institutions yield patterns of social learning, with relatively effective arrangements. Strong institutions alone yield political compromises that may be effective but without clear environmental effects. Weak institutions alone yield least-common denominator governance arrangements, with minimal national commitments, modest compliance, and weak effectiveness and environmental outcomes. Epistemic communities in the absence of institutional support may yield some changes in individual national commitments, but do not affect collective governance arrangements.





Institutional Design of Regional Environmental Governance


IOs are best understood as agents rather than structures. Rather than the more conventional view of institutions as exogenous (or possibly deliberately designed in the eyes of neo-liberal institutionalists) patterns of norms, rules, and decision-making procedures, international and regional organizations have played a significant role as agents independent of member states.

The design of regional environmental regimes does not correspond to the expectations of neo-liberal institutionalists. Fewer effective governance arrangements have the specified structural conditions than such analysts expect. Table19.3summarizes monitoring and verification provisions in 134 international environmental treaties at the global and regional scales (Haas, 2000). Only 36 percent of the treaties concluded through 2000 had environmental monitoring provisions, with 43 percent having policy verification arrangements. A higher percentage of treaties were effective (see Table19.3).

Virtually no treaties have significant sanctioning. While many stipulate a dispute resolution procedure, almost none has ever invoked the dispute resolution mechanism.[bookmark: p445](p. 445)Moreover, few treaties have ever resorted to the use of sanctions against violators, and many have had to write the provisions in such a way to assure that they do not interfere with GATT or WTO sanctioning provisions (Charnovitz, 1996).

Table 19.3Monitoring and Verification Provisions of Environmental Treaties

	
	Number of treaties


	Who provides data to whom?


	Voluntary/mandatory


	Frequency





	Environmental monitoring


	48


	

	Governments 69%


	Governments must provide to IOs 4%


	No data 27%







	

	Mandatory 81%


	Voluntary 19%







	

	Annually 17%


	Biannually 19%


	Every 3 years 2%


	Not specified 62%









	Policy verification/national compliance


	58


	

	Governments 72%


	Governments must provide to IOs 7%


	IOs 3%


	No data 18%







	

	Mandatory 95%


	Voluntary 5%







	

	Annually 29%


	Biannually 18%


	Every 3 years 2%


	Not specified 51%












Source: Compiled by author.





Surprisingly few regional governance arrangements have relied on market instruments. Beyond insurance schemes to pay for oil spill cleanups, governance has relied on setting various forms of environmental standards, presumably because of the relative absence of economists and the major economic institutions in environmental governance (climate change is a notable exception).

A more powerful measure of institutions relates to their deliberative and intentional roles. Influential organizations (and their secretariats) enjoy independence from member states, an adept executive head, adequate budgets, and a professional staff recruited by merit. Such institutions are better able to educate states about environmental issues and inform collective governance with scientific guidance.

Two sets of interconnected institutions have been important in driving regional environmental governance, and accounting for its form and effectiveness. IOs have played coordinating roles as well as reaching out to include epistemic communities in regional governance, leading to broader patterns of social learning. Organized networks of science have complemented the role of formal organizations, organized through scientific networks and international science panels (Haas and Stevens, 2011;Mitchell et al., 2006;Farrell and Jäger, 2005).

The principal IO has been UNEP, which was involved in negotiating and administering over 60 percent of regional treaties from the 1970s to the 1990s. The World Bank provided financial resources and some training for low-income countries. The EU has been important for governing European issues.
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Regional environmental governance has an array of effects. Direct (or intended effects) are measured in terms of the effectiveness of governance efforts. More indirect effects take the form of empowerment and social learning, leading to emergent systemic properties of environmental concern and green markets.



Effectiveness

There is wide variation in terms of effectiveness. “Effectiveness” is generally understood to mean that environmental quality has improved because of intentional actions by states in compliance with their formal treaties obligations (Mitchell, 1993). While more elaborate measures of effectiveness have been proposed which compare the observed effectiveness to the range of presumptive political outcome or to the extent that the scientifically determined ideal environmental state is likely to be achieved (Hovi et al., 2003;Helm and Sprinz, 2000), these measures are very difficult to apply (Young, 2003). Some treaties have proven to be effective—such as European acid rain and some marine protection efforts—while there are also a number of glaringly ineffective treaties and regimes (notably biodiversity, climate change, and many other marine protection efforts;United Nations Environmental Programme, 2012). But there is also a large number of cases for which there simply is not enough evidence to make a judgment about effectiveness, either due to willful withholding of information by governments, the inability of international institutions to collect systematic data (often as a consequence of strategic choices by governments not to fund the institutions), or genuine absence of data.



Indirect Effects

Despite the haphazard and somewhat disappointing array of regional environmental governance efforts, the whole may be greater than the sum of the parts as new ideas about environmental governance become well received, and states are caught up in the web of environmental commitments.

A variety of lock-in effects occur from these patterns of environmental governance, including legal mechanisms, unintended effects, and emergent effects. As states implement their international governance commitments, they introduce new domestic political incentive structures. Domestic policies generate new constituencies supporting environmental governance, as well as new administrative routines. Unintended effects include empowering new political actors, conferring representation, network-building, and norm-building. Environmental experiences may contribute to a growing reliance[bookmark: p447](p. 447)on scientific expertise and the willingness to delegate to epistemic communities in other areas as well. Due to the relative weakness of civil society influence over environmental governance, environmental norms have emerged as new regularized practices acquire legitimacy and are then rearticulated as soft law norms. The establishment and diffusion of “environmental protection” or “ecological integrity” as common social expectations for states’ responsibilities are more easily tracked via top-down pressures than bottom-up ones (Meyer, 1997;Bernstein, 2001).

Global green markets for environmental protection equipment and services have emerged over the last 20 years, worth some US$600 billion a year. With this comes a new political economy of environmentalism, with firms interested in promoting regulation in order to advance their sales. In addition, firms may promote and adhere to environmental standards to signal their commitment to quality within global supply chains (Janeway, 2012).

How much of this observed large-scale change is due to interdependent choices subject to international governance, and how much to independent national level choices subject to national level changes and activities? Much environmental deliberation and experimentation has been going on at the national level. Surely, there have been an explosion of policy networks, ad hoc and organized through IOs such as the OECD, that share experiences (Jänicke and Weidner, 1995;Weidner and Jänicke, 2002;Rose, 1993;Levi-Faur, 2005;Levi-Faur and Jordana, 2005;Busch et al., 2005). States also borrow lessons from salient countries and IOs, most notably adopting environmental standards from the US, World Bank, and World Health Organization.

A counterfactual thought experiment sheds light on the casual contribution of regional level governance efforts. National level experimentation would have led to wide international disparities in levels of environmental governance, as well as a broader patchwork of policies, which would stymie market expansion. Thus, the large number of governance efforts and emergent markets are likely the consequence of international pressures as well as purely domestic ones.





Conclusion


States have vigorously pursued regional environmental governance over the last 60 years, leading to a highly fragmented governance landscape. The literature to date has largely been descriptive or policy oriented. Efforts are underway to identify more accurately the universe of regional environmental efforts.

While the literature has identified major social mechanisms and actors by which regional environmental governance occurs, gaps remain on the connections between social mechanisms and their operation at different scales of governance. Further research is required on the institutional designs that can further promote the generation and diffusion of scientific understanding. A better understanding of non-state activities and their interaction with state-based governance is also needed.
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Table A19.1Regional Environmental Governance Organizations

	Region


	Year founded


	Organization (abbreviation)


	Main issue-issues covered


	Members


	Website URL





	Africa


	1999


	Nile Basin Initiative (NBI)


	River basin management


	Burundi, DR Congo, Egypt, Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwanda, South Sudan, The Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda


	<http://www.nilebasin.org/>




	Americas


	1981


	Commission Permanente del Pacifico Sur (CPPS)


	Marine protection


	Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru


	<http://www.cpps-int.org/>




	
	1993


	NAFTA Commission for Environmental Cooperation (CEC)


	Air pollution, water pollution


	Canada, Mexico, US


	<http://www.cec.org/>




	
	2002


	Central America Marine Transport Commission (COCATRAM)


	Marine protection


	Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama


	<http://www.cocatram.org.ni/>




	Asia


	1965


	United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)


	Environmental issues adversely affecting development; ex. climate Change and disaster resilience


	UN member states


	<http://www.undp.org/>




	
	1967


	Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)


	Environmental cooperation


	Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Vietnam; plus 3: China, Japan, South Korea


	<http://www.asean.org/> <http://environment.asean.org/>




	
	1982


	South Asia Co-operative Environment Programme (SACEP)


	Environmental protection


	Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka


	<http://sacep.org/>




	
	1993


	North-East Asian Subregional Programme for Environmental Cooperation (NEASPEC)


	Air pollution


	China, DPRK, Japan, Mongolia, Republic of Korea, Russia


	<http://www.neaspec.org/>




	
	1995


	Mekong River Commission for Sustainable Development (MRC)


	River basin management


	Cambodia, Laos, Thailand, Vietnam; Dialogue partners: China, Myanmar


	<http://www.mrcmekong.org/>




	
	1995


	SACEP South Asia Seas Programme (SASP)


	Marine protection


	Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka


	<http://www.sacep.org/html/sas.htm>




	
	1998


	Acid Deposition Monitoring Network in East Asia (EANET)


	Air pollution


	Cambodia, China, Indonesia, Japan, Laos, Malaysia, Mongolia, Myanmar, Philippines, Russia, South Korea, Thailand, Vietnam


	<http://www.eanet.asia/>




	
	1999


	Tripartite Environment Ministers Meeting (TEMM)


	Air pollution


	China, Japan, South Korea


	<http://www.temm.org/>




	Europe


	1947


	United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE or ECE)


	Environmental policy


	
	<http://www.unece.org/>




	
	1958


	European Union (EU)


	Environmental law and environmental policy


	
	<http://europa.eu/index_en.htm>




	
	1971


	Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission (HELCOM)


	Marine protection


	Denmark, Estonia, EU, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia, Sweden


	<http://helcom.fi/>




	
	1972


	Oslo and Paris Conventions (OSPARCOM)


	Marine protection


	Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK


	<http://www.ospar.org/>




	Eurasia


	1993


	Black Sea Commission (BSC)


	Marine protection


	Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russia, Turkey, Ukraine; Observers: EU among others


	<http://www.blacksea-commission.org/>




	
	1998


	Caspian Environment Program (CEP)


	Marine protection


	Azerbaijan, Iran, Kazakhstan, Russia, and Turkmenistan


	<http://caspian.iwlearn.org/> <http://www.caspianenvironment.org/>




	Middle East


	1978


	Regional Organization for the Protection of the Marine Environment (ROPME)


	Marine protection


	Bahrain, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, UAE


	<http://ropme.org/home.clx>




	
	1982


	Regional Organization for the Conservation of the Environment of the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden (PERSGA)


	Marine protection


	Djibouti, Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, The Sudan, Yemen


	<http://www.persga.org/>




	
	1972


	United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)


	Atmosphere, marine and terrestrial ecosystems, environmental governance, and green economy


	UN member states


	<http://www.unep.org/>




	
	1975


	UNEP (Mediterranean)


	Marine protection


	Albania, Algeria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Egypt, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Montenegro, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey


	<http://www.unepmap.org/>




	Other


	1982


	Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR)


	Marine protection


	Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Chile, China, EU, France, Germany, India, Italy, Japan, Namibia, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Russia, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Ukraine, UK, Uruguay, US


	<http://www.ccamlr.org/en>




	
	1991


	Arctic Council


	Marine protection


	Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Russia, Sweden, US


	<http://www.pame.is/>




	
	1992


	Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP)


	Marine protection


	American Samoa, Australia, Cook Islands (NZ), Micronesia, Fiji, France, French Polynesia (Fr), Guam (US), Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, New Caledonia (Fr), New Zealand, Niue (NZ), Northern Mariana Islands (US), Palau, Papua New Guinea, Samoa (US), Solomon Islands, Tokelau (NZ), Tonga, Tuvalu, UK, US, Vanuatu, and Wallis and Futuna (Fr)


	<http://www.sprep.org/>







* Does not include Regional Fisheries Organizations (RMFOs) or Regional Fishery Bodies (RFBs). For more information, see: <http://www.fao.org/fishery/topic/2940/en>.
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20 Regional Migration Governance

Sandra Lavenex, Flavia Jurje, Terri E. Givens, and Ross Buchanan

Unlikewith flows of goods and finance, where states have established global institutions to coordinate their market-based policies, no parallel development has taken place with regard to the international mobility of persons. At the multilateral level, states have traditionally avoided international obligations in this sensitive field. This contrasts with the regional level where migration has increasingly been addressed in a cooperative manner.

With some earlier exceptions, such as the European Union (EU) and the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), the proliferation of regional migration frameworks started in the 1990s. These regional regimes take two different forms. The first, regional integration frameworks such as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), ECOWAS, the Southern Common Market (Mercosur), or the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), have addressed the (partial) liberalization of internal mobility flows as part of their broader market-building efforts. These mobility-enhancing initiatives sometimes address migrant rights and draw on the formal institutional framework of the regional integration processes. In parallel to this, we see the emergence of a second type of migration regimes, the so-called Regional Consultation Processes (RCPs). RCPs are informal transgovernmental networks usually detached from the regional integration bodies. Rather than promoting economic mobility, RCPs focus on the security aspects linked to migration and in particular the control of unwanted migration flows, especially from outside the regions.

In this chapter, we map the variety of regional migration governance arrangements and examine the factors behind their emergence. Regional migration regimes, entailing both formal and informal structures of cooperation, have developed through the interplay between regionalism, transregionalism, and global institutions more broadly. Countries which have already been engaged in encompassing[bookmark: p458](p. 458)regional integration frameworks are more likely to consider regional approaches to the regulation of migration. An example is the EU, which, as compared to “lighter” regional treaties like NAFTA, has engaged first in the regulation of internal migration and has later started coordinating external migration policies. The liberalization of internal mobility flows has to a certain extent diffused across those regions aspiring to deeper regional economic integration, yet some have followed “lighter” templates limiting mobility rights to highly skilled professionals, as also codified in the World Trade Organization (WTO) General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS). This integration has sometimes gone in parallel with the diffusion of social rights for migrants, yet these rights have often remained without effective enforcement mechanisms. Finally, for developing countries, it is frequently the support and/or power interest of a receiving country that leads to the development of a regional governance regime.

While regional free movement schemes have thus largely proliferated as a side aspect of regional integration and through policy diffusion, state interests and power differentials seem to be the driving forces behind external migration control policies. In contrast to internal mobility regimes, which are codified within regional units, cooperation on external migration control occurs through informal governance arrangements, the RCPs, which tend to be strongly influenced by the interests of major immigration countries in the region or outside, such as the EU towards Africa and the United States (US) towards Latin America. In sum, while regional schemes underline to some extent the willingness to cooperate on migration, our analysis also highlights the prevalence of sovereignty concerns as a limit to deeper integration.

After a brief discussion of the emergence of global and regional migration cooperation this chapter analyzes the institutional design of regional migration governance in Europe, Africa, the Americas, and Asia. Its emphasis is on an original typology of regional migration regimes with a focus on the main initiatives on each (sub-) continent. This is complemented by an analysis of the trans- and inter-regional layer of migration governance that has materialized in EU–African relations. The third section reviews the regional and transregional processes through the lens of integration and diffusion theories. The effects of regional regimes on migration flows and legislation are addressed in the fourth section. The conclusion highlights the importance of regional migration governance in the global context.



Emergence and Institutional Design of Regional Migration Regimes


Regional migration governance has evolved in tandem with international developments.1The cornerstones of global migration governance have their origins in regional[bookmark: p459](p. 459)initiatives in the post-World War II era. The global system today provides the basic legal and institutional framework in which new regional initiatives unfold. The international level of migration governance can be split into two categories: legal agreements and international organizations (see Appendix TableA20.1).

Two central characteristics of international law relating to migration are its fragmented nature, a phenomenon coined as “substance without architecture” (Aleinikoff, 2007); and the fact that most commitments stem from the interwar or the immediate post-World War II period (Betts 2011a). In the absence of a comprehensive international regime, existing instruments target only subsets of migrants. No centralized United Nations (UN) migration organization exists. The strongest form of legal codification addresses refugees, with the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) in charge of implementing the 1951 Convention on the Status of Refugees (Betts et al., 2012). The International Labour Organization (ILO) has issued resolutions on the social rights of migrant workers; it does not, however, affect these persons’ access to states’ territory. In other areas—such as irregular migration and the admission of labor migrants—states predominantly act unilaterally, or develop bilateral or regional cooperation. For both irregular and labor migrants, the International Organization for Migration (IOM)—a body that exists outside the UN system—provides a range of services to states to support managed flows; however, its role is primarily as an implementing organization. It has almost no normative function.

The fragmentation of the international legal order on migration is captured by three general approaches (cf.Lahav and Lavenex, 2012): an economic approach focusing on facilitating mobility; a rights-based approach focusing on the rights of migrants; and a security-based approach emphasizing the imperatives of migration control and the fight against irregular flows. A formal, institutional dimension can be added to these three substantive dimensions that defines the extent of legalization or of limitation of regional norms.

A complication in the definition of regional migration regimes is the parallel development of two different structures of cooperation: formal policies in the context of broader regional integration frameworks and informal RCPs that often involve the same countries but operate through different venues, with a much weaker degree of institutionalization. A particular feature of RCPs is their greater reliance on soft modes of network governance rather than formal integration (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume).

Table20.1defines on a four-value scale different scopes of regional integration in each of the three substantive dimensions together with the institutional dimension of legalization.2

In the following, we analyze regional migration regimes along these four dimensions. The cases discussed here represent the most far-reaching approaches to regional migration governance identified throughout Europe, the Americas, Africa, and Asia respectively, revealing the wide variety of existing migration regimes across the world.[bookmark: p460](p. 460)

Table 20.1Dimensions of Regional Migration Regimes

	
	Liberalization / mobility


	Control / security


	Protection / rights


	Legalization





	Very strong


	All citizens, full labor market access, unlimited stay


	Harmonized entry requirements, joint external border management, exchange of liaison officers, readmission


	Harmonization exceeding the UN Convention on Migrant Workers and their Families


	Supranational commitments, independent monitoring, supranational judicial review




	Strong


	All citizens, labor market access, limited stay


	Common rules on entry requirements and border management, operational cooperation


	Harmonization based on the UN Convention on Migrant Workers and their Families


	International law commitments, judicial and political review mechanism




	Partial


	Selected workers, selected labor market access, limited stay


	Common rules on entry requirements and border management


	Common rules on specific social and economic rights for workers


	International law commitments, no monitoring, no review mechanisms




	Weak


	Facilitated entry procedures, no labor market access


	Exchange of best practices on immigration control systems


	Exchange of best practices on migrant rights protection


	Soft law coordination with or without monitoring




	Not covered


	
	
	
	











[bookmark: p461](p. 461)Europe

Among the regional integration frameworks, the EU has the most comprehensive migration regime addressing mobility, social rights, security, and providing for supranational enforcement mechanisms.3In terms of mobility liberalization, the free movement of workers (later “people”) was included from the start, with capital, goods, and services as one of the four fundamental freedoms of the European single market (Article 18 EC). The Treaty of Rome included three types of economic activity in the free movement provisions: work (Article 39 EC, ex. Art. 48); self-employment (Article 43 EC, ex. Art. 52); and service provision (Article 49 EC, ex. Art. 59). All occupations were opened up to workers from other member states with the exception of occupations in the public service. The full free movement of workers was introduced in 1968 with Regulation 1612/68. Following the decision in the 1987 Single European Act to realize the single market by 1992, the free movement norm was extended from the group of workers to the economically inactive and today covers all EU citizens and their foreign relatives. With the Maastricht Treaty (1992), these rights became a cornerstone of the newly introduced European citizenship. EU migrant workers and their families have the right to the same taxation and shall enjoy the same social advantages as compared to their fellows in the host state (e.g. child raising allowances). EU member states have coordinated social security systems and established a framework that mutually recognizes qualifications (Deacon et al., 2011). Social rights for third-country nationals have been addressed in the EU Long Term Residents Directive (2003/109/EC) and the EU Family Reunification Directive (2003/86/CE).4A strong symbol of the free movement regime finally is the abolition of controls at the internal borders of the EU, decided in the 1985 Schengen Agreement and realized in 1996.

This abolition of internal border controls was taken as impetus for cooperating on external migration. Addressed first in intergovernmental forums outside EU institutions, this cooperation has gradually been communitarized (Geddes, 2012). Today, the conditions for crossing the EU external border, visas for stays shorter than three months, and wide sections of asylum policy are regulated by EU rules. Although the EU lacks a full-fledged competence on economic immigration from third countries, directives have been adopted concerning specific groups such as the highly skilled, students, researchers, or seasonal workers. The EU has also developed an active external migration policy that impacts on other regions, in particular in its periphery and sub-Saharan Africa.

In institutional terms, the EU’s supranational bodies and in particular the Commission and the European Court of Justice assure the monitoring and enforcement of EU law. Through the preliminary rulings procedure, the Court has also played an important role in the full realization of the internal mobility regime (Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). Today, the EU’s free movement regime is the most comprehensive model covering mobility for all citizens and guaranteeing equal social rights. Cooperation on external migration policies has also evolved considerably over[bookmark: p462](p. 462)time. Today, the EU regulates a common visa policy; a harmonized system of external border controls; common standards for dealing with asylum claims; and directives on legal migration including the rights of long-term resident third-country nationals in the EU, family reunification, and common rules on the admission of highly skilled workers, researchers, students, and intra-corporate transferees (ICTs). The EU’s supranational structures finally assure a high level of legalization. In addition to this internal integration, migration has also become an issue of EU foreign policy as exemplified in the establishment of a dense web of transregional ties, especially towards the EU neighborhood and African states.



South America: Mercosur and the South American Conference on Migration (SACM)

In South America, labor mobility has gradually evolved and it is now embraced as a basic freedom attached to citizenship (Mármora, 2010). This “open door” approach to regional migration (Acosta and Geddes, 2014, 23) was first developed within Mercosur and has recently extended to the whole subcontinent. It is promoted by three processes, not always well-coordinated. Mercosur’s initial Treaty of Asunción (1991) stated that the free movement of factors of production (including labor mobility) is one of the main objectives of the Common Market. The Common Market Group introduced a tripartite Working Group No. 10 composed of representatives of labor ministries, unions, and employers’ associations to deal with labor migration and employment issues. In 1998, the Social-Labour Declaration was adopted that, emulating many of the provisions of the 1990 UN Migrant Workers Convention, provides the main plan of action of the Working Group No. 10.

While this group has focused on the free movement of workers, the portability of social security benefits or mutual recognition of qualifications, a second process of free movement promotion was launched with the Residence Agreement signed in 2002 (Ceriani, 2015). This agreement entered into force in 2009 and grants Mercosur citizens, as well as nationals of Bolivia and Chile the right to work and live within the territory of the State Parties provided that they have no criminal record within the past five years. This right of residence and work initially issued for two years may be transformed into a permanent one. The Residence Agreement guarantees migrant workers equal civil, social, cultural, and economic rights as compared to nationals (Article 9). The right of residence can be transferred to members of the migrants’ families irrespective of their own nationality (Maguid, 2007). The other South American countries Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru have also adhered to the Residence Agreement, thus rendering parallel initiatives in the Andean Community obsolete (Santestevan, 2007). The culmination of these efforts is the adoption of a Statute of Regional Citizenship in the Mercosur Council Decision in Foz de Iguazú[bookmark: p463](p. 463)in December 2010 with a Plan of Action that will be completed by 2021, Mercosur’s thirtieth anniversary.

The third process entailing a liberalization of internal mobility is the trade agenda. In 1998 the Council of the Common Market approved the inclusion of a specific provision on the movement of service providers under the Protocol of Montevideo on Trade in Services. The last (seventh) round of services liberalization was concluded by Mercosur members in 2009, covering temporary mobility of several categories of service providers (such as independent professionals, graduate trainees, contractual service suppliers, ICTs, business visitors, technicians. The services liberalization process exceeds current commitments under the GATS.

While freedom of movement has been formally adopted, and cooperation on social rights is developing, the aspect of external migration policy and control has not been taken up by regional organizations. The South American consultative process (SACM) was launched in 2000. The SACM is based on annual meetings at the level of foreign ministers and encompasses all 12 South American countries that also constitute the Union of South American Nations (UNASUR) (Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume). Its main outputs have been the adoption in 2010 of the Declaration of Migration Principles and Guidelines and the South American Plan for the Human Development of Migrants. Addressing issues such as respect for the rights of migrants, human mobility, citizenship, return and reintegration, and emphasizing the positive impact of migration and the regional integration processes, the plan constitutes SACM’s main working document and will inspire the development of national migration policies. In stark contrast to other RCPs’ focus on migration management and security questions, the SACM—in line with Mercosur’s Residence Agreement—focuses on the human rights of migrants regardless of their status and highlights migrants’ contribution to development in countries of destination. The loose institutional structure and low density of SACM meetings, however, limit its regulatory potential when compared to other RCPs. Its main function seems a declaratory one, promoting a positive vision of migration. Eventually, this loose structure could be merged with the parallel organization of UNASUR which, for some time now, has been reflecting about the introduction of a “South American Citizenship” (Harns, 2013, 42), a process that would parallel the developments envisaged in Mercosur.

Monitoring compliance with the regional commitments on mobility is done through Mercosur’s intergovernmental institutions (Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume). There is no coercive intra-regional body to ensure implementation, nor an independent supranational juridical body (Acosta and Geddes, 2014).

In short, while the question of external migration has not (yet) been addressed, mobility within Mercosur and the associated countries is regulated by a very liberal regime (at least formally), comparable to the EU’s free movement model. Nevertheless, the level of legalization is relatively weak, and, without independent monitoring and legal enforcement mechanisms, implementation is patchy.



[bookmark: p464](p. 464)North America: NAFTA and the Regional Conference on Migration (RCM)

Mobility provisions within NAFTA are fully governed by the trade agenda, similar to the WTO GATS model (Chapter7by Duina, this volume). NAFTA facilitates movement of selected categories of workers, for limited periods of stay among the member states. Chapter16of the Agreement establishes criteria and procedures for the temporary entry of business people, covering business visitors, traders and investors, intra-company transferees, and professionals in specific sectors (Appendix 1603.D.1). It should be mentioned that until 2004 business visitors from Mexico entering the US under NAFTA were limited to 5,500 per year; later the quota was lifted. In addition, a special non-immigrant visa category—Treaty NAFTA (TN)—has been created by the US for temporary stays of professionals from Mexico and Canada who possess certification of employment. For certain professions (i.e. accountancy, architecture, and engineering), the parties have also concluded Mutual Recognition Agreements.

Social rights and labor issues within NAFTA are covered in a side agreement, the North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation (NAALC). While focusing on the domestic implementation of labor rights vis-à-vis own nationals, the NAALC states that the Parties must provide “migrant workers in a Party’s territory with the same legal protection as the Party’s nationals in respect of working conditions” (Annex 1 principle 11). The agreement establishes sanctioning mechanisms if a labor right complaint is accepted by the appropriate institution (the National Administration Offices in Mexico and Canada or the Department of Labor’s Office of Trade and Labor Affairs in the US; NAALC Annex 39, 41B). Analyses of NAALC’s implications for the rights of Mexican workers in the US have shown the limited effectiveness of this mechanism (Russo, 2010). Referring to NAFTA and the NAALC, the American Court of Human Rights got involved with the US refusal to extend basic labor rights to undocumented Mexican workers. Reflecting provisions of the UN Migrant Workers Convention and the position of Latin American countries (see section on Mercosur), the Court held in an Advisory Opinion (Oc-18/03) in 2003 that the rights to equality and non-discriminatory treatment arejus cogensand applicable to any resident of a state regardless of that resident’s immigration status.

Commitments under the NAFTA Treaty are binding for member states and subject to dispute settlement mechanisms. However, concerning a refusal to grant temporary entry, dispute settlement provisions can be invoked only for matters that involve a pattern of practice and once the natural person has already exhausted the available administrative remedies (Nielson, 2002). The treaty has also established a Working Group on Temporary Entry, comprising representatives of each Party, including immigration officials, which meets every year to monitor implementation and discuss possible options to facilitate temporary entry of business people on a reciprocal basis. The Group has brought some modifications[bookmark: p465](p. 465)to the TN categories, but it has not agreed on major changes so far (Malpert and Petersen, 2005).

As in South America, regional integration in North America is accompanied by an RCP linking the NAFTA members with eight Central American neighbors.5The RCM, created in 1996, focuses not only on migrants’ rights and fostering the links between migration and development, but it has also a clear security dimension, consisting in strengthening the integrity of each member country’s migration laws, borders, and security (Kunz, 2011). Compared to other RCPs, the RCM is strongly institutionalized. Its decision-making body is the Annual Meeting of the Vice-Ministers of key government agencies (foreign affairs and interior/security). These meetings are prepared for and followed up by semi-annual meetings at the senior technical level as well as two more operational networks of liaison officers deployed in the different countries. The RCM has a technical secretariat, hosted by IOM, ensuring the follow-up and coordination of its activities.

Liberalization in NAFTA covers selected categories of (skilled) workers, with limited market access and duration of stay. The side agreement NAALC covers labor rights of migrants but it is seen to be ineffective. Control and security issues attached to migration are not in the ambit of NAFTA but are subject of a consultative framework, the RCM. On the procedural dimension, NAFTA commitments are binding international provisions, and may qualify for dispute settlement mechanisms.



Southeast Asia: ASEAN and the Bali Process

A second region in which labor mobility has been addressed exclusively from the trade angle is Southeast Asia. Mobility of service providers was not part of the original Declaration establishing ASEAN (1967). However, it has become an important topic with the 1995 Framework Agreement on Services (AFAS), adopted in the same period as the WTO/GATS. Members agreed that “there shall be a freer flow of capital, skilled labor and professionals among Member States” (AFAS Article 4). In 2012 Members signed the agreement on Movement of Natural Persons (MNP) that basically incorporates all mobility commitments initially included in the AFAS. Mobility is linked to investment and business flows, facilitating the temporary movement of highly skilled professionals. Intra-regional mobility is also promoted via Mutual Recognition Arrangements for professional services, covering engineering, accountancy, architecture, surveying, nursing, dental and medical practitioners, and tourism. Traveling within the region for up to one month is visa-free for ASEAN nationals, but work visas remain subject to domestic regulations.

Migrant workers’ rights are covered in the regional declaration on Protection and Promotion of the Rights of Migrant Workers signed in 2007 by ASEAN leaders. It aims to safeguard the rights of migrants and their families in accordance with national laws and regulations and calls for appropriate employment protection, wages, and living conditions; as well as for coordination on anti-trafficking policies. The declaration has[bookmark: p466](p. 466)not yet been ratified domestically; however, the proposed timeline envisages progress to be made by 2015. There are also a few intra-ASEAN bilateral memoranda of understanding, specifying conditions for domestic migrant workers related to duration of stay, language requirements, or immigration procedures.

Regarding legalization, commitments on mobility inscribed in AFAS are binding. However, ASEAN is an intergovernmental organization without an independent body responsible for monitoring of implementation and enforcement (Jurje and Lavenex, 2015;Nikomborirak and Jitdumrong, 2013; Chapter11Jetschke and Katada, this volume).

The main RCP covering the ASEAN region is the so-called Bali Process. Created at the Regional Ministerial Conference on People Smuggling, Trafficking in Persons and Related Transnational Crime held in Bali in 2002, it has a limited focus on security related to people smuggling and trafficking. Co-chaired by Australia and Indonesia, the Bali Process is based on biennial ministerial conferences and a follow-up monitoring and implementation structure guided by a Steering Group composed of the governments of Australia, Indonesia, New Zealand, and Thailand, as well as IOM and UNHCR. The Process is closely linked to the International Convention against Transnational Organized Crime and its Protocols on Smuggling and Trafficking which approximately one-third of the Bali Process members have yet to ratify or accede to. Recently, the Bali Process has widened its focus to the fight against irregular migration among its members with the 2011 agreement to set up a corresponding Regional Cooperation Framework and Regional Support Office (Harns, 2013, 62).

The ASEAN mobility liberalization, similarly to NAFTA, covers only selected categories of skilled natural persons, for limited periods of stay, and limited market access. Migrants’ rights are mainly dealt with bilaterally, complemented by dialogues and exchanges of best practices at the regional level. Cooperation on security aspects takes place in a separate RCP, the Bali Process. The intergovernmental structure of ASEAN and the consultative nature of the RCP do not entail any supranational law enforcement or monitoring bodies.



Africa: ECOWAS and the Migration Dialogue for Western Africa (MIDWA)

The free movement of people is seen as essential to achieve regional integration on the African continent (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). Here, we focus on ECOWAS which is the sub-region where migration cooperation has developed furthest (Deacon et al., 2011;Nita, 2013). ECOWAS was one of the first regional integration initiatives to address freedom of movement. Already its funding Treaty of Lagos (1975) addressed the issue. The Protocol Relating to Free Movement of Persons and the Right of Residence and Establishment of 1979 devised three phases in which mobility should achieve full liberalization over a period of 15 years.

[bookmark: p467](p. 467)The first step (1980–1985) addressed the right of entry (up to 90 days of visa-free travel; citizens must possess a valid travel document and an international health certificate). Member states retained discretionary powers to refuse entry to citizens who are deemed unacceptable based on reasons of security, health, and behavior. In the second phase (1985–1990), a supplementary protocol was negotiated including the right of ECOWAS citizens to reside within the territory of another member state for the purpose of seeking and carrying out employment. It entered into force in July 1986 upon ratification of all member states (Adepoju, 2011). Finally, the third phase (1990–1995) would grant the right to establishment of ECOWAS citizens, as well as to set up and manage enterprises and companies under the same legislation as for nationals. However, the protocol for this latter phase has not yet been ratified (Nita, 2013). Cross-border transit for ECOWAS citizens is facilitated through a common identity travel card introduced in 1987 or the ECOWAS passport (IOM, 2007).

The “Establishment of a common market through the removal of obstacles to the free movement of persons, goods, services and capital and the right of residence and establishment” was reiterated in the Revised ECOWAS Treaty of 1993 (Article 3) as a reaction to the illegal expulsion of some 1.2 million ECOWAS workers by the Nigerian government in the mid-1980s.

Regarding social rights, in 1993 the Social and Cultural Affairs Commission of ECOWAS adopted the General Convention on Social Security to ensure equal treatment of cross-border workers and the preservation of their rights while living abroad (Robert, 2004; Chapter18by van der Vleuten, this volume). Member states have also developed a Regional Labour and Employment Policy and a Plan of Action adopted in 2009,6which supports labor market flexibility and human capital development (Africa and Europe in Partnership, 2012). Though implementation of policies remains limited, regional ministers have committed to promoting the rights of migrant workers, cooperation in labor migration, and geographic and occupational mobility (Klavert, 2011).

In institutional terms, all 15 ECOWAS members have ratified the 1979 Free Movement Protocol, which becomes directly applicable in national law. The ECOWAS Court of Justice has juridical power to enforce compliance with the Revised Treaty and all other subsidiary legal instruments adopted by the Community and it has issued several rulings concerning the implementation of the freedom of movement (Open Society Justice Initiative, 2013). Nevertheless, and despite the reiterated expression of political, precarious domestic harmonization, the fact that many ECOWAS migrants do not possess valid travel documents as requested by the Protocol, harassment at border checks, and at times mass expulsion of nationals remain important obstacles today (Awumbila et al., 2014). Studies thus concur that in order to promote effective implementation, independent monitoring with periodic studies would be needed (Awumbila et al., 2014).

Extra-regional migration and the security aspects of cooperation have been addressed outside ECOWAS in a Regional Consultation Process. The Migration Dialogue for Western Africa was launched in 2000 among the ECOWAS countries in order to promote cooperation on matters of common concern. Initially flagging out a broader agenda, addressing migrant rights, cooperation in MIDWA has clearly focused on[bookmark: p468](p. 468)border management and the fight against irregular migration. An interesting development is the gradual rapprochement between ECOWAS as an institution and MIDWA. Originally separate processes, ECOWAS has taken over most of the concerns addressed in MIDWA with its 2008 Common Approach on Migration, a non-binding document providing an action plan to promote effective migration management in West Africa (Awumbila et al., 2014). This integration took a further step with the decision in 2012 to strengthen MIDWA’s institutional capacity by anchoring it more strongly in the framework of ECOWAS (ECOWAS, 2012).



Trans- and Inter-Regionalism in the European–African Super-Region

The processes of active policy transfer underpinning the diffusion of regional migration governance (Chapter5by Risse, this volume) addressed earlier indicate not only the importance of external influences on regional integration, but also the existence of overlapping integration structures beyond the neat separation between global multilateralism and (contained) regionalism (Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume). Spurred by the dynamic external migration policy of the EU and its member states, Europe, West Africa, Southern Africa, plus—to a lesser extent—Central and Eastern Africa, increasingly form a transregional “super-region” addressing migration governance. It is in this “super-region” that the relationship between the regional integration drivers and the international facilitator organizations (mostly the IOM) is strongest. The basic dynamic here is comparable to that within each region, where all parties are willing to cooperate to at least some minimal degree and one actor with resources takes the lead in setting up agreements and institutions that make governance possible, with the EU and IOM increasingly taking a central role. Part of this projection of Europe’s internal demand for migration management is the propagation of corresponding governance concepts beyond its borders, particularly in RCPs (Betts, 2011b;Lavenex and Stucky, 2011, 124).

The four African sub-regional organizations with which the EU works most intimately on migration7illustrate the range of ways the EU promotes regional migration governance. AsBetts (2011b)argues, the EU has incited existing cooperation processes through bilateral cooperation processes and via the intermediary of the IOM to address migration control and has promoted such cooperation where it did not previously exist.

Inter-regional governance between ECOWAS and the EU has been less decisive than with the other sub-regions especially because of ECOWAS’ long-standing migration agenda and the strength of existing regional institutions. The EU has actively contributed to capacity-building and cooperation on migration, in particular through MIDWA. The launch of the 26-million euro EU-funded project on migration with ECOWAS in 2014 will clearly support the merger between MIDWA and ECOWAS by financing the development of “efficient migration policy,”[bookmark: p469](p. 469)including aspects of data management, border management, labor migration, and counter-trafficking.8

Both given geographical distance and the presence of South Africa, EU cooperation with the Southern African Development Community (SADC) has been less intensive. With South Africa’s accession to SADC, implementation of Article 5 of the 1992 founding Agreement foreseeing freedom of movement in the region came to a halt before being completely abandoned with the 1997 reform. Cooperation on migration instead shifted to a more security-focused approach with the establishment of the parallel Migration Dialogue for Southern Africa (MIDSA), an RCP created on the initiative of the IOM and with support of both the EU and South Africa in 2000 (Betts, 2011b).

Stronger inter-regional links have been established with two regions that compared to ECOWAS and SADC have relatively weak institutional capacities. One is the East African Community (EAC) that has a forum and oversight mechanism for migration, the Chief Immigration Officers’ Meeting and a secretariat. Although EAC has developed an impressive set of norms on free movement, it lacks institutional capacity (Nita, 2013). The EU has intensified cooperation to shape the regional migration policy agenda and to train and equip border control officials from EAC countries (Betts 2011b, 38–39).

A similar form of transregionalism can be observed regarding the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), the newest and least politically stable of Africa’s sub-regional organizations. In the absence of a regional agenda on migration and of established governance capacities, the EU strongly influenced how the migration question has been addressed in the first place. The states in the region created IGAD primarily as a mechanism to improve their shaky political stability. Furthermore, IGAD countries—especially Somalia—are migrant sending and transit countries, not migrant receiving countries, so they have little domestic incentive to address migration governance. It is hardly surprising that IGAD lacks an institutional forum for migration cooperation, and that its poor member states are not willing to devote scarce resources to building migration management capacity. The EU, through the IOM and less directly through its aid to the African Union, essentially created IGAD’s engagement with regional migration governance from scratch. The IOM, with EU funding, has provided staff for IGAD’s migration secretariat, which occasionally represents IGAD at regional migration forums. The EU has sponsored similar training and capacity support as for the EAC (Betts, 2011b).

These four organizations and their interaction with the EU illustrate how African regional organizations, the EU, and the IOM fit together into what can be coined as a trans- or inter-regional form of migration governance. To curtail irregular migration to Europe, the EU enthusiastically supports African efforts to regulate their own borders. The IOM acts as a “transfer agent” for EU policies (Stone, 2004; Lavenex, forthcoming). Funded largely by the EU, it works to fill in the administrative, legal, and technical gaps in African states’ and regions’ ability to govern migration effectively. Though fueled by self-interest, this relationship is potentially influential in propagating a “Western” vision of migration governance, diffusing policy templates and promoting shared[bookmark: p470](p. 470)regional visions on how to address immigration from abroad—ultimately promoting regionalism.

How can we explain this diversity of regional migration regimes? How far do their features respond to prerogatives in the respective regions, or to external influences? The next section addresses these questions through the prism of theories of regional integration and policy diffusion.





Drivers of Regional Migration Regimes


The variety of regional migration regimes highlighted earlier indicates that there are no uniform drivers. Drawing on regional integration theories (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume) and the literatures on policy transfer and diffusion (Simmons et al., 2007;Gilardi, 2012;Sharman and Marsh, 2009; Chapter5by Risse, this volume), we discuss four potential drivers of regional migration cooperation, two “internal” ones: functional spill-overs and domestic politics, and two “external” ones: policy transfer and emulation. The different substantive dimensions of regional migration regimes follow different dynamics. While the liberalization of (economic) mobility is mainly driven by domestic concerns, the proliferation of social rights instruments is best explained by processes of emulation, and the multiplication of RCPs focusing on security aspects results from active policy transfer on the part of major destination countries, with support from international organizations.

The first approach emphasizes functional spill-overs from regional market integration. Accordingly, regional liberalization of labor mobility is an intrinsic part of economic regionalism and reflects the level of market integration achieved. This perspective finds support in the founding documents of regional integration processes, usually the flow of workers or people being included in the clauses establishing a common market. The timing of liberalization steps, however, contradicts this functionalist logic. In ECOWAS mobility of persons has progressed faster than the mobility of goods, services, and capital (Nshimbi and Fioramonti, 2013). In Mercosur, the Residence Agreement, providing for a very liberal approach to intra-regional migration, was adopted (2002) and implemented (2010) in a period of stagnation on the way to a real customs union or beyond. The link between economic integration and migration cooperation is stronger in the more limited area of service-related mobility where indeed trade liberalization goes hand-in-hand with the facilitation of related mobility flows. A second type of spill-over can occur between mobility liberalization and cooperation on social rights. However, this cooperation has remained very patchy and implementation clearly limps behind formal rule adoption. Finally, while the EU’s cooperation on extra-regional migration and security has been justified with the negative externalities of the Schengen Agreement, on other continents[bookmark: p471](p. 471)cooperation on external migration has remained detached from the formal regional integration processes.

Rather than spill-overs from the economic integration project, domestic priorities in the participating countries provide an alternative “internal” explanation. This intergovernmentalist perspective goes a long way in explaining the timing and form of the regimes introduced. In ECOWAS, freedom of movement preceded the launch of the integration project, and responds to the fact that the repartition of ethnic groups and nationalities does not concur with territorial borders (Awumbila et al., 2014). The reinforcement of the free movement agenda with the 1992 Revised Treaty was motivated with a regional crisis of this regime triggered by the massive expulsion from Nigeria. In Mercosur, adoption of the Residence Agreement also responded to a very concrete situation: the need to address numerous irregular migrants from neighboring states especially in Argentina. The Agreement was a means to overcome the legacy of highly restrictive domestic immigration laws inherited from the period of military rule and was adopted in tandem with an agreement on the regularization of irregular migrants from Mercosur and associated countries (Giupponi, 2011;Ceriani, 2015). Finally, the Agreement’s strong human rights orientation and its commonalities with the UN Migrant Workers Convention mirror the political ideology of current political leaders in leading countries, above all Argentina and Brazil (Acosta and Freier, forthcoming). The absence of strong interest in liberalizing mobility among leading countries in NAFTA (the US) and ASEAN (e.g. Indonesia, Singapore) explains the limited nature of these provisions. Finally, intergovernmentalism also explains well the development of security-oriented RCPs in Northern/Central America and Southeast Asia: led by major regional hegemons and destination countries, the RCM (led by the US) and the Bali Process (led by Australia) reflect the priorities of the latter vis-à-vis their periphery.

The intergovernmental perspective is less pertinent for understanding the diffusion of migrant rights instruments across regions and for the proliferation of RCPs in Africa (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). These are the two aspects that seem to be most influenced by external dynamics, in particular emulation processes in the case of social rights and policy transfer in the case of African RCPs. Emulation dynamics go beyond social rights and affect also mobility regimes and RCPs.

Whereas the sequence of first mobility liberalization and then social rights cooperation suggests a type of functional spill-over, the introduction of migrant rights in the different regions reflects a more general “wave” that is related to the global debates surrounding the UN Migrant Workers Convention and the advocacy of the ILO. Mercosur’s 1998 Social-Labour Declaration is most explicit in its reference to the UN Convention, and the work of the Working Group No. 10, described by one of its participants as “comparable to the UN Migrant Worker Convention, but offering even more protection” (Government Official, Buenos Aires, July 23, 2014). The UN Convention has also inspired ASEAN’s 2007 declaration on Protection and Promotion of the Rights of[bookmark: p472](p. 472)Migrant Workers and ECOWAS’ 1993 General Convention on Social Security, processes in which also the ILO has played an important advisory role (Klavert, 2011). The fact that these declarations and conventions iterate the UN treaty but—with the exception of Argentina and few other “convinced” Latin American countries—largely lack implementation (Acosta and Freier, 2014) confirms the phenomenon of decoupling underlined by the theories of policy emulation and institutional isomorphism (Meyer and Rowan, 2001).

The diffusion of mobility provisions related to trade—while more tightly linked to economic integration agendas—also shows elements of emulation and decoupling. The WTO GATS agreement adopted in 1995 provides the template that inspired subsequent regional initiatives. This is clearly the case for Mercosur which while having embraced the services agenda, has hitherto made very little progress in practice. ASEAN too has been influenced by the GATS, with regional provisions mirroring commitments taken at the multilateral level.

Whereas emulation processes certainly play a role in the diffusion of security-related cooperation in RCPs, the latter are clearly shaped by power dynamics and active policy transfer on the part of regional hegemons, frequently via the intermediary of the IOM as “transfer agent.” The Bali Process in Southeast Asia was launched on the initiative of Australia in conjunction with the IOM, and although formally Indonesia assumes the role of co-chair, the RCP’s agenda has reflected Australian priorities (Kneebone, 2014). A similar hegemonic role can be attributed to the US in the RCM in its relations with southern neighbors (Kunz, 2011). The same is true for the EU, which has extended its migration regime to countries of origin and transit at its eastern and southern borders (Lavenex and Uçarer, 2002;Lavenex, 2006). In the case of the Americas and Southeast Asia, the regional hegemons are embedded in the region, at last through the RCP. However, in the case of the African RCPs, the hegemonic influence comes from the neighboring continent, pointing at the emergence of transregionalism as an additional element of the multi-layered international migration regime (Kunz et al., 2011; Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume).



Effects of Regional Migration Regimes


As noted by Tanja Börzel in this volume, “[t]‌he broader effects of regionalism on domestic policies, institutions, and political processes have so far only been systematically explored and theorized for the case of the EU” (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume, 51–2). Figures on EU internal mobility flows show a slight increase over time, in particular after the 2004 and 2007 enlargements, thus indicating an effect of liberalization. Yet, with overall around 2.7 percent of the EU population residing in another EU member state (European Commission, 2014), aggregate figures are still relatively low. This is[bookmark: p473](p. 473)especially the case when compared to mobility within the US where, on average, each American moves 11 times in his or her life (World Bank, 2012). Effects of EU migration control policies on immigration from third countries are difficult to estimate. Studies have documented a decline in levels of irregular immigration to the EU as a function of tighter border control policies and EU enlargement (Morehouse and Blomfield, 2011). At the same time, these policies have also led to a dislocation of flows and have raised serious human rights issues.

Outside Europe, authors have cast doubt on the effectiveness of regional cooperation on migration. In his analysis of regions and regionalism in migration policy Andrew Geddes states that “[a]‌side from the EU, it is often the case that migration and free movement provisions have been agreed upon and ceremonially signed, but then not implemented” (2012, 590). Indeed our analysis has substantiated the gap between formal regional commitments and actual domestic regulations in most regions, which coincides with the generally low level of legalization of regional commitments.

It seems safe to say that the relationship between the development of regional migration policies and actual migrant flows is a complex one and that there is generally no direct causality between policies and flows (Castles, 2004). The cases covered in this chapter illustrate this well: generally speaking and beyond the EU’s special case, regions with ambitious free movement regimes have not seen major increases of migration flows—whereas ironically, it is the regions with thin internal mobility norms which have seen the steepest rise of intra-regional migration, yet often on an irregular basis. The latter is the case of NAFTA. As outlined earlier, the agreement does not tackle intra-regional migration in a comprehensive manner. While opening up for particular categories of highly skilled persons, North American economic integration has gone along with an overall decrease of regular migration flows from Mexico to the US but, at the same time, a steep increase of irregular flows. In 1993, the year before NAFTA came into effect, approximately 3.9 million undocumented Mexican immigrants lived in the US. In 2009, there were 11.1 million, an increase of almost 300 percent (Van Horn, 2011). An ever-steeper increase of intra-regional mobility has been stated for ASEAN, another region with mobility provisions only applying to a very limited number of highly skilled migrants. In absolute terms, intra-ASEAN migrants increased from 1.5 million to 6.5 million between 1990 and 2013 (ILO/ADB 2014, 84;Wailerdsak, 2013). Clearly, this development is not due to the development of migration provisions within ASEAN but has more complex causes.

This observation is corroborated by the counter-factual: those regions having ambitious mobility regulations do not document an increase in internal mobility flows. In Mercosur, the adoption of the Residence Agreement was a way especially for Argentina to put an end to the presence of large numbers of irregular migrants from neighboring countries on its territory (Ceriani, 2015). According to the Argentine government, some 423,697 persons have been regularized under the Agreement from 2006 until the end of 2008 (Siciliano, 2013). Beyond regularization, the Residence Agreement has not led to a major increase of intra-regional flows. Between 2001 and 2010, permanent legal[bookmark: p474](p. 474)immigration within Mercosur and the associated states did not reached beyond 1 percent of the countries’ respective populations (OECD/IDB/OAS, 2012).

With the traditionally high mobility within the region, the case of ECOWAS, the second region with comprehensive free movement rules, is slightly different from Mercosur. According to a recent study, with more than 3 percent of the regional population circulating within ECOWAS, migration within West Africa is more prolific than intra-European mobility (Awumbila et al, 2014, 21). Yet it seems that this internal mobility pre-dated the formalization of a free movement regime, which is also corroborated by the fact that the domestic transposition and implementation of free movement norms still lags behind (Adepoju, 2011).

Summing up, existing evidence yields at best ambiguous results on the effects of regional migration governance. It should, however, be noted that studies assessing these effects are still very rare and are often constrained by the lack of pertinent data.



Conclusion


Regional migration regimes have developed most of their norms in a broader context of global economic integration. Regional frameworks aiming at deeper economic integration have embraced rules liberalizing internal mobility flows. While some regions such as Mercosur and ECOWAS have followed the EU comprehensive model of free movement, other regions like ASEAN and NAFTA have been much more selective, following the GATS model of highly skilled mobility rather than full free movement.

The introduction of regional mobility regimes has often spilled over to cooperation on social rights. Pertinent regional policies have also been the outcome of broader diffusion processes, spreading in particular from the work of ILO and UN on promoting migrants’ rights. Beyond legal emulation, however, these provisions have often been left without binding instruments for enforcement.

Beyond intra-regional mobility, regional frameworks have also started to address control of external migration flows. Apart from traditional sovereignty concerns about controlling the entry of non-nationals, fears linked with terrorism and the impact of refugees from war-torn areas often play a role in the way governments respond to this policy area. Interestingly, these security aspects have usually been addressed by informal RCPs, which are not directly connected to broader regional integration frameworks. Frequently, these RCPs have been sponsored by major migrant destination countries towards their neighbors, such as the EU, US, or Australia, and perpetuated through the agency of an international organization, the IOM.

In sum, except for the EU model, which has developed the most encompassing approach to migration, the other regional frameworks are more limited in their[bookmark: p475](p. 475)scope of cooperation. While documentation on the effects of this regional integration is scarce, preliminary evidence shows that the relationship between regional policies and actual migration flows is highly complex. At the same time, achieving broader regional integration on mobility, rights, and security seems difficult given the asymmetry of interdependence and power among the states involved. The regional structures thus highlight several limitations on states’ capacity to cooperate on migration. There is no uniform template that drives regional migration regimes. This creates a situation where migration remains a policy area lacking in uniform measures that would provide cohernt policy options or international norms for both sending and receiving countries.
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Table A20.1Regional Migration Governance Organizations

	Region


	Year founded


	Organization (abbreviation)


	Main issue-areas covered


	

	Members


	(year of accession)







	Website URL





	Africa


	1975


	Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS)


	Economic, political


	Benin (1975), Burkina Faso (1975), Ivory Coast (1975), Guinea-Bissau (1997), Mali (1975), Niger (1975), Senegal (1975), Togo (1975)


	<http://www.ecowas.int/>




	
	1980


	Southern African Development Community (SADC)


	Development, trade


	Angola (1980), Botswana (1980), DRC (1997), Lesotho (1980), Madagascar (1980), Malawi (1980), Mauritius (1995), Mozambique (1980), Namibia (1990), Seychelles (1997), South Africa (1994), Swaziland (1980), Tanzania (1980), Zambia (1980), Zimbabwe (1980)


	<http://www.sadc.int/>




	
	1986


	Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD)


	Development


	Djibouti (1986), Ethiopia (1986), Somalia (1986), Eritrea (1993), Sudan (1986), South Sudan (2011), Kenya (1986), Uganda (1986)


	<http://igad.int/>




	
	2000


	East African Community (EAC)


	Development


	Burundi (2007), Kenya (2000), Rwanda (2007), Tanzania (2000), Uganda (2000)


	<http://www.eac.int/>




	
	2000


	Migration Dialogue for Southern Africa (MIDSA)


	Migration, labor migration, human rights, return and readmission


	Angola, Botswana, DRC, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, Seychelles, South Africa, Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia, Zimbabwe


	<http://www.migrationdialogue.org/index.php/>




	
	2001


	Migration Dialogue for West Africa (MIDWA)


	Migration, border management, remittances, migrant rights


	Benin, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Ivory Coast, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Togo


	None (see: <https://www.iom.int/cms/en/sites/iom/home/what-we-do/regional-processes-1/rcps-by-region/midwa.html>)




	
	2001


	African Union (AU)


	General


	Algeria (2000), Angola (2000), Benin (2000), Botswana (2000), Burkina Faso (2000), Burundi (2000), Cape Verde (2000), Cameroon (2000), Central African Republic (2000), Chad (2000), Comoros (2000), Ivory Coast (2000), Democratic Republic of the Congo (2000), Republic of the Congo (2000), Djibouti (2000), Egypt (2000), Equatorial Guinea (2000), Eritrea (2000), Ethiopia (2000), Gabon (2000), Gambia (2000), Ghana (2000), Guinea (2000), Guinea-Bissau (2000), Kenya (2000), Lesotho (2000), Liberia (2000), Libya (2000), Madagascar (2000), Malawi (2000), Mali (2000), Mauritania (2000), Mauritius (2000), Mozambique (2000), Namibia (2000), Niger (2000), Nigeria (2000), Rwanda (2000), Sahrawi Republic (2000), Sao Tome and Principe (2000), Senegal (2000), Seychelles (2000), Sierra Leone (2000), Somalia (2000), South Africa (2000), South Sudan (2011), Sudan (2000), Swaziland (2000), Tanzania (2000), Togo (2000), Tunisia (2000), Uganda (2000), Zambia (2000), Zimbabwe (2000)


	<http://www.au.int/>




	
	2008


	IGAD-RCP


	Development


	Djibouti, Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, Sudan, South Sudan, Uganda


	None (see: <http://www.igad.org/> and <https://www.iom.int/cms/en/sites/iom/home/what-we-do/regional-processes-1/rcps-by-region/igadrcp.html#website>)




	Americas


	1969


	Andean Community of Nations (CAN)


	Trade


	Bolivia (1969), Colombia (1969), Ecuador (1969), Peru (1969)


	<http://www.comunidadandina.org/>




	
	1991


	Mercosur


	Trade, general


	Argentina (1991), Brazil (1991), Paraguay (1991), Uruguay (1991), Venezuela (2012)


	<http://www.mercosur.int/msweb/portal%20intermediario/>




	
	1996


	Puebla Process


	Migration, human rights, development


	Belize, Canada, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, US


	<http://www.rcmvs.org/>




	
	2000


	South American Conference on Migration (SACM) (aka: Lima Process)


	Development, migration, human rights


	Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Guyana, Paraguay, Peru, Suriname, Uruguay, Venezuela


	<http://csm-osumi.org/> (Spanish only)




	
	2008


	Union of South American Nations (UNASUR)


	General


	Argentina (2010), Bolivia (2009), Brazil (2011), Chile (2010), Colombia (2011), Ecuador (2009), Guyana (2010), Paraguay (2011), Peru (2010), Suriname (2010), Uruguay (2011), Venezuela (2010)


	<http://www.unasursg.org/>




	Asia


	1967


	Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)


	General cooperation


	Brunei Darussalam (1984), Cambodia (1999), Indonesia, Laos (1997), Malaysia (1967), Myanmar (1997), Philippines (1967), Singapore (1967), Thailand (1967), Vietnam (1995)


	<http://www.asean.org/>




	
	2002


	The Bali Process on People Smuggling, Trafficking in Persons and Related Transnational Crime (Bali Process)


	Human trafficking, transnational crime


	Afghanistan, Australia, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, China, Fiji, France (New Caledonia), Hong Kong (SAR of China), India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Japan, Jordan, Kiribati, Korea (North), Korea (South), Lao, Macau (SAR of China), Malaysia, Mongolia, Myanmar, Maldives, Nauru, Nepal, New Zealand, Pakistan, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Samoa, Singapore, Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, Syria, Thailand, Timor Leste, Tonga, Turkey, UAE, US, Vanuatu, Vietnam


	<http://www.baliprocess.net/>




	
	2003


	Colombo Process


	Migration and labor movement


	Afghanistan, Bangladesh, China, India, Indonesia, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Vietnam


	<http://www.colomboprocess.org/>




	
	2008


	Abu Dhabi Dialogue


	Labor migration


	Afghanistan, Bangladesh, China, India, Indonesia, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Vietnam, Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, UAE, Yemen


	None (see: <https://www.iom.int/cms/en/sites/iom/home/what-we-do/regional-processes-1/rcps-by-region/abu-dhabi-dialogue.html>)




	
	2013


	Almaty Process


	Migration, irregular migration, human rights, labor migration, gender rights, humanitarian emergencies, asylum and refugees, human trafficking


	Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan, Turkey, Turkmenistan


	None (see: <https://www.iom.int/cms/en/sites/iom/home/what-we-do/regional-processes-1/rcps-by-region/almaty-process.html>)




	Europe


	1957


	European Union (EU)


	Economic, political, social


	Austria (1995), Belgium (1958), Bulgaria (2007), Croatia (2013), Cyprus (2004), Czech Republic (2004), Denmark (1973), Estonia (2004), Finland (1995), France (1958), Germany (1958), Greece (1981), Hungary (2004), Ireland (1973), Italy (1958), Latvia (2004), Lithuania (2004), Luxembourg (1958), Malta (2004), Netherlands (1958), Poland (2004), Portugal (1986), Romania (2007), Slovakia (2004), Slovenia (2004), Spain (1986), Sweden (1995), UK (1973)


	<http://europa.eu/>




	
	1985


	Intergovernmental Consultations on Migration, Asylum and Refugees (IGC)


	Migration, admissions controls, settlement and citizenship


	Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK, US


	<http://www.igc.ch/>




	
	1991


	Budapest Process


	Migration, asylum


	Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Moldova, Montenegro, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russian Federation, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan, Macedonia, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, UK, Uzbekistan


	<https://www.budapestprocess.org/>




	
	2002


	Western Mediterranean Forum (5 + 5 Dialogue)


	Migration, labor migration, gender inequality, human rights


	Algeria, France, Italy, Libya, Malta, Mauritania, Morocco, Portugal, Spain, Tunisia


	<http://www.5plus5.gov.mt/5plus5dialogue>




	
	2003


	Mediterranean Transit Migration (MTM) Dialogue


	Migration, labor migration, development


	Algeria, Cape Verde, Egypt, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Lebanon, Libya, Mali, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Senegal, Syria, Switzerland, Tunisia, Turkey


	<http://www.icmpd.org/MTM.1558.0.html>




	Eurasia


	2009


	Prague Process


	Migration, asylum, irregular migration


	Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kosovo, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia, Malta, Moldova, Montenegro, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, UK, Uzbekistan, European Commission


	<https://www.pragueprocess.eu/en/>















[bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-21.xhtml-bibliographyGroup-20][bookmark: oxfordhb-9780199682300-e-21.xhtml-bibliography-20]References



Acosta, D. and Freier, F. Forthcoming. Turning the Immigration Policy Paradox Upside Down? Populist Liberalism and Discursive Gaps in South America.International Migration Review.

Acosta, D. and Geddes, A. 2014. Transnational Diffusion or Different Models? Regional Approaches to Migration Governance in the European Union and MERCOSUR.European Journal of Migration and Law, 16(1): 19–44.

Adepoju, A. 2011. Operationalising the ECOWAS Protocol on Free Movement of Persons: Prospects for Sub‐Regional Trade and Development. Paper presented at the Global Forum on Migration and Development, Geneva, Switzerland, November 29–December 2.

Africa and Europe in Partnership. 2012.Summary Report of the MME Support Project RECs Stock Takings. Background Paper for the MME Technical Meeting on Enhancing Migration, Mobility, Employment and Higher Education in the RECs. EU–Africa Partnership.

Aleinikoff, A. T. 2007. International Legal Norms on Migration: Substance without Architecture. In: R. Cholewinski, R. Perruchoud, and E. MacDonald (eds.),International Migration Law: Developing Paradigms and Key Challenges.The Hague: TMC Asser Press, 467–479.

[bookmark: p483](p. 483)Awumbila, M., Bennah, Y., Kofi Teye, J., and Atiim, G. 2014.Across Artificial Borders: An Assessment of Labour Migration in the ECOWAS Region. Ref: ACPOBS/2014/RRS05. ACP Observatory on Migration.

Betts, A. (ed.) 2011a.Global Migration Governance. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Betts, A. 2011b. The Global Governance of Migration and the Role of Trans-Regionalism. In: R. Kunz, A. Lavenex, and M. Panizzon (eds.),Multilayered Migration Governance: The Promise of Partnership. Abingdon: Routledge, 23–46.

Betts, A., Bloom, L., and Omata, N. 2012.Humanitarian Innovation and Refugee Protection. RSC Working Paper 85. Oxford: University of Oxford, Refugee Studies Centre.

Castles, S. 2004. Why Migration Policies Fail.Ethnic and Racial Studies, 27(2): 205–227.

Ceriani, P. 2015. Improving Migrants’ Rights in Times of Crisis: Migration Policy in Argentina since 2003. In: D. Acosta Arcarazo and A. Wiesbrok (eds.),Global Migration: Old Assumptions, New Dynamics. Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO, 129–157.

Deacon, B., De Lombaerde, P., Macovei, M. C., and Schröder, S. 2011. Globalization and the Emerging Regional Governance of Labour Rights.International Journal of Manpower, 32(3): 334–365.

ECOWAS. 2012.Conference Report. Conference on the Institutional Capacity of the Migration Dialogue for West Africa (MIDWA). Dakar, Senegal, July 9.

European Commission. 2014.Evaluation of the Impact of Free Movement of EU Citizens at Local Level. Final Report by Ernst & Young. <http://ec.europa.eu/justice/citizen/files/dg_just_eva_free_mov_final_report_27.01.14.pdf> (accessed May 6, 2015).

Geddes, A. 2012. Regions and Regionalism. In: M. Rosenblum and D. Tichenor (eds.),The Oxford Handbook of the Politics of International Migration. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 573–593.

Gilardi, F. 2012. Transnational Diffusion: Norms, Ideas, and Policies. In: W. Carlsnaes, T. Risse, and B. Simmons (eds.),Handbook of International Relations. London: Sage, 453–477.

Giupponi, O. 2011. Citizenship, Migration and Regional Integration: Re-shaping Citizenship Conceptions in the Southern Cone.European Journal of Legal Studies, 4(2): 104–136

Harns, K. 2013.Regional Inter-State Consultation Mechanisms on Migration: Approaches, Recent Activities and Implications for Global Governance of Migration. Migration Research Series 45. Geneva: International Organization for Migration.

International Labour Organization and Asian Development Bank (ILO/ADB). 2014.ASEAN Community 2015: Managing Integration for Better Jobs and Shared Prosperity. <http://www.adb.org/publications/asean-community-2015-managing-integration-better-jobs-and-shared-prosperity> (accessed May 6, 2015).

International Organization for Migration (IOM). 2007.Background Paper, Intersessional Workshop on Free Movement of Persons in Regional Integration Processes. International Dialogue on Migration. Geneva, June 18–19.

Jurje, F. and Lavenex, S. 2014. Trade Agreements as Venues for “Market Power Europe”? The Case of Immigration Policy.Journal of Common Market Studies, 52(2): 320–336.

Jurje, F. and Lavenex, S. 2015.ASEAN Economic Community: What Model for Labor Mobility?NCCR Trade Working Paper 2015/2. Swiss National Centre of Competence in Research. <http://www.nccr-trade.org/fileadmin/user_upload/nccr-trade.ch/wp4/NCCR_working_Paper_ASEAN_Jurje_Lavenex__.pdf> (accessed May 6, 2015).

Klavert, H. 2011. African Union Frameworks for Migration: Current Issues and Questions for the Future. Discussion Paper 108. Maastricht: ECDPM.

[bookmark: p484](p. 484)Kneebone, S. 2014. The Bali Process and Global Refugee Policy in the Asia–Pacific Region.Journal of Refugee Studies, 27(4): 596–618.

Kunz, R. 2011. Depoliticisation through Partnership in the Field of Migration: The Mexico–US Case. In: R. Kunz, S. Lavenex, and M. Panizzon (eds.),Multilayered Migration Governance: The Promise of Partnership. Abingdon: Routledge, 283–304.

Kunz, R., Lavenex, S., and Panizzon, M. (eds.) 2011.Multilayered Migration Governance: The Promise of Partnership. Abingdon: Routledge.

Lahav, G. and Lavenex, S. 2012. International Migration. In: W. Carlsnaes, T. Risse, and B. Simmons (eds.),Handbook of International Relations. London: Sage, 746–773.

Lavenex, S. 2006. Shifting Up and Out: The Foreign Policy of European Immigration Control.West European Politics, 29(2): 329–350.

Lavenex, S. Forthcoming. Institutional Interplay with International Organizations in the External Projection of EU Rules.Politische Vierteljahresschrift.

Lavenex, S. and Stucky, R. 2011. “Partnering” for Migration in EU External Relations. In: R. Kunz, S. Lavenex, and M. Panizzon (eds.),Multilayered Migration Governance: The Promise of Partnership. Abingdon: Routledge, 116–143.

Lavenex, S. and Uçarer, E. (eds.) 2002.Migration and the Externalities of European Integration. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.

Maguid, A. 2007. Migration Policies and Socioeconomic Boundaries in the South American Cone. In: A. Pecoud and P. De Guchteneire (eds.),Migration without Borders: Essays on the Free Moment of People.Paris: UNESCO Publishing, 259–280.

Malpert, A. and Petersen, A. 2005.Business Immigration Law: Strategies for Employing Foreign Nationals. New York: Law Journal Seminars Press.

Mármora, L. 2010. Modelos de Gobernabilidad Migratoria: La Perspectiva Política en América del Sur.Revista Interdisciplinar da Mobilidade Humana, 18(35): 71–92.

Meyer, J. W. and Rowan, B. 2001. Institutional Organizations: Formal Structure as Myth and Ceremony. In: W. W. Powell and P. J. DiMaggio (eds.),The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis.Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 41–62.

Morehouse, C. and Blomfield, M. 2011.Irregular Migration in Europe. Washington, DC: Transatlantic Council on Migration.

Nielson, J. 2002. Current Regimes for Temporary Movement of Service Providers Labour Mobility in Regional Trade Agreements. Joint WTO–World Bank Symposium on Movement of Natural Persons (Mode 4) Under the GATS. OECD, April 11–12.

Nikomborirak, D. and Jitdumrong, S. 2013. ASEAN Trade in Services. In: S. Basu Das, J. Menon, R. Severino, and O. Lal Shrestha (eds.),The ASEAN Economic Community: A Work in Progress.Singapore: ADB & Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 95–140.

Nita, S. 2013. Regional Free Movement of People: The Case of African Regional Economic Communities.Regions and Cohesion: Special edition. UNESCO‐UNU Chair on Regional Integration, Migration and Free Movement of People.

Nshimbi, C. C. and Fioramonti, L. 2013.A Region without Borders? Policy Frameworks for Regional Labour Migration towards South Africa. MiWORC Report 1. Johannesburg: African Centre for Migration & Society, University of the Witwatersrand.

OECD/IDB/OAS. 2012.Second Report of the Continuous Reporting System on International Migration in the Americas (SICREMI). <http://www.oecd.org/els/mig/G48952_WB_SICREMI_2012_ENGLISH_REPORT_LR.pdf> (accessed May 6, 2015).

Open Society Justice Initiative. 2013.Human Rights Case Digests: Community Court of Justice of West African States (ECOWAS). <http://www.justiceinitiative.org> (accessed May 6, 2015).

[bookmark: p485](p. 485)Robert, R. 2004.The Social Dimension of Regional Integration in ECOWAS. International Labour Organization Working Paper No. 49. <http://www.ilo.int/wcmsp5/groups/public/---dgreports/---integration/documents/publication/wcms_079141.pdf> (accessed May 6, 2015).

Russo, R. M. 2010.A Cooperative Conundrum? The NAALC and Mexican Migrant Workers in the United States. <http://works.bepress.com/robert_russo/1> (accessed May 6, 2015).

Santestevan, A. M. 2007. Free Movement Regimes in South America: The Experience of the MERCOSUR and the Andean Community. In: R. Cholewinsky, R. Perruchoud, and E. MacDonald (eds.),International Migration Law: Developing Paradigms and Key Challenges.The Hague: TCM Asser Press, 363–386.

Sharman, J. C. and Marsh, D. 2009. Policy Diffusion and Policy Transfer.Policy Studies, 30(3): 269–289.

Siciliano, A. L. 2013. Is there a Migration Policy for Regional Integration in South America? Emerging Evidence from Mercosur. Paper presented at the Oxford Migration Studies Society Migration: Theory and Practice Conference, September 24–26. <http://www.academia.edu/3264163/IS_THERE_A_MIGRATION_POLICY_FOR_REGIONAL_INTEGRATION_IN_SOUTH_AMERICA_EMERGING_EVIDENCE_FROM_MERCOSUR> (accessed May 6, 2015).

Simmons, B., Dobbin, F., and Garrett, G. 2007. The Global Diffusion of Public Policies: Social Construction, Coercion, Competition or Learning?Annual Review of Sociology, 33 (August): 449–472.

Stone, D. 2004. Transfer Agents and Global Networks in the “Transnationalization” of Policy.Journal of European Public Policy, 11(3): 545–566.

Van Horn, R. 2011.NAFTA, Labor, and Immigration: A Package Deal. US Labor Education in the Americas Project: USLEAP. <http://laborrightsblog.typepad.com/international_labor_right/2011/04/nafta-labor-and-immigration-a-package-deal.html> (accessed May 6, 2015).

Wailerdsak, N. 2013. Impacts of the ASEAN Economic Community on Labour Market and Human Resources Management in Thailand.South East Asia Journal of Contemporary Business, Economics and Law, 2(2): 1–10.

World Bank. 2012.Country Benchmarks Internal Mobility: The United States. <http://siteresources.worldbank.org/ECAEXT/Resources/258598-1284061150155/7383639-1323888814015/8319788-1324485944855/10_us.pdf> (accessed May 6, 2015).









Notes:

(1.) The second and third sections of this chapter introducing the typology of regional migration regimes and discussing their driving forces draw on the research project “Exploring the Diffusion of Migration Norms in Regional Integration Frameworks” led by Sandra Lavenex and Flavia Jurje in the context of the Swiss National Centre for Competence (NCCR) Trade Regulation <http://www.nccr-trade.org/phase-3/wp4-1/412-1/>. Funding by the Swiss National Science Foundation is gratefully acknowledged. In the framework of this project, some 95 expert interviews have been conducted by the two authors in the regions analyzed.



(2.) The coding scheme draws on previous work byJurje and Lavenex (2014).



(3.) The European Free Trade Area and Nordic Council incorporate non-EU countries like Norway, Iceland, and Switzerland into most of the free market regimes with other EU countries. Iceland and Norway are part of the Schengen free movement area through the Nordic Passport Union and Switzerland has joined the Schengen as part of a treaty with the EU.



(4.) The EU has not ratified the UN Convention on Migrant Workers.



(5.) RCM members: Belize, Canada, Costa Rica, El Salvador, United States, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, and Dominican Republic. Argentina, Colombia, Ecuador, Jamaica, and Peru have observer status.



(6.) The UN Convention on the Protection of Migrant Workers’ Rights and Members of their Family is not directly invoked, but eight of the ECOWAS member states (Burkina Faso, Cabo Verde, Ghana, Guinea, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, and Senegal) have ratified it. Benin, Liberia, Guinea Bissau, Sierra Leone, and Togo have signed but not ratified the Convention. Gambia and the Ivory Coast have not signed it.



(7.) These are: ECOWAS, SADC, EAC, and IGAD.



(8.) See <http://www.ilo.org/addisababa/whats-new/WCMS_242035/lang-en/index.htm>.
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21 Regional Human Rights and Democracy Governance

Jon Pevehouse

Traditionally, most theories of international and regional organizations are based on the idea that states use these organizations to achieve joint gains through cooperation. These organizations are thought to lower transaction costs, increase shared information, and allow for side-payments by facilitating issue linkage, all of which should allow for increased inter-state cooperation. This cooperation-enhancing influence is particularly strong when significant negative externalities arise from non-cooperation (Keohane, 1984).

This logic no doubt holds in circumstances surrounding issue-areas where high material externalities may arise: trade, security, finance, immigration (Chapter15by Kim et al., Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, Chapter16by McNamara, and Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume). Yet, in the realm of human rights and democratic governance more generally, it is harder to make the case that there are significant negative material externalities. It is true that democracies may fight less, trade more, and grow faster, but it is difficult to make the case that the loss of potential trade, income, and peace motivates states to cooperate in international organizations (IOs) to reinforce human rights and democracy. Questions of human rights and democracy have traditionally been conceived of as internal political issues, shielded by concerns over sovereignty. AsHathaway (2003, 1824) notes, “how does the use of torture by the government of Zimbabwe against its own citizens affect the national interests of Denmark?”

Indeed, states have traditionally been at the center of discussions of human rights, their promotion and protection. And if not states, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), or other transnational actors have been thought to be key in the promotion of human rights (cf.Keck and Sikkink, 1998). And when states did employ IOs in the service of advancing human rights, it was usually the United Nations (UN) and its attendant bodies (Hafner-Burton, 2012).

[bookmark: p487](p. 487)Yet, in the recent past, regional institutions have arguably taken the lead in championing human rights. A number of these regional organizations have gone further and began championing democracy in member states as well. As noted byBörzel and Van Hüllen (2015b, 8), “especially since the 1990s, there is a global trend towards a broader and more detailed prescription of standards related to human rights, democracy, [and] the rule of law.”

This chapter reviews the field of regionalism and democracy governance. The literature has grown quickly in the last decade and continues to expand in its theoretical scope and empirical depth. The increase is a reflection of significant changes “on the ground” as more regional institutions play a role in the promotion and protection of democracy and human rights. And while most of this literature dovetails nicely with the expanding global governance literature, I argue that it currently lacks two important elements: (1) more explicit comparisons across regions to explain the timing of why some regions adopt democratic governance principles and (2) a firm foundation in the comparative politics literature to better understand the conditions under which regional institutions can influence outcomes in domestic politics.

This chapter proceeds by defining the phenomenon under examination: regional institutions and democracy governance.1It then examines the scope of the phenomenon—which regional organizations have come to promote democratic governance? The second section addresses causes for the emergence of regional democracy governance. Third, I examine how institutions have been called upon to function in this area (causal mechanisms) and whether those calls have been effective. Finally, the chapter tackles directions for research, plotting what should be fruitful avenues for future inquiry.



Regional Organizations and Democracy Governance


It is essential to first define our scope of inquiry. This chapter will focus on efforts by regional organizations to promote and protect democratic governance within member states and, in some cases, non-members. The chapter examines primarily literature on formal regional organizations, as opposed to informal organizations, non-governmental actors, or broad, universal membership organizations like the UN. I follow the traditional definition of a formal IO (Pevehouse et al., 2004) and require that membership is limited to a particular region.

What is meant by democracy governance? For the purposes of this chapter, I review literature on efforts by regional institutions: (a) in the general area of “democracy”; (b) human rights; and (c) elections. I do not treat these categories separately, but rather organize research on whether it emphasizes causes, mechanisms, or consequences in any of these substantive areas. Of course, different regional organizations[bookmark: p488](p. 488)will emphasize different aspects of democracy governance. And if one defines governance institutions as norms, rules, and procedures that are the basis for the provision of public goods, then an even larger swath of research would fall under the purview of this chapter.

Yet, I choose to stop short of analyzing whatBörzel and Van Hüllen (2015b)would label “governance transfer” in its maximalist form. This omission should not be considered criticism, but rather a way to contain what is a fast-growing literature on the subject. AsBörzel and Stapel (2015)suggest, work on regionalism, democracy, and human rights has far outpaced the literature on other aspects of governance such as the rule of law and corruption.

How widespread is the promotion of democracy governance by regional organizations? By some measures, it is nearly universal.Börzel and Stapel’s (2015)examination of 12 major regional organizations found that each one had significant commitments to promote some manner of democratic governance (see Appendix TableA21.1). They argue that there is effectively a “global script” which calls for regional organizations to promote and protect good governance (seeAcharya, 2004).Börzel and Stapel’s (2015)data on these provisions catalog an impressive set of variables that capture which aspects of democracy are promoted by 12 regional organizations. Thus, organizations as diverse as the League of Arab States (LAS) to the Council of Europe (CoE) all have some language or programs to promote good governance in this area.

In addition, perhaps the most consequential regional organization, the European Union (EU), has expanded its efforts to promote democracy in non-members as well. A significant literature has grown in tracing the EU’s efforts to promote democracy abroad (Youngs, 2010), as well as works exploring efforts in particular target states (Schimmelfennig and Scholtz, 2008).

Yet, as nearly every author writing in this field will note, the content of what is considered “democracy” as well as the nature of compliance with these standards is, at best, mixed. And while we tackle this subject in the fourth section, it is worth noting here that a significant pattern to be explained is the formation and importance of different definitions across different regions.

How has this global movement to incorporate aspects of democracy in regional organizations come to be? The story begins not at the regional but at the international level. The post-World War II human rights institutions were meant to be universal—the UN Declaration of Human Rights, the UN treaty system, as well as the UN and its attendant organizations were meant to provide a universal approach to the promotion and protection of human rights. Indeed, many advocates of a UN-led human rights system argued against regional-based systems (Vasak, 1982, 451). There was a fear that a potpourri of regional organizations would lessen the claim to “universal” human rights as devised by the UN (Weston et al., 1987, 588). Nevertheless, nothing in the UN Charter expressly forbade regional action in the area of human rights. In this context, Europe and the Americas forged ahead with their own treaties to protect and promote human rights.



[bookmark: p489](p. 489)Europe

Ironically, despite the western hemisphere’s slightly longer history with human rights institutions, far more scholarly attention has been paid to the European instruments of democracy promotion. Two documents composed the initial European foundation for human rights guarantees: the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (ECHR) and the European Social Charter. The former document was drafted by the newly formed CoE in 1950 and went into effect in 1953. All members of the CoE have eventually become party to the treaty. The European Social Charter was adopted in 1961 (and subsequently revised in 1996).

Significant attention has been paid to these treaties and the European Convention in particular has been the subject of a voluminous amount of scholarship. The bulk of this work lies in law and legal scholarship (Helfer and Slaughter, 1997). Of course, the CoE is not the only political institution in Europe. The focal point of democracy governance efforts in Europe is the EU. Scholars of the European system of human rights institutions have shown particular interest in the potential tensions between the CoE’s efforts at the promotion of rights though the ECHR and the EU’s efforts to advance rights through its various mechanisms, including the Treaty of Nice in 2001 and the European Court of Justice (ECJ) (see inter aliaDe Schutter, 2008for a review of these tensions and debates).

Most scholarship holds that the European Economic Community/European Community (EEC/EC) held little interest in human rights in its early history (Williams, 2004). Yet, according toStone Sweet (1999), the need to placate state-level courts who were concerned about the supremacy of community law over national law, led the ECJ to develop a jurisprudence on rights. A growing realization that the “Third Pillar” of European integration within the EU (Justice and Home Affairs) inevitably dealt with human rights-related issues led to the development of the Treaty of Nice, which “collects together, in a single document, rights which the EU already provides in various other sources” (Greer, 2006, 49). Finally, the democratic conditionality required by the EU for new members, including theacquis communautairealso meant the EU was working in the field of democracy governance (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2004).



Latin America

The western hemisphere moved first with the Ninth Conference of the American States adopting the American Declaration on the Rights and Duties of Man in 1948 (Weston et al., 1987, 599). Although this was simultaneous with the move to create the Organization of American States (OAS), it was not until 11 years later that the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (IACHR) was created as the institutional mechanism to investigate violations of the Declaration. Beginning in 1965, the[bookmark: p490](p. 490)IACHR began allowing individual petitioners to bring cases against members of the OAS. But it was not until 1979 that the Inter-American Court of Human Rights was founded to adjudicate cases involving interpretations of the provisions of the American Convention on Human Rights, adopted in 1969, but not in force until 1978 (Goldman, 2009). The Court hears only cases brought by countries or the IACHR, but not individual petitioners.

The Southern Cone Common Market (Mercosur) has also engaged in activities to further democratic governance. It has introduced a Protocol of Human Rights in 2005 and has created institutions to support human rights (Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2015). Even before these formal measures, however, it also worked to stop coup attempts in member states (Pevehouse, 2005). The Andean Community also has supported the protection and expansion of human rights and democracy. Specifically, the Court of Justice of the Andean Community can hear individual claims to determine if states comply with obligations to respect rights of certain population groups. Individuals cannot bring complaints of human rights violations (Alter and Helfer, 2010).



Africa

Because of its shorter history, the African regional human rights system, including the African Charter on Human and People’s Rights (concluded in 1981) has given rise to less scholarly work than other areas (Leininger, 2015;Heyns, 2003). Africa’s experience with regional organizations and democracy governance begins with the Charter, which set up the African Commission on Human and People’s Rights. The African Court on Human and People’s Rights held its first session in 2006 and did not issue its first judgments on the merits of a case until 2013. The African Union (AU) approved its African Charter on Elections, Governance, and Democracy in 2007 with an in-force date of 2012.

Other African organizations have also moved to instantiate democratic standards. The Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) adopted, in 2001, the Protocol on Democracy and Good Governance. This protocol has been used as a legal justification for ECOWAS intervention into several unstable states in order to support pro-democratic forces. As argued byHartmann and Striebinger (2015), the emergence of these governance policies can be explained by a mix of the preferences of the regional power (Nigeria) and the desire to deal with high negative externalities from regional instability.

The final African case, the Southern African Development Community (SADC) has discussed human rights standards “in almost all key policy documents” (Hulse and van der Vleuten, 2015). Many of these standards center on the issue of elections. SADC established a Tribunal, which heard its first case in 2007, only to disband the court after it issued a number of controversial rulings, some involving human rights (Hulse and van der Vleuten, 2015).



[bookmark: p491](p. 491)Asia and Eurasia

Quite recently, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) has created institutions focused on human rights. In 2007, ASEAN signed its first charter promising to create human rights institutions. Shortly thereafter, ASEAN created its Intergovernmental Commission on Human Rights in 2009. Of course, critics quickly pointed to the fact that the ASEAN body has no enforcement provisions or mechanisms (Ciorciari, 2012, 696). Nonetheless, the very creation of this body was the result of over 15 years of debate and many observers were surprised to see the body created at all (Ciorciari, 2012). Soon after ASEAN created this commission, it installed the ASEAN Commission for the Promotion and Protection of the Rights of Women and Children (ACWC). It also released the ASEAN Human Rights Declaration in 2012.

Finally, the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) has adopted much of the language of promoting democratic governance, even including election monitoring for member states. Critics note, however, that the monitoring and compliance aspect of the organization is very weak (Libman, 2011). Some observers have gone so far as to suggest the CIS has promoted specific anti-democratic norms in Central Asia (Ambrosio, 2008).



The Middle East

Like Asia, development of democratic governance principles by organizations in the Middle East has been slow and halting. Indeed,Van Hüllen (2015)notes that while the Arab League began dealing with human rights issues in the 1960s, its Arab Charter on Human Rights did not enter into force until 2008. Moreover, the League’s Arab Human Rights Committee “has only a limited mandate” (Van Hüllen, 2015, 125). This may not be terribly surprising given that the Arab Charter is considered by several human rights groups to be unacceptable both because it allows physical punishment in cases of violations of Shar’ia and equates Zionism with racism (Rishmawi, 2010). Indeed, most observers conclude that the Arab League institutions concerning democratic governance are quite weak (Rishmawi, 2005).

This brief review of major regional organizations’ efforts should both serve as support forBörzel and Van Hüllen’s (2015b)conclusion that there is indeed a global script of democratic governance, but also highlight that there is significant variation in how that script is adapted. And while the next section will examine some of the factors behind the adoption of the script, one overarching problem of existing studies is that there are too few explicit comparisons between regions as to why and when adaptation occurs. The vast majority of studies examine only one region at a time, while eschewing comparisons across regions. If we are to gain any leverage on the timing and content of these scripts, more comparative research is needed.





[bookmark: p492](p. 492)Explaining Regional Democracy and Human Rights Governance


What has given rise to this tremendous range of organizational engagement on questions of democracy and human rights at the regional level? Many theories have been offered to explain this trend. The distinction between supply and demand is particularly relevant here. Those causes classified as supply are usually factors that work at the international or regional level. Some lack direct, traceable agency and function on a more constitutive basis. Others are the result of direct incentives provided by regional organizations. Demand causes are often located within the state and center on key domestic actors. As I discuss in the next subsection, one issue with the supply-side literature is its emphasis on passive causes—that is, “causes” which do not include a discussion about the underlying conditions under which or the timing by which those conditions lead to the adoption of democratic principles within regional organizations.



Supply-Side Dynamics

Returning to the origins of the post-war human rights institutions, it is likely that delays in moving forward with the major covenants on human rights at the UN provided a window of opportunity for regional organizations to act. Working in smaller numbers, like-minded states could move towards institutionalizing human rights guarantees with a celerity that the UN system lacked. Public goods theory would predict as much.

In addition, the probability of having “like-minded” states to begin with was higher at a regional level. This like-mindedness could be reflective of any number of factors: similar historical experiences with human rights, similar identity backgrounds, and even juridical similarities are more likely at the regional level. Indeed, legal scholars have suggested this as the main driving force behind regional human rights institutions (Robertson, 1982).Buergenthal (1981, 156) suggests that “political and cultural homogeneity are prerequisites for an effective human rights system and these are more likely to be found on a regional plane.” And although this older legal scholarship would not use the concept, today we would likely assign the concept of identity to this “like-mindedness” that previous generations of scholars discussed.

Like-mindedness need not be merely identity-based similarities. They could also be accounted for by material factors as well. Numerous scholars have noted that transitions to democracy tend to cluster in both time and space (Gleditsch and Ward, 2006). If so, this means that geographically proximate states are likely to converge on relatively similar regime types. And while the mechanism of diffusion could vary by region (see, for example,Simmons et al., 2007;Gunitsky, 2014; Chapter5by Risse, this volume), the ultimate outcome will be political similarities across regions due to “waves” of political change. Indeed,Simmons (2009)finds statistical evidence that states with histories[bookmark: p493](p. 493)of democracy and similar religious backgrounds are more likely to join human rights agreements generally.

This like-mindedness is often portrayed as regional norms. For example,Flynn and Farrell (1999)argue that the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) has drawn on enabling norms to protect democratic practices in Europe.Santa-Cruz (2005)has made similar arguments with respect to election monitoring in Latin America.Hawkins and Shaw (2008, 459) argue that a key condition to legalizing democracy norms in Latin America has been “high levels of norm robustness.”

Some scholars have suggested that the supply enforcement of human rights rules is more palatable for regionally connected states. When complaints of non-compliance arise from culturally similar states and enforcement is provided by a former colonial power, states in violation of human rights rules will be more likely to comply with enforcement efforts from neighbors (Weston et al., 1987).

Another possibility is that the supply is arising from an adaptation of state preferences away from concerns only about material externalities: global norms of human rights and democracy have become a part of the preference set of states. Achieving gains in these areas is best accomplished via cooperation through international and regional organizations as important promoters of the “global script” (Börzel and Van Hüllen, 2015a). This is often an explanation proffered for the EU’s involvement in democracy promotion in other regions (Lavenex and Schimmelfennig, 2011). Of course, these incentives can be positive or negative.

Existence of supply is not the same as accepting the supply. Yet, there are cases where it is hard to explain the adoption of pro-democracy standards in regional organizations without references to the incentives provided by the EU or other OECD states. For example, scholars have argued that the SADC adoption of shared pro-democratic governance standards was partly to signal to external actors that their regions were ripe for investment and aid (Hulse and van der Vleuten, 2015).Robinson (2013)makes this argument more generally to the entire region of Africa.

Two points are worth considering as we move to the demand side. First, the concept of diffusion is bandied about quite frequently in this literature. It is important to remember that some of the mechanisms of diffusion arise from the supply side, while others originate in the demand side. If one adopts the traditional conceptualization of diffusion as encompassing coercion, acculturation, or persuasion, I would argue that coercion is clearly supply-side (see Chapter5by Risse, this volume). Persuasion is often a response to positive incentives (i.e. supply-side), unless scholars can show a change in the logic of appropriateness adopted by targeted states. Acculturation or emulation is usually a demand-side process, but one can imagine a supply-side story whereby regional organizations offer a particular “best practices” model, effectively promoting one standard over another.

Second, and related, a portion of the literature on regional governance, democracy, and human rights points to these contextual causes but often fails to specify the particular path by which agents make decisions to adopt standards. Like-mindedness, identity, or geographic proximity may help explain the spread of these democratic governance[bookmark: p494](p. 494)standards, but it often does not explain the timing, but rather the underlying conditions that allow the change to occur. And while that is a valuable contribution to our understanding, what is needed is evidence on more active causes of leader or state choices concerning democratic governance.



Demand-Side Causes

Many of the demand-side causes of the expansion of regional democratic governance can be deduced from existing theories of international institutions. If one reconceptualizes the demand for IOs (Keohane, 1983) to include domestic politics, it is not a stretch to argue that domestic actors can achieve goals using regional institutions that they could otherwise not (on independent decision-making, see Chapter3by Börzel, this volume).

Before moving to the domestic demand for democracy governance, however, it is worth noting that a demand-side explanation can be fashioned at the level of the regional organization. It is possible that externalities can serve as an important driver for adopting regional democratic standards. Although the Danes may not care about human rights in Zimbabwe (although this is an empirical question), guarantees of good governance can bring stability to a region and neighbors within the region. Refugees, civil wars, and general instability bring direct costs to neighbors and the wider region. While material externalities from non-cooperation on human rights could be low, where they exist, they are likely to be absorbed by geographically proximate states. If any states have incentives to make sure human rights are respected it will be states within a geographic region. This argument has been made in the case of ECOWAS.Hartmann and Striebinger (2015)argue that the history of high-intensity conflicts in West Africa provided a “window of opportunity” for the adoption of democratic governance standards.

One of the key demand-side factors finds its origins in one of most highly cited treatments of the ECHR.Moravcsik (2000)suggests that newly democratized states in Europe were likely to quickly agree to the provisions of the Convention. These new democracies committed to the Convention strategically in order to lock in liberal reforms against the potential roll-back from non-democratic forces. It is important to note that while Moravcsik presented his argument as a principal-agent model, the underlying mechanism is one of time inconsistency. To ensure that policy-makers (or future administrations) act on what is good today, rather than what might be expedient tomorrow, they attempt some form of hand-tying or lock-in. This is a key causal mechanism discussed in the literature on regional democracy governance (Börzel and Van Hüllen, 2015a).

Pevehouse (2005)argues that membership in regional organizations made up of predominantly democratic members can enhance prospects for democratization and democratic consolidation. He argues that domestic groups use organizations to lock in nascent transitions by providing guarantees to key elite groups so democracy cannot threaten policies they favor. Consistent with Moravcsik’s argument,Mansfield and Pevehouse (2006)show that states that have democratized in the recent past are more[bookmark: p495](p. 495)likely to join IOs (including regional IOs). In a later study,Mansfield and Pevehouse (2008)find that newly democratic states are more likely to join economic-oriented and standard-setting organizations versus broad political organizations. They argue that economic organizations possess the resources (trade and financial leverage) to create high costs for democratic backsliding and standard-setting organizations maintain enforcement mechanisms to better monitor compliance of state behavior.

The desire to signal to domestic and international actors has also been offered as an important mechanism driving the adoption of democratic standards (e.g.Börzel and Van Hüllen, 2015a). And while it is certainly true that adoption of these standards is meant to send a signal to multiple audiences, this is a special case of hand-tying or lock-in. What separates cheap talk from a meaningful signal is its cost. To make the signal costly, promises of future behavior must be credible, which usually involves some manner of hand-tying or costly commitment. Regional organizations can, in theory, provide monitoring and punishment in cases of backsliding.

One factor that may condition demand-side explanations is physical proximity—echoing the idea that regions are the relevant level of analysis on which to focus. Existing models of human rights promotion provide one possible causal mechanism related to geographic proximity. It is perhaps not surprising that research on the boomerang effect (Keck and Sikkink, 1998) and the spiral model (Risse et al., 2013) finds that local groups suffering from repression often reach out to regional actors to gain support against repressive governments. This proximity to those repressed makes neighboring and regional actors a logical outlet for calls for assistance from targeted groups.

A final demand-side explanation I label pre-emption. States in particular regions actually have preferences against pro-democratic standards, yet adopt weak versions of these standards as window dressing. This is often done to placate other regional or IOs. Examples of this abound.Leininger (2015)argues that the recent African Charter on Elections, Governance, and Democracy amounts to an effort not to further democratization, but rather to protect existing regimes from unconstitutional changes in power. Without strong external pressure from Western donor states to promote good governance and a desire to save their own necks, AU members would have been unlikely to support the new Charter.Davies (2013)makes a similar argument in the case of ASEAN where member states hope to deflect criticism from Western governments and show that they are “doing something” about human rights and democracy.





Causal Mechanisms and Effects in Regional Democracy Governance


This section explores the particular causal mechanisms by which regional organizations are thought to influence democracy and human rights. Within the discussion of each mechanism, I also review the findings within key studies—have indeed these[bookmark: p496](p. 496)mechanisms been successful in promoting democracy? Of course, while there should be some alignment between theorized causes and mechanisms, this section addresses the “how” question, independent from the “why” question.



Issue Linkage and Conditionality

A primary purpose of international institutions is to facilitate issue linkage. In this regard, some have argued that regional organizations help link issues of democratic governance, especially human rights, to other factors such as trade. This linkage provides a strong material incentive to comply with rules regarding governance. For example,Hafner-Burton (2005)argues that preferential trading agreements (PTAs) that include hard commitments to respect human rights can improve the behavior of member states. The logic here is largely consistent with institutionalist theory: the linkage of material (trade) factors with non-material (human rights) factors gives states leverage over violators. Threats to punish bad behavior become more credible when they are costlier for both threatener and threatened. Hafner-Burton’s empirical findings—both quantitative and qualitative—support her argument.

Implicit in these issue linkage arguments, of course, is conditionality. Indeed, this has been a key mechanism in much of the literature on regionalism and democracy governance literature (cf.Ethier, 2003). As a general argument, this mechanism works either by limiting access (membership) to the organization or by limiting specific benefits a state may derive from membership in the organization. In cases of non-members, the benefit is usually foreign aid.Kelley (2004)argues that the EU has positively influenced democracy (specifically ethnic politics) in Europe through conditionality, which was crucial to motivating state behavior, especially when domestic opposition to those changes was high.

More work is now focusing on enforcement measures post-expansion, especially in Europe. For example,Sedelmeier (2014)examines EU reactions to “backsliding” in Hungary and Romania, arguing that expansion did not undermine that institution’s ability to punish poor behavior. And while this new literature points to a growing interest in when regional organizations decide to enforce democracy governance rules, far more work can be done both within and across organizations to assess the conditions under which enforcement occurs. Without these studies, it is hard to create generalizable conclusions as to whether the conditionality mechanism is successful.



Socialization

Another common mechanism discussed in the literature is socialization. A longer tradition of constructivist-informed scholarship has suggested that socialization is a significant function of institutions (Johnston, 2001) and it is no surprise these arguments have been applied to regional democracy governance (Teorell, 2010). For example, Kelley[bookmark: p497](p. 497)(2004) argues that where domestic opposition to democracy is low (i.e. strong conditions are less necessary), socialization has been effective in creating more democratic-oriented policy reform in Central and Eastern Europe.

Schimmelfennig (2005)looks for evidence of socialization, but draws similar (if not stronger) conclusions to Kelley, finding the success of conditionality dependent on the nature of domestic interests within target states: anti-liberal party coalitions are unlikely to respond to even stringent conditionality.

Greenhill (2010)argues that any type of IO can influence the respect for physical integrity rights. Greenhill relies on a socialization mechanism whereby regional and international IOs promote standards of appropriate behavior.Goodman and Jinks (2013)study the mechanisms commonly thought to lead to diffusion of practices across states: coercion, persuasion, and acculturation. They argue that acculturation is the most likely mechanism by which human rights best practices might diffuse in regional institutions (Goodman and Jinks, 2004). They later suggest that domestic civil society groups are not necessary for diffusion of international or regional human right standards (Goodman and Jinks, 2013, 190). This leads the authors to question the importance of non-institutional domestic actors in the socialization process. Clearly the success of the socialization mechanism appears to be related to domestic politics, although a question arises as to which domestic actors (parties, NGOs, elites, etc.) condition that success. I argue in the conclusion that it is important to have a clear theory of domestic politics when attempting to assess the effectiveness of regional democracy governance.



Information and Access

Two related mechanisms focus on information and access to that information as a mechanism to promote democracy. First, organizations that provide access to non-state actors as a way to provide information to and about state-level actors are argued to successfully influence democratic practices.Hawkins (2008)has argued that the best way to explain the differing effects of European democracy governance institutions versus those in Latin America is what he calls “institutional permeability,” or the ability of non-state actors to act with regional organizations to promote and protect democracy. A key mechanism for Hawkins concerns information: permeability provides important information exchange between IOs and their non-state actor partners that can further the democratization process. In a similar vein,Hafner-Burton, Mansfield, and Pevehouse (2015)show that newly democratic states are more likely to join institutions that promote human rights more readily than older democracies or authoritarian states. They show that new democracies are more willing to join IOs that are more intrusive to domestic political arrangements, and part of their definition of intrusiveness consists of measures of NGO access and information provision.

Second, an important literature involving information as a mechanism of democratic governance involves election monitoring. There is growing evidence that a variety of regional organizations have positive effects on the quality of elections by monitoring[bookmark: p498](p. 498)a state’s compliance with electoral standards.Hyde (2011)shows that there is indeed a strong norm of monitoring elections for fraud by regional and non-governmental organizations. Furthermore, she demonstrates, through the use of creative field experiments, that monitors are effective at deterring electoral fraud. Similarly,Kelley (2012, 166) argues that international and regional monitors can increase the quality of elections by altering incentives to cheat and “engaging domestic actors.” She also argues that observers will sometimes bless less-than-perfect elections in order to minimize social strife.Donno’s (2010)work has examined a key aspect of the process: enforcement. By coding instances of punishment for election violations, Donno argues that enforcement of democratic election norms is most likely when the violators of those norms are less important geopolitically.



Judicialization

Another mechanism by which guarantees for democracy are translated into democratic practices is courts (Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). Notably, several important regional organizations have set up these court systems to assist in the promotion of democratic standards.

Growing numbers of scholars are systematically analyzing decisions by these courts, such as the Inter-American Court of Human Rights, to determine under what conditions judgments will be upheld.Neuman (2008)offers a critical examination of the Inter-American Court and its attempts to import human rights norms. Neuman suggests that by relying on external norms rather than building regionally informed norms of human rights, the Court undermines its own authority among its member states.Basch et al. (2010)examine the likelihood that states implement rulings of the Court and find that the necessity for deeper policy change lessened the likelihood that states would comply. In a similar vein,Hillebrecht (2014), examining both the Inter-American and European Court of Human Rights (ECHR), argues for the idea of “à la carte” compliance, whereby states are willing to comply with costly court rulings, but only if they involve monetary damages, not changes to domestic law.Hawkins and Jacoby (2010)report a similar finding in their comparison of the ECHR and the Inter-American Court. They find that compliance with monetary judgments hovers around 50 percent for the Inter-American Court and higher for the ECHR. This flies in the face ofPosner and Yoo’s (2005)conclusion that Inter-American Court compliance rates are around 5 percent. Like Hillebrecht,Hawkins and Jacoby (2010, 84) postulate a number of domestic political factors that are linked to partial compliance with Court rulings ranging from institutional constraints to “attitudes towards compliance.” Finally, an analysis byCavallaro and Brewer (2008, 768) of the decisions of the Inter-American Court suggests that states were more likely to implement judgments when the Court’s “procedures and jurisprudence are relevant to [domestic] actors’ long-term efforts to advance human rights.”

[bookmark: p499](p. 499)These comparative studies of these two human rights courts suggest that Europe’s more entrenched rule of law make enforcement and compliance easier for the ECHR (Mower, 1991). The irony, of course, is that Europe’s deeper commitment to the rule of law is not a function simply of time. And while a myriad of reasons are offered for the differences between the two regions, little work has been done to pin down exactly which of these differences matter. Although the answer may be overdetermined, deciding exactly what factors are relevant to the differences is more than an idle concern as other regions such as Africa begin to design their own human rights courts.

An extensive scholarship exists on the activities of the ECHR—the judicial institution charged with the enforcement of the European Convention. Legal scholars have gone so far as to describe the ECHR as the “most advanced and effective” enforcement of human rights standards in the world (Henkin et al., 1999, 551). In a sweeping analysis of the determinants of that success,Helfer and Slaughter (1997)suggested a number of factors facilitating the ECHR’s influence including the quality of legal of the court’s legal reasoning, fact-finding capacity, independence from political influence, as well as the general respect for the rule of law in Europe.Greer’s (2006)volume covers both the politics of the Convention and the operation of the Court. His extensive analysis of individual petitioners, compliance with decisions, and the decision-making processes within the Council and the Court leads him to conclude that the Convention now provides a “European identity” linking EU and non-EU members to a similar set of institutional rules about human rights.Voeten (2007)has examined the politics of judicial appointment to the ECHR. Voeten uses ECHR public minority opinions to estimate judges’ “ideal points” on the question of judicial activism and shows that countries with more left-leaning governments generally appointed more activist judges to the court.Voeten (2008), using similar data, examined whether ECHR judges are themselves biased for or against their home states. He finds that judges are hesitant to rule against their own states, but that this is most pronounced when the issue falls under a “national security” rubric, when judges are near retirement, and when judges have a diplomatic background. Voeten’s overall message is that human rights judges are clearly not above politics (Christoffersen and Madsen, 2011).

In one of the most comprehensive statistical analyses of ECHR decisions,Lupu and Voeten (2012)use network analysis to understand the legal precedents cited in over 2,000 cases. They conclude that the court cites legal precedent from domestic law strategically in order to lay the groundwork for domestic courts to implement their decisions. That is, the ECHR decisions leave behind a tool for domestic courts to use against executives (or legislatures) who may resist implementation of the standards of the Convention. In a similar vein,Helfer and Voeten (2014)examine the area of LGBT rights to show that ECHR judgments have led to legal reforms in member states. As is evidenced by these recent papers, the analysis of ECHR decisions is growing quickly. The picture that has thus developed is that these judicial enforcement options of regional organizations are effective at advancing democracy in some cases, especially where extensive legal changes are not required or domestic actors are very supportive.





[bookmark: p500](p. 500)Conclusion


The past two decades have seen a large increase in the scholarship on regional organizations, democracy governance, and human rights. We now have a solid empirical footing to conclude that there are important relationships between these organizations and democracy as well as human rights outcomes. Yet, we still have more work to do in understanding the nature of the causal mechanisms and conditions behind these associations.

Analytically, the creation of and debate over the new regional human rights instruments in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East provides fertile ground for testing theories of norm diffusion, adaptation, socialization, and institutional design. And while it will take some years to assess whether these regional instruments influence state behavior, the creation of these new institutions provides excellent opportunities to assess the evidence for changes in state policy.

For example, the expansion of regional tribunals for human rights will now create more variation to be explained, whether the dependent variable is regime design or state-level correlates of compliance. Scholars can now gain more leverage on why the European system has been relatively successful. To date, the answer has largely been overdetermined: with two courts (Europe and Latin America), it is difficult to gain explanatory leverage. With the rise of other human rights courts, more comparisons will be helpful and necessary.

Other areas are ripe for future research. Elsewhere, I have argued that key to understanding external influences on democracy is understanding the domestic political structures on which those standards hope to operate (Pevehouse, 2005). To understand domestic governance, one needs a theory of domestic politics. Yet recent work on the topic that focuses on diffusion processes and global norms (Torfason and Ingram, 2010;Brinks and Coppedge, 2006) often lacks such domestic-oriented theories. More work can be done to combine our theories of democratization from comparative politics (including innovations such asLevitsky and Way, 2010) with mechanisms of governance through regional organizations.

As shown in the section on socialization, the effectiveness of regional institutions is often conditional on domestic political processes. This is true outside of the socialization mechanism as well.Simmons (2009, 15) describes a variety of domestic political processes involving veto players, checks-and-balances, and federal power structures that are relevant to understanding when multilateral commitments to democracy and human rights will influence whether states provide “improvements to the human condition.” There is no reason to expect those same factors not to influence whether commitments are made at the regional level in the first place and whether those commitments are honored.

More research is needed on the question of enforcement. When does it occur and are there conditions that aid its effectiveness? One reason for concern is the expansion in[bookmark: p501](p. 501)membership of some regional institutions, especially in Europe. More members lead to increasing resources needed for monitoring and enforcement and a higher likelihood of free-riding in the supply of enforcement. Scholars such asHarmsen (2001)have suggested that the initial expansion of these institutions has had little bearing on the operation of the ECHR or the Council more generally.

A further threat to enforcement of standards is the possibility of forum shopping—another area which should receive additional attention. The growing EU involvement in human rights has led to questions concerning overlapping laws between the Brussels and Strasburg institutions (Turner, 1999). This issue is not only relevant for the evolving European institutions, but also for all regional and international human rights institutions (e.g. the UN Human Rights Committee; the International Criminal Court). While general approaches to overlapping existing laws have recently emerged (Alter and Meunier, 2009), there have been few applications to this area of scholarship. One exception is an analysis byHelfer (1999), who examines several areas of human rights law to study how overlapping institutions shape incentives to forum shop.Helfer (1999, 399) points to a growing number of instances of individuals raising identical claims in front of different courts which suggests strategic behavior on the part of litigants. There is a need for more analysis of when forum shopping occurs and its impact on both regional and international tribunals that adjudicate human rights law.

Forum shopping is a particular concern when considering the recent rise of what appear to be autocratic clubs. If like-minded democracies can use regional institutions to deter coups and consolidate democracy, like-minded autocrats can use regional institutions to protect repressive neighbors from internal political change.Ambrosio (2008)argues quite forcefully that the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) has become a vehicle to promote and legitimize authoritarian norms in Central Asia, Russia, and China. A corollary finding isLibman and Obydenkova (2013)who show that less democratic CIS member states are more likely to be more actively involved in CIS activities.

Others have argued that the SADC has similarly done little to promote democratic change, e.g. with regard to Lesotho in 1998 (van der Vleuten and Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2010). As previously discussed, the disbanding of the SADC’s judicial arm suggests that preferences for these democratic reforms are not strong. Far more research could be done to elucidate the causes of these clubs, their propensity to change, and their interactions with highly democratic regional clubs.

As attempts to expand regional democracy governance have grown “on the ground” throughout the globe, the literature on this phenomenon has expanded as well. Much of this work has generated important insight as to where democracy governance efforts have expanded and why. The literature has also identified a number of causal mechanisms that serve to link these governance efforts with outcomes in the area of democracy and human rights. In general, we now have a better idea about which of these mechanisms work, but there is more to be done. Taking better account of theories of domestic politics, examining the conditions of enforcement where conditionality is present, and more explicit cross-regional comparisons would provide significant advances in our knowledge of regional democracy governance.



Appendix
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Table A21.1Regional Human Rights and Democracy Governance Organizations

	Region


	Year founded


	Organization (abbreviation)


	Main issue-areas covered


	Members


	Website URL





	Africa


	1963


	African Union (AU)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume


	<http://www.au.int>




	
	1973


	Mano River Union (MRU)


	Democracy


	See Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume


	<http://www.manoriverunion.org>




	
	1980


	Southern African Development Community (SADC)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume


	<http://www.sadc.int>




	
	1983


	Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS)


	Democracy


	See Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume


	<http://www.ceeac-eccas.org>




	
	1986


	Intergovernmental Authority for Development (IGAD)


	Democracy


	See Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume


	<http://www.igad.org>




	
	1994


	Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA)


	Democracy


	See Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume


	<http://www.comesa.int>




	
	1994


	West African Economic and Monetary Union (UEMOA)


	Democracy


	See Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume


	<http://www.uemoa.int>




	
	1999


	East African Community (EAC)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume


	<http://www.eac.int>




	Americas


	1948


	Organization of American States (OAS)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume


	<http://www.oas.org>




	
	1969


	Community of Andean Nations (CAN)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume


	<http://www.comunidadandina.org>




	
	1991


	Central American Integration System (SICA)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume


	<http://www.sica.int>




	
	1991


	Southern Cone Common Market (Mercosur)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume


	<http://www.mercosur.int>




	
	2004


	Union of South American Nations (UNASUR)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume


	<http://www.unasurgsg.org>




	
	2011


	Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC)


	Democracy


	See Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume


	<http://www.parlatino.org/cdn>




	Asia


	1967


	Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)


	Human rights


	See Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume


	<http://www.asean.org>




	
	1971


	Pacific Islands Forum (PIF)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume


	<http://www.forumsec.org>




	
	1971


	Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)


	Human rights


	See Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume


	<http://www.sectsco.org>




	Europe


	1949


	Council of Europe (CoE)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter9, by Schimmelfennig, this volume


	<http://www.coe.int>




	
	1952


	Nordic Council (NC)


	Human rights


	See Chapter9, by Schimmelfennig, this volume


	<http://www.norden.org>




	
	1958


	European Union (EU)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter9, by Schimmelfennig, this volume


	<http://www.europa.eu>




	
	1973


	Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume


	<http://www.osce.org>




	Eurasia


	1985


	Southeastern Asian Agreement for Regional Cooperation


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume


	<http://www.saarc-sec.org>




	
	1991


	Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume


	<http://www.cis.minsk.by>




	
	1992


	Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC)


	Democracy


	See Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume


	<http://www.bsec-organization.org>




	Middle East


	1945


	League of Arab States (LAS)


	

	Human rights


	Democracy







	See Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume


	<http://www.lasportal.org>







Sources: See chapter for sources and organizations’ websites for more information. Some regional organizations have changed names over time. The table refers to names as of December 2014.
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Notes:

(1.) I use the term “democracy governance” since the chapter discusses the rules adopted by institutions to promote democracy in member (and non-member) states. I avoid use of the term “democratic governance” since that construction can imply that the nature of the rules themselves are democratic.
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PART IV COMPARING REGIONAL INSTITUTIONS


22 Regional Institutional Design: Pooling and Delegation

Tobias Lenz and Gary Marks

Institutionsare regularized patterns of behavior that are either formal, i.e. legally codified in an international treaty, or informal, i.e. emergent through practice over time. They are intended to facilitate the generation of desirable outcomes by structuring political interactions. Yet supranational institutions are distinctive because they operate in a non-hierarchical setting. Whereas domestic institutions tend to be directly enforceable, supranational institutions rely on the voluntary consent of sovereign member states; they need to be self-reinforcing.

Regional organizations (ROs) display significant variation in their institutional design. Some involve broad-ranging formal institutionalization; others are based primarily on informal networks. Some have powerful general secretariats with extensive competencies; others feature only small administrative units. Some have a diversified institutional architecture; others are fairly simple in their institutional organization. Some make decisions by consensus; others use majoritarian decision-making rules. Some appear to be relatively fixed in their institutional structure, while others change considerably over time.

How can this variation be explained? What are the principal patterns in regional institutional design? And how is it related to states’ ability to achieve collective goals? These questions are gaining increasing attention, and the purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of this rapidly developing field of research. We focus on regional organizations composed of three or more contiguous states having an explicit and continuous institutional framework for general purpose governance.1

This chapter begins by clarifying the key concepts of pooling and delegation. We then discuss how the institutional design of regional organizations is explained in the literatures on realism, institutionalism, constructivism, and diffusion. We then review literature that examines the consequences of variation in institutional design for peace and security, economic welfare, domestic institutions, and international actorness. We conclude by outlining some promising avenues for future research.



[bookmark: p514](p. 514)Basic Concepts: Pooling and Delegation


Regional organizations have been understood on a spectrum from intergovernmentalism to supranationalism, which largely coincides with the distinction between cooperation and integration (Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume). When member states in an RO control decision-making, implementation, and dispute settlement, one can speak of intergovernmentalism. Conversely, to the extent member states do not monopolize these capacities, one moves towards supranationalism.

The distinction is elegant—perhaps too elegant, for it conflates two dimensions of institutional design with contrasting strategic imperatives, namely pooling and delegation (Lake, 2007, 220;Hooghe and Marks, 2015). Pooling describes “sharing the capability of making decisions among governments, through a process of qualified majority rule” (Keohane and Hoffmann, 1991, 7). It involves a transfer of authority so that member states collectively participate in, but do not individually control, decision-making. Delegation, by contrast, denotes “a conditional grant of authority from a principal to an agent that empowers the latter to act on behalf of the former” (Hawkins et al., 2006, 7). Member states delegate authority, which means that they retain control over the agent; only ultimately though. The upshot is that a delegated agent enjoys a degree of autonomy which it may use to pursue its own agenda.

Regional organizations feature widely varying mixes of pooling and delegation as Table22.1displays (see Appendix 22.1 for details on coding and more fine-grained measures; see also Appendix TableA22.1). The first thing to notice is that delegation is much more widespread than pooling (Lenz et al., 2014;Hooghe and Marks, 2015). The modal category is composed of ROs that combine low levels of pooling with medium or high levels of delegation. No organization combines a medium or high level of pooling with a low level of delegation. Several ROs are relatively high on both dimensions, including the Andean Community, the African Union, the East African Community and the European Union (EU). At the same time, several ROs continue to remain low on both dimensions, such as Mercosur, the Nordic Council, and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. These organizations are closest to the intergovernmental model of international cooperation. However, even among organizations on the high/high or low/low diagonal, delegation tends to be more widespread than pooling. For example, organizations such as Mercosur or the Shanghai Cooperation Organization have no pooling at all, but limited levels of delegation.

Pooling decision-making is the exception rather than the rule and levels of pooling among general purpose ROs have remained fairly stable over time (Lenz et al., 2014;Hooghe and Marks, 2015; see alsoBlake and Lockwood Payton, 2015). European ROs, especially the European Union and the Council of Europe, were among the first organizations to pool authority, but they remain outliers. To the extent that pooling does[bookmark: p515](p. 515)occur, it is largely confined to the budget and some policy-making (e.g. the Andean Community and the Central African Economic and Monetary Union).

Table 22.1Delegation and Pooling in Select General Purpose Regional Organizations (2010)

	
	Delegation




	Low


	Medium or High





	Pooling


	Low


	

	Association of Southeast Asian Nations


	Commonwealth of Independent States


	Gulf Cooperation Council


	League of Arab States


	Mercosur


	Nordic Council


	Shanghai Cooperation Organization


	South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation







	

	Benelux


	Central American Integration System


	Commonwealth of Nations


	East African Community


	Economic Community of Central African States


	Economic Community of Western African States


	Inter-Governmental Authority on Development


	Pacific Islands Forum


	Southern African Development Community


	South Pacific Commission









	Medium or High


	
	

	African Union


	Andean Community


	Caribbean Community


	Central African Economic and Monetary Union


	Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa


	Council of Europe


	European Union


	Organization of American States


	Organization of Eastern Caribbean States












Compiled by the authors.





Delegation, by contrast, has increased substantially in regional organizations over the past two decades (Hooghe and Marks, 2015;Lenz et al., 2014; see also Tallberg et al., 2013). This general trend has been confirmed for a variety of individual bodies, including regional secretariats, dispute settlement mechanisms, and parliamentary bodies (Alter, 2013;Haftel, 2011;Hooghe et al., 2014; Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe and Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume). Today, most ROs have a secretariat (co-) responsible for agenda-setting, a dispute settlement mechanism that enjoys some independence from member state control, and one or more consultative bodies composed of non-state actors. Nevertheless, there is significant variation. The EU’s range and depth of delegation remains the exception. Few ROs monopolize agenda-setting in the hands of an independent secretariat, as does the EU or the early Andean Pact. Only six general[bookmark: p516](p. 516)purpose ROs grant decision-making competencies to regional parliaments, as does the East African Community. Most other parliamentary bodies have consultative functions only (Lenz et al., 2014). Courts are perhaps the strongest delegated institution among ROs. Twelve ROs grant courts substantial independence including the possibility of non-compliance suits by the secretariat, a preliminary rulings mechanism, and administrative/constitutional review (Alter, 2012;Hooghe et al., 2014; Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). Nevertheless, most ROs continue to rely on state-controlled dispute settlement.

Regional organizations typically have a tiered administrative structure in which state-dominated decision-making bodies—generally councils of ministers or summits of heads-of-state—are aided by subsidiary committees composed of technical experts from state ministries who prepare decisions and follow up on implementation. As regional cooperation develops, this core decision-making structure tends to become more differentiated and more authoritative. In most ROs, economic cooperation has both expanded from its focus on trade and industrial policy in the early days towards investment policy, services, public procurement, and rules on migration today and deepened from lowering at-the-border barriers, such as tariffs and quotas, to behind-the-border barriers, such as discriminatory rules and regulations (see Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume). Several ROs, such as the African Union and the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), have moved beyond economic cooperation to engage political issues such as democracy, human rights, and security (see chapters in PartIII, this volume). Regional economic organizations increasingly incorporate alliance and good governance commitments in their treaties in an effort to manage security concerns, regime instability, and the threat of terrorism (Powers, 2004,Börzel and Van Hüllen, 2015).

Whereas systematic comparative information on formal institutions is growing, evidence on informal institutions remains patchy. Nevertheless, there appears to be a general sense in the literature that, despite some movement towards pooling and the marked growth in delegation, informal institutions continue to favor member state control, especially by powerful member states. Concerning pooling, informal institutions remain wedded to consensual decision-making among states. This is well established for the EU (Heisenberg, 2005), and anecdotal evidence exists for other ROs too (seeMiddlebrook, 1978on the Andean Pact). Member states are often reluctant to adopt decisions that are opposed by their peers, and so consensus is preferred as it is in most other kinds of organization (Zamora, 1980, 568). However, there are good theoretical and empirical reasons to believe that formal majoritarian rules constrain the informal use of consensus decision-making (Stone, 2011;Kleine, 2013; Marks et al., forthcoming).

As regards delegation, evidence from individual ROs suggests that informal institutions sometimes allow powerful member states to circumvent delegated authority. Many important decisions in Mercosur, for example, are the result of informal presidential diplomacy rather than routinized decision-making (Malamud, 2005). The most far-reaching claim, in this respect, has been advanced in regard to the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). Scholars suggest that the ASEAN way—informal[bookmark: p517](p. 517)and consensus-oriented decision-making among heads-of-state—continues to dominate the organization despite reforms that have empowered the general secretariat and third-party dispute settlement (Aggarwal and Chow, 2010; Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). Despite these indications, there is little systematic research substantiating the claim that informal institutions regularly undermine delegated competencies. In summary, our current empirical knowledge suggests that there is a trend, uneven across ROs, of member states endowing independent non-state bodies with additional functions and powers.



Causes of Regional Design


Most students of regional governance treat institutional design as the key dependent variable. Four theoretical perspectives—realism, institutionalism, constructivism, and diffusion—offer contrasting answers. While each of these approaches has developed hypotheses to explain cross-sectional variation in institutional design, they say far less about the causes of institutional change. Moreover, no theoretical perspective offers a coherent rationale for the divergence in the level and evolution of pooling and delegation in ROs.



Realism

For realists, the design of international institutions reflects the underlying distribution of power among member states. The central idea is that dominant states prefer informal relations of power to the formal rule of law (Mearsheimer, 1994/95). In this vein, the “extreme hegemony” exercised by the United States prevented strong regional institutions from emerging in East Asia during the Cold War (Crone, 1993, 505), and the decline of US hegemony facilitated an upsurge of regionalism in the 1990s (Mansfield, 1998). At the same time, however, regional cooperation may allow smaller powers to balance against a hegemon, as has been argued for the European Economic Community, ASEAN, the Southern African Development Coordination Conference, and the Gulf Cooperation Council (Pedersen, 2002;Beeson, 2005;Ispahani, 1984).

Why dominant states sometimes accept extensive and growing delegation remains puzzling. Some question the substantive relevance of this development on the ground that delegation is always contingent on the interests of the dominant states (Stone, 2011; 21). Even though such states might accept formal delegation in normal times, they retain effective control through informal rules when the stakes are high (Stone, 2011; see alsoLibman and Obydenkova, 2013). Others point to regional governance arrangements—plutocratic governance—in which decisions are effectively taken by the dominant state (Hancock, 2009; Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume).

[bookmark: p518](p. 518)Evidence is mixed for the claim that informal rules allow powerful states to finesse regional governance when it suits them.Kleine (2013, 89) points out that even when majority decision-making procedures are in place, “governments frequently need to mitigate the rules’ effects when a decision threatens to stir up strong distributive conflict at the domestic level.” However, from the time of the Single European Act to the present, between 10 and 20 percent of all EU legislation has been opposed in formal votes by losing minorities (Kleine, 2013;Mattila, 2009). Analysis of judgments in the European Court of Justice provides no support of systematic bias to powerful states, nor are powerful states necessarily inclined to evade compliance with EU law (Börzel et al., 2010;Stone Sweet, 2010).

Some realists interpret delegation as a side payment by a regional power to their weaker neighbors for their acquiescence to hegemony (Pedersen, 2002;Schirm, 2009). Such side payments may increase if power disparities decline, resulting in increased RO authority. According toGrieco (1995,1997), this explains monetary union in the EU and, in comparative perspective, the high degree of formal institutionalization in Europe by contrast to East Asia. An alternative realist approach to the puzzle posits that regional governance is a response to external threat (Rosato, 2011), an argument that would have to be refined if it were to explain the pattern of RO reform.

The disparity between extensive delegation and limited pooling in regional organizations is puzzling from a realist perspective. If each state is able to veto reform this raises the hurdle for member states to collectively rein in delegated RO bodies. There is a decisive difference between a unitary principal and a collective principal, and this may help to explain why there have been so few instances of spillback in delegation. An alternative way of looking at delegation, and international governance in general, is to emphasize the prevalence of informality as a means for powerful states to exert control through the back door. This is a plausible point of view, though it is not well attuned to explain the significant increase in the authority of non-state RO bodies that has been negotiated in written contracts.



Institutional Approaches

Neo-liberal and historical institutionalist approaches have gained wide currency in the analysis of regional design. Both approaches view actors as responding rationally to exogenous constraints; yet differ in what these constraints are: informational constraints in the case of neo-liberal institutionalism and institutional constraints in the case of historical institutionalism.

Neo-liberal institutionalism interprets institutions as functional solutions to collective action problems generated by complex interdependence (Keohane, 1984). In this view, the uniquely supranational EU is motivated by high levels of economic interdependence, while less interdependent regions delegate and pool less (Bouzas and Soltz, 2001;Haas and Schmitter, 1964). Political economy accounts tend to emphasize how interdependence tips the balance of domestic political forces in favor of export-oriented[bookmark: p519](p. 519)or, more broadly, internationalizing coalitions (Milner, 1997;Solingen, 2008; Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume).

A puzzle here is that several ROs exhibit extensive delegation even though economic interdependence is limited (Herbst, 2007; Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). Conversely, regions with high economic interdependence, such as Northeast Asia, feature only weak institutional arrangements. In line with this, case studies of ROs outside the Western world have found little evidence for the bottom-up logic of interest group influence that political economy accounts tend to posit (Yoshimatsu, 2007). Whereas some quantitative studies confirm a strong association between economic interdependence and thick governance (Smith, 2000;Haftel, 2011), others find a weaker association or one that is conditional on implementation (Marks et al., 2014;Haftel, 2013; see alsoMattli, 1999). Relatedly, several studies suggest that interdependence accounts for design variation across policy areas (Stone Sweet et al., 2001).Börzel and Van Hüllen (2015)argue that security interdependence leads to regional governance for democracy and human rights. Where such interdependencies are particularly severe, as in many parts of Africa, states design pooled decision-making procedures that allow for robust enforcement without the consent of the concerned member state. To what extent this argument travels to other policy areas, and especially economic integration, remains an open empirical question. In general, growing interdependence increases the difficulty of agenda-setting and decision-making which, in turn, might explain rising delegation. Whereas gradually enhancing delegation might be seen, from this perspective, as a “conventional” institutional response, losing the national veto (pooling) is a more far-reaching institutional measure. Here, high threshold levels of interdependence or imminent blockage in large-member organizations might be required.

A second line of neo-liberal institutionalist inquiry focuses on credible commitment as a means to make policy choices robust to domestic pressures and time inconsistency (Koremenos, 2007;Thatcher and Stone Sweet, 2002). Stronger delegation may result from a challenge to the credibility of a commitment because of exogenous change, such as an economic crisis.Arnold and Rittberger (2013)account for the reform of Mercosur’s dispute settlement along these lines. Beyond trade, ROs allow states to commit to democratic institutions or human rights in the face of competitive party-political bidding (Moravcsik, 2000;Mansfield and Pevehouse, 2006; Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume; see alsoGruber, 2000). While this research focuses on formal institutions, and especially delegation to independent agents, some research emphasizes how intergovernmental or informal institutions—establishing centralized monitoring and enforcement mechanisms that retain member state sovereignty, and individual states serving as informal focal points in coordination dilemmas—solve credible commitment problems (Yoshimatsu, 2006).

Even though credible commitment theorists have largely ignored the issue of pooling or treated it in conjunction with delegation the logic of the argument might plausibly account for the empirical observation that ROs combine extensive delegation and limited pooling. Institutional protection against domestic pressures and time inconsistency[bookmark: p520](p. 520)might be most effective when states delegate extensively to independent agentsandretain their veto in final decision-making, thus icing their collective commitment.

Rather than view regional design as functionally efficient, historical institutionalism interprets it as path-dependent. In the case of the EU,Pierson (1996)argues that reform—and hence member state control—is attenuated by unanimity decision rules, delegation to independent bodies, and sunk costs. Similarly, neo-functionalists emphasize how delegation to independent agents has downstream consequences for regional institutional design. In the European context, scholarship in this tradition emphasizes that non-state agents can empower supranational bodies so that delegation feeds on itself (Burley and Mattli, 1993; Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). From a social movement perspective,Hawkins (2008)argues along similar lines that once granted access to regional governance, societal actors push for institutional constraints on states. Those who identify a supranational dynamic in regional organizations point to the efforts of non-state actors rather than member states themselves, a finding that is consistent with the discrepancy we observe between extensive delegation and limited pooling.

One can extend historical institutionalism to the effects of domestic institutions for regional design. In this vein,Malamud (2005)shows how domestic constitutional provisions favoring the executive facilitate informal presidential diplomacy in Mercosur. Relatedly, Mansfield and collaborators find that states with more domestic veto players are less likely to join deep economic integration arrangements (Mansfield and Milner, 2012).

Overall, the efficiency view of institutionalist accounts, whether in its economic or historical variant, offers a range of plausible hypotheses on formal institutions, but appears to be less well attuned to understanding informal institutions. The main reason, in our view, is that divergence between formal and informal institutions provokes a degree of ambiguity that is difficult to reconcile with an efficiency view of institutions.



Constructivism

In contrast to those who assume that actors respond rationally to exogenous constraints, constructivists view actors as having historically contingent beliefs and norms through which they interpret their environment. Inter-subjective norms render certain actions desirable and others undesirable. This argument has been used to account for the incidence of ROs. Katzenstein argues that the US underpinned security organization in Europe but not in East Asia because it identified with the former but not the latter (Hemmer and Katzenstein, 2002;Katzenstein, 2005). Similarly, constructivists claim that identity plays a decisive role in the creation of ROs as diverse as NATO, the Organization of African Unity, the Caribbean Community, and Mercosur. The emergence of security communities has received particular attention from constructivists (Risse-Kappen, 1996;Tussie, 2009; Chapter24by Checkel, this volume).

[bookmark: p521](p. 521)Constructivists have paid less attention to institutional design. One strand of inquiry focuses on ideas and norms that are rooted domestically. For example, constructivists argue that democratic norms facilitate delegation because democratic elites are familiar with domestic power-sharing (Acharya and Johnston, 2007, 262; Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume). Regional governance is also linked to national culture.Duina (2006,2015) argues that variation in national legal cultures drives regional economic integration and dispute settlement on the ground that civil law is more consistent than common law with the standardization of formal rules and institutionalized dispute settlement.

Nevertheless, these arguments offer little insight into why a government might reject power-sharing in majoritarian voting while accepting delegation to an independent body. Explanations highlighting ideas and identity do not fare much better in a comparative perspective. For example,Parsons (2003)argues that party divisions on Europe allowed individual leaders to build cross-party coalitions around European integration which went beyond confederal visions and which involved extensive delegation to independent bodies. In the Arab world, on the other hand, the rhetoric of common identity legitimizes weak regimes that fear unity and avoid delegation and pooling (Barnett and Solingen, 2007). In one of the few large-n studies on the topic,Marks et al. (2014)conceive the process of institutional change as a process of discovery that depends on the willingness of member states to contract highly incomplete commitments that, in turn, reflect common historical ties.

The ontology of constructivism renders it sensitive to informal institutions. Much scholarship on regional institution-building in the post-colonial states of Africa and Asia has emphasized how the creation of seemingly powerful formal institutions in fact bolstered informality and national sovereignty (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). Perhaps the most sustained constructivist argument concerns Asian ROs, and especially ASEAN. ASEAN’s thin institutionalization, the preference for informal rather than formal institutions, and the procedural emphasis on consensus-building reflect deeply rooted cultural predispositions (Acharya, 2001;Higgott, 2007;Katzenstein, 2005). Over time, these principles have congealed into a coherent set of norms—the “ASEAN way”—that is juxtaposed to formal-legal regionalism in Europe and elsewhere. Such essentialist arguments have problems explaining why reform does take place in ASEAN and especially why it takes the form of formal negotiated agreements (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume).

Ironically, constructivists face a similar problem to that encountered by neo-liberal institutionalists in accounting for the curious divergence between extensive delegation and limited pooling. Their central concepts—ideas, norms, and identities—tend to evolve slowly. Scholars often conceive these as constants over the time frame under consideration. Constructivism has developed hypotheses for cross-sectional variation in formal and informal institutionalization across ROs, but it has been less oriented to change over time. If socialization or learning is a source of change, it is not implausible[bookmark: p522](p. 522)to believe that this is likely to be more powerful for non-state actors in independent RO bodies than among member states themselves.



Diffusion

Diffusion approaches, including sociological institutionalism, treat ROs as interdependent (Jetschke and Lenz, 2013; Chapter5by Risse and Chapter26by Ribeiro Hoffmann, this volume). Diffusion scholars observe that delegated institutions—including courts and parliaments—are not purely endogenous or functional creations but regularly extend across ROs as the result of learning and emulation (Börzel and Risse, 2012;Katsumata 2011;Lenz, 2012,2013). Some scholars even interpret an entire RO as an “isomorphic creation” (Jetschke, 2009, 422). Perhaps the most widespread diffusion argument concerns the proliferation since the late 1980s of economic ROs and preferential trade agreements more widely. Whereas most scholars attribute this to enhanced competition in international markets (Baccini and Dür, 2012;Mattli, 1999), others argue that it reflects change in the global script of legitimate statehood (Jupille et al., 2013).

Nevertheless, adoption of foreign models is seldom wholesale; adaptation and localization can be expected (Chapter5by Risse and Chapter6by Acharya, this volume). This draws attention to the conditions which produce similarity or difference, and the relationship between formal and informal institutions. Sociological institutionalism has a clear theoretical expectation connecting the two: diffusion leads to increasing similarity in formal institutions, while informal institutions and actual practices continue to differ (decoupling, seeMeyer and Rowan, 1977). Yet, why a variety of delegated institutions have diffused from the EU, while the EU’s pooled decision-making has not spread to a similar degree, remains a puzzle from a diffusion perspective.





Consequences of Regional Institutional Design


International institutions—both formal and informal—are not ends in themselves. They are intended to help states achieve collectively desirable goals. What difference, if any, does institutional design make? Studies that address this question face a daunting methodological challenge. They need to engage factors that both influence ROs and the outcomes they produce. The task then is to isolate the effects of regional organizations as intervening variables. Nevertheless, there are indications that more supranational ROs have more profound consequences than intergovernmental ROs. What this implies for the effects of pooling or delegation appears to depend on the issue at hand. This section considers four possible consequences of regional organizations: peace and security, economic welfare, domestic institutions, and international actorness.



[bookmark: p523](p. 523)Peace and Security

Many ROs seek to manage security dilemmas. The EU is the most prominent example of an RO rooted in the ambition to produce peace among neighbors, but there are many others. Mercosur has its origin in long-standing nuclear rivalry between Argentina and Brazil. ASEAN was motivated in part by a desire to shield weak states against external threats and communist subversion. This literature deals with the relationship between membership in international organizations, or preferential trade agreements, and (militarized) conflict—a literature that tends to find a positive relationship (for example,Russett and Oneal, 2001; Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, this volume).

The connection between institutional design and peace is contested. One debate concerns the effect of an explicit mandate to mediate, and possibly intervene, in violent conflicts between member states. Some argue that only organizations with a codified security mandate have pacifying effects by facilitating signaling among member states (Boehmer et al., 2004;Hansen et al., 2008). Others, however, find that security-oriented ROs have little or no effect (Bearce and Omori, 2005;Dorussen and Kirchner, 2013;Powers, 2004).

Delegation comes into play when an RO serves as a platform for exchanging information, building trust, and institutionalizing reciprocity. A secretariat may serve an important function if it has the capacity to gather information and set up and routinize meetings among national leaders. However, this is far short of effective intervention in conflict among member states. For this the hurdle is far higher, and involves serious pooling of authority among member states so that an aggressor state cannot use its veto to stymie the RO. The reform of the African Union in 2001 to allow two-thirds majority of its member states in its Peace and Security Council to initiate coercive intervention, peacekeeping, sanctions, or expulsion was a necessary step for a more activist role in security and peacekeeping. The organization responded to military coups in Togo (2005), Mauritania (2005, 2008), and Mali (2012). In addition, the African Union has sent 14,000 peacekeepers to Burundi, Sudan, and Somalia and has contributed again as many peacekeepers to United Nations missions in Africa.

Some scholars argue common markets and customs unions help to produce peace because they have the capacity to reveal private information (Haftel, 2007;Vicard, 2012). Other studies find no empirical support for this mechanism (Bearce and Omori, 2005). However, there is broad agreement that routinized meetings among high-level officials (including heads-of-state and foreign ministers) reduce the likelihood of militarized dispute, an effect that is generally attributed to trust-building (Bearce and Omori, 2005;Haftel, 2007,2011).

One might be skeptical of quantitative analyses on the grounds that the relationship is context-specific—something that the broad sweep of such analyses may miss. Yet the case study evidence is inconclusive. Some argue that weakly institutionalized security organizations find it difficult to prevent conflict. In an early study of the Organization[bookmark: p524](p. 524)of African Unity,Meyers (1974, 368) contends that “the extremely limited authority granted its institutions” is the principal reason for the organization’s limited success in conflict mediation. This chimes with the findings of large-n studies that robust mediation and delegation are necessary to prevent conflict. Informal governance scholars, in contrast, suggest that strong institutionalization is not necessary; it is primarily routinized and iterated interaction that leads to trust and thereby bolsters more peaceful relations between states. Observers of ASEAN, for example, argue that informal decision-making among state leaders has “increased the likelihood that conflicts of peripheral national value would not explode into open confrontation” (Indorf, 1984, 85; see alsoAcharya, 2001;Tan, 2013).Malamud (2005)has highlighted how informal interaction among state leaders in Mercosur has diminished tensions. Similarly, observers have argued that ECOWAS “enables small groups of leaders to meet together privately to resolve disputes” (Riley, 1999, 67).Nye (1971)makes a similar argument for the East African Community.



Economic Welfare

Many ROs seek to improve welfare through economic cooperation and integration.Powers and Goertz (2011, 2388, 2396) suggest that “the world is in the process of dividing itself into regions based on the creation of multifunctional, multipurpose regional economic institutions,” where “economic integration is the core.” Most analyses that address the relationship between international governance and welfare are conducted by economists and focus on preferential trade agreements—a class of agreements that include ROs but consist mostly of bilateral accords. These studies overwhelmingly find that such agreements have a positive effect on bilateral trade volumes, economic growth, and other measures associated with economic welfare (for example,Baier et al., 2008; Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). However, studies focusing on ROs alone tend to find no positive effect on a variety of economic welfare measures, mainly due to the weakly performing ROs in the Global South (Jupille et al., 2013;Mayda and Steinberg, 2009).

Not surprisingly, the literature on the relationship between regional institutional design and economic welfare encounters mixed results. One set of studies analyzes the connection between regional security structures and patterns of trade. Gowa was the first to ask whether, and how, alliances affect international trade. In her influential study, she argues that trade generates security externalities that alliance members seek to internalize. As a result, “free trade is more likely within than across political-military alliances” (Gowa, 1994, 31). Subsequent research has analyzed whether alliances shape trade. It finds, for example, that alliances containing a military assistance clause and those that are tied to regional economic agreements have a particularly strong effect on trade flows (Mansfield and Bronson, 1997, 103;Long, 2003;Long and Leeds, 2006).

Building on Balassa’s taxonomy of economic integration, scholars have asked whether deeper economic integration has enhanced welfare effects. Even though the theoretical[bookmark: p525](p. 525)grounds for this claim are well established, the empirical evidence is mixed. Whereas some studies find that more ambitious forms of economic integration are associated with greater trade creation, others contend that this effect disappears under controls (Ghosh and Yamarikb, 2004;Kandogan, 2008;Vicard, 2009;Domínguez, 2007, 125). Perhaps the most sustained study of the conditions for success of economic ROs isMattli’s (1999)qualitative study. He argues that the influence of hegemonic leadership and the mobilization of demands on behalf of private economic groups are more important than centralized monitoring and third-party enforcement. This hypothesis is in line with the relative success of the EU, the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the German Zollverein, and the European Free Trade Agreement (until 1973) compared to economic ROs in Latin America and Asia.

What might explain the limited influence of institutional design on economic welfare? Structural features, including the lack of economic complementarities among members or the existence of mutually incompatible commitments among overlapping ROs, may be part of the answer. Another important explanation is that many ROs have a poor record of implementation (Langhammer and Hiemenz, 1990;Geda and Kebret, 2008). Recent evidence indicates a North–South divide. An expert survey of 40 preferential trade agreements finds that only five of 18 ROs achieve their objectives (Gray and Slapin, 2012; see alsoHaftel, 2013). Implementation tends to be spotty among African ROs, some of which have strong formal dispute settlement, while North American ROs, which have weaker formal institutions, have a better record of implementation. ROs that serve to stabilize the regime or facilitate socialization tend to be less oriented to implementation. Mercosur’s informal presidential diplomacy is successful partly because Brazilian leaders have been willing to accept their peers reneging on commitments (Goméz-Mera, 2005). Similarly,Alter and Helfer (2010)have shown that judges on formally powerful courts in the Global South are more willing to accommodate national sovereignty in their rulings than are judges at the European Court of Justice. Thus, an informal institution such as sovereignty and non-intervention, which is more prevalent among Southern ROs, might explain why formal institutions are less effective in enforcing prior commitments.



Domestic Institutions

Beyond the provision of public goods, ROs also have feedback effects for the stability of domestic institutions and regimes. One important claim is that ROs may help to lock in transition to democracy (Whitehead, 1996). More generally, this literature suggests that membership in democratic ROs is associated with more stable domestic democratic institutions (Chapter21by Pevehouse, in this volume).

Beyond mere membership, the available evidence suggests that institutional design has consequences for the stability of democratic institutions. Broadly speaking, the firmer and the more robust RO commitments are, the more effective they appear to be.Domínguez (2007, 125) argues that the relative success of Latin American ROs, including[bookmark: p526](p. 526)the Organization of American States until 2002, in locking in democratic commitments stems from the fact that there exists an “obligation to defend constitutional democracy under threat” (see alsoHawkins, 2008;Hafner-Burton, 2009). Similarly, research on democratic conditionality in Europe suggests that political conditionality can overcome even relatively entrenched domestic opposition (Schimmelfennig, 2007). Consistent with these arguments is the recent finding that democratizing states are willing to join even intrusive human rights organizations (Hafner-Burton et al., 2013). There is also evidence to suggest that ROs with more robust enforcement mechanisms, including particularly courts that grant access to individuals, are more successful in shielding domestic institutions from rollback (Moravcsik, 2000;Alter, 2013).

Delegation rather than pooling appears decisive for the effect of ROs on domestic institutions. Delegation can serve to legitimate regimes, both democratic and authoritarian, by setting up an external rubric of rules to evaluate and sanction regimes, by establishing norms of good governance, and by empowering a court that can provide information about human rights abuses. Pooling, by contrast, increases the extent to which the member states of an international organization can finesse the opposition of one or a minority of states to make collective decisions. However, it is exceedingly rare for member states to punish one of their own, for there is always the possibility that a state in the current majority might later become a target.

There is also evidence that regional governance can reinforce authoritarian regimes by providing them with legitimacy, a phenomenon thatSöderbaum (2004)has called sovereignty, or regime, boosting. Authoritarian rulers may use ROs to entrench national sovereignty and non-intervention (Chapter13by Hartmann and Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume). ROs with limited delegation and pooling, and which have consensus-oriented informal rules, probably serve this purpose best (Ambrosio, 2008; Chapter10by Hancock and Libman and Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume).

In African ROs, which are often characterized by extensive delegation and some pooling, a different mechanism is at play. Even though formal delegation to independent agents limits government control, it also provides opportunities for political patronage. Secretariats and courts have to be staffed, providing ample opportunity to reward loyal individuals (Gray, 2014;Herbst, 2007). “Isomorphic entities” (Jetschke, 2009, 422) can enhance the legitimacy of domestic rulers by attracting support from external actors, providing photo opportunities, and conveying to domestic audiences that rulers are adopting best practices.



International Actorness

The consequences of RO design are felt externally as well as internally. As ROs consolidate their internal structures, they tend to develop outward-oriented policies and, eventually, to become actors on the international stage in their own right (Hettne and Söderbaum, 2000). International actorness is understood as the ability to formulate[bookmark: p527](p. 527)common external policies and to defend the interests of member states vis-à-vis external actors (Jupille and Caporaso, 1998). The emerging literature indicates that international actorness hinges on the existence of robust decision-making procedures, with more supranational ROs generally having greater presence than intergovernmental ROs.

The influence of regional governance on international actorness has been examined for some time in the EU (Sjöstedt, 1977). There is widespread agreement that the ability to formulate common positions—and hence the pooling of authority—is a necessary if not sufficient condition for international actorness in the EU. This varies across policy areas. Many argue that the EU is more effective in trade than in common foreign and security policy because it decides by qualified majority vote in the former field, but not in the latter, and has delegated the conduct in international negotiations to the European Commission in trade, but not in common foreign and security policy (da Conceicao-Heldt and Meunier, 2014).

In a comparative study of the EU and ASEAN,Wunderlich (2012)finds that qualified majority voting facilitates international actorness, whereas unanimity hampers it. Beyond the question of pooling, having a single supranational negotiator that speaks for an RO also facilitates international actorness—an institutional condition that favors ECOWAS over the South African Development Community (SADC) in international trade negotiations (Hulse, 2014). Such autonomy from member states both in terms of institutional procedures as well as resources—key aspects of delegation—is an important factor in explaining when an RO is recognized as a relevant actor (Gehring et al., 2013). Bargaining outcomes in international negotiations also depend on institutional design, but in some apparently surprising ways.Meunier (2005)shows that the EU is able to extract more concessions when it decides by unanimity and has only limited delegation, which suggests that international actorness can actually be detrimental to international bargaining success.





Conclusion: Directions for Future Research


In this chapter, we have reviewed literature on the causes and consequences of regional institutional design. This is a comparatively recent field of academic inquiry and, as a result, many of the findings presented here require further specification and systematic examination. Three avenues for future research appear particularly promising.

First, whereas most of the literature has focused on cross-sectional variation, questions of institutional change have received much less scholarly attention. This is surprising given the almost universal trend towards supranationalism, especially since the end of the Cold War. What drives this development? And why is the direction of institutional change almost uniformly towards more supranationalism, while backsliding is rare?

[bookmark: p528](p. 528)It is unclear whether the factors that explain cross-sectional variation readily transfer to institutional change. A fixed effects approach engaging change in regional organizations over time offers a powerful way to control for cross-sectional factors, yet it poses puzzles for each of the approaches discussed here. To what extent can change in state capacities explain institutional change? To what extent can identities, which may also be expected to change slowly, explain the rising tide of delegation? While there has been a general increase in economic interdependence as measured by regional trade, this is not evident in several regions that have witnessed supranationalism, including Europe which has seen no increase in the proportion of its trade that is intra-regional (Marks et al., 2014).

A second promising direction for future research concerns the relationship between formal and informal institutions. Formal and informal institutions work in combination, and so the pertinent questions concern their interaction across policy areas, organizations, and over time (see for example,Héritier, 2007). We suspect that the increasing formalization of regional governance in contractually bargained institutions is perfectly consistent with increased reliance on informal rules. Do formal and informal institutions reinforce each other, or do they often operate at cross-purposes, as the emerging literature on informal governance tentatively suggests? Who decides whether formal or informal rules apply in a particular situation, and how does this affect outcomes?

A third promising area for future research is to compare ROs more systematically with non-regional international organizations, instead of lumping them with preferential trade agreements or alliances, as is often done in the existing literature. Comparison of international and regional organizations promises important insights concerning regional governance. Regional organizations are usually defined in terms of membership size and geography, and hence in juxtaposition to global international organizations. Are ROs distinct from other international organizations, and if they are distinct, how does this affect their institutional design? Might it be possible to explain both phenomena by one and the same set of factors?



Appendix 22.1


Delegation and Pooling in Regional Organizations


We measure pooling as an additive index that captures the extent to which authority is transferred from individual member states to a collective member state body in agenda setting and decision-making in six decision areas: membership accession, membership suspension or expulsion, policy-making, drafting the budget, budgetary non-compliance, and constitutional reform. Three elements are included in our[bookmark: p529](p. 529)assessment: first, whether the decision rule departs from unanimity to some form of majoritarianism; second, whether the decision is binding rather than voluntary; third, whether the decision comes into force without requiring ratification by individual member states. The weakest link (i.e. the most intergovernmental option) prevails in each decision domain. The maximum score is majority voting over a binding decision without ratification. The minimum score is unanimous decision-making, followed by non-binding decision-making under supermajority, followed by ratification by all member states under supermajority. Supermajoritarian decision rules, partial ratification, and partial bindingness produce intermediate scores. While about a quarter of the organizations in our sample take decisions in all six decision areas by unanimity, an organization like the Pacific Island Forum, which takes binding budgetary decisions and non-binding policy decisions (the Pacific Plan) by majority, is still categorized as low in our assessment. A “typical” organization in the medium category is the Central African Economic and Monetary Union that takes binding budgetary decisions, decisions on budgetary non-compliance, and binding policy decisions all by supermajority in the absence of ratification requirements.

We measure delegation also as an additive index that captures the extent to which states transfer competencies to five types of non-state bodies (general secretariats, consultative bodies, assemblies, executives, judicial bodies) in agenda-setting, decision-making, and dispute settlement in the same six decision areas we assess for pooling. The extent of delegation is a function of the number of non-state bodies and the number of decision areas in which they play a formal role. In dispute settlement, which we examine separately, delegation is a function of the extent to which third-party judicial bodies are independent of member state control, render binding rulings, and non-state actors have access to the body. Low on delegation is an organization like the Gulf Cooperation Council, where the general secretariat drafts the budget, can propose policy decisions and where there exists a Commission for the Settlement of Disputes composed of ad hoc arbitrators that render non-binding verdicts. In the intermediate category, we find an organization like the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States, whose general secretariat—the OECS Commission—serves executive functions, proposes the budget, and has a formal agenda-setting role regarding policy, while the Eastern Caribbean Supreme Court composed of a standing body of justices holds an automatic right to review and generates binding verdicts with direct effect. Into the high category falls the EU with its powerful non-state bodies including the European Commission, the European Court of Justice, and the European Parliament.

We categorize an organization as low on pooling and/or delegation when it scores below 0.12 on our additive index. The medium category reaches from 0.121 to 0.299. Everything above 0.3 on either of the two measures is categorized as high.[bookmark: p530](p. 530)

Table A22.1Delegation and Pooling in 27 General Purpose Regional Organizations (2010)

	Acronym


	Name of IO


	Delegation


	Pooling





	AU


	African Union


	Medium


	High




	CAN


	Andean Community


	High


	Medium




	ASEAN


	Association of Southeast Asian Nations


	Low


	Low




	BENELUX


	Benelux Community


	Medium


	Low




	CARICOM


	Caribbean Community


	Medium


	Medium




	CEMAC


	Central African Economic and Monetary Union


	High


	Medium




	SICA


	Central American Integration System


	Medium


	Low




	CIS


	Commonwealth of Independent States


	Low


	Low




	ComSec


	Commonwealth of Nations


	High


	Low




	COMESA


	Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa


	Medium


	Medium




	CoE


	Council of Europe


	High


	Medium




	EAC


	East African Community


	High


	Low




	ECCAS


	Economic Community of Central African States


	Medium


	Low




	ECOWAS


	Economic Community of West African States


	High


	Low




	EU


	European Union


	High


	Medium




	GCC


	Gulf Cooperation Council


	Low


	Low




	IGAD


	Inter-Governmental Authority on Development


	Medium


	Low




	LoAS


	League of Arab States


	Low


	Low




	Mercosur


	Common Market of the South


	Low


	Low




	NordC


	Nordic Council


	Low


	Low




	OAS


	Organization of American States


	Medium


	Medium




	OECS


	Organization of Eastern Caribbean States


	Medium


	Medium




	PIF


	Pacific Islands Forum


	Medium


	Low




	SCO


	Shanghai Cooperation Organization


	Low


	Low




	SAARC


	South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation


	Low


	Low




	SPC


	South Pacific Community


	Medium


	Low




	SADC


	Southern African Development Community


	Medium


	Low
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Notes:

(1.) Hence, we exclude bilateral regional trade agreements, task-specific ROs such as the Central Commission for the Navigation of the Rhine, or largely informal regional groupings such as the G7. On the distinction between task specific and general purpose organizations, seeLenz et al. (2014).Vabulas and Snidal (2013)map the full spectrum of international organizations, including informal arrangements.
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23 Regional Dispute Settlement

Karen J. Alter and Liesbet Hooghe

Oneof the most striking developments in regionalism over the past decades is the rise in regional courts with a remit to adjudicate economic disputes, good governance, and in some cases non-trade disputes pertaining to human rights and mass atrocities (Alter, 2014;Hooghe et al., 2014;Romano, 2011). This rise has happened against the backdrop of proliferating regional agreements. There are a bewildering number—literally hundreds—of overlapping and increasingly specific bi-national and multinational agreements pertaining to trade, investment, security, the shared use of resources such as river basins, the protection of transborder species, human rights, etc. Regional organizations are central institutional settings for both these developments (Goertz and Powers, 2012;Marks et al., 2014;Powers and Goertz, 2011).

This chapter argues that the rise in regional courts is a game changer in regionalism that stands for more than just a commitment to use legal means to resolve economic disputes; it signals a commitment to uphold specific community values. Contrary to earlier waves of regionalism, many of these courts are not primarily engaged with trade. Instead, they are often activated to adjudicate cases involving good governance, human rights violations, as well as economic issues. But as we will see, their incidence and use across the globe is uneven. While Africa, Europe, and Latin America have multiple regional courts with sometimes overlapping jurisdiction, in Asia there is one non-operational appellate body to review non-existent panel decisions for disputes among ASEAN countries and in the Middle East there is a rarely used permanent court to adjudicate investment disputes among Arab investors and Arab states.

We place this development against the backdrop of a general rise in judicialized regional dispute settlement compared to so-called alternative dispute settlement mechanisms like negotiation, good offices, mediation, and binding arbitration. Most people see the lack of a regional court as signifying an aversion to legalized adjudication of disputes. This larger backdrop reveals, however, that the choice is really between a[bookmark: p539](p. 539)multi-purpose regional court, binding arbitration, or relying on political bodies to resolve disputes. In this chapter, we document trends regarding regional agreements that have, at least initially, an economic focus. But this three-pronged choice also exists for human rights issues, and it may de facto be emerging regarding international criminal law.

Although we do not yet understand what drives the different choices, we do know that the legalized adjudication choice is consequential. Compulsory jurisdiction arguably renders credible any threat of litigation, and can enhance the negotiation leverage of actors with law on their side. Whether for clarification or enforcement, adjudication contributes to the greater specificity of the law, the construction of new law that provides focal solutions for disagreements, addresses unforeseen substantive issues, or generates a new status quo (Alter, 2000;Stone Sweet, 1999). International adjudication, then, reduces ambiguity for parties engaged in incomplete contracting (Cooley and Spruyt, 2009).

This chapter draws on existing studies of arbitration and adjudication to settle some basic conceptual distinctions. We then document the rising judicialization of dispute settlement at the regional level and the prominent role of regional courts in reshaping the terrain of international law. The next sections summarize what we know and do not know about the sources of proliferation, variation in design, and effects. Our analysis suggests the need for a scholarly focus on the choice of dispute settlement mechanisms. We conclude by discussing what is at stake: Scholars can continue to focus on dispute settlement as a problem-solving device that helps governments reach functional objectives, but doing so will create artificial blinders that keep us from understanding how international dispute adjudication promotes broader values that implicate the hopes and goals of individuals, firms, and civil society groups.



Concepts and Trends


An international dispute may be defined as a disagreement concerning a matter of fact, law, or policy in which a claim or assertion of one party is met with refusal, counter-claim, or denial by another, and in which these parties involve governments, organizations, legal persons, or private individuals in more than one country (Merrills, 2011, 1). This chapter concentrates on dispute settlement institutions that are regional in scope, governed by a legally binding inter-state agreement, and judicialized, i.e. they have the potential to lead to adjudication resulting in legally binding decisions.

We focus on agreements involving three or more proximate states. We exclude from our purview investment agreements, the vast majority of which are bilateral (although some can be regional in scope, such as NAFTA’s Chapter11).1We also say less about commercial arbitration of disputes among traders based in a private contract rather than a public treaty (Hale, 2012;Mattli and Dietz, 2014).2

[bookmark: p540](p. 540)Parties always have a dispute settlement option: negotiation, mediation or conciliation by a third party, arbitration, or adjudication. The first three are usually classified as diplomatic or political because the parties retain control over who mediates, whether they accept a proposed settlement, and because the process, including the resolution, is usually hidden from public view. The latter two are legal means of settlement that are potentially binding and often relatively more public. In many international agreements, these different dispute settlement techniques are sequentially bundled, but in this chapter, we focus on the latter two.

Arbitration requires the parties to set up, or choose, the machinery to handle disputes. There are many off-the-shelf arbitration options. Contracts and economic agreements often specify that disputes will be resolved via arbitration, sometimes designating the arbitration venue in advance. States and private actors can avail themselves of the Permanent Court of Arbitration, and there are many other options including the International Chambers of Commerce, and regional arbitration centers in Asia, Europe, North America, and Africa. One reason why arbitration is not much studied is that it can be harder to observe, since one must look within a myriad of hard-to-locate bilateral and multilateral agreements or in contracts to see this choice in action. Judicial settlement or adjudication involves the reference to a court or standing tribunal.

The judicialization of politics refers to a situation where bargaining takes place in the shadow of potential litigation, with each side supporting their cause via legal claims, and explicitly or implicitly suggesting that a failure to respect legal agreements may trigger litigation. When adjudication is compulsory, meaning when legal bodies will proceed with or without the assent of the defendant, out-of-court negotiations can become increasingly judicialized. Where there are regional courts, dispute resolution often still takes place through diplomatic means, including mediation by a regional secretariat. But the dispute could, in theory at least, end up in front of a regional court. As we explain in what follows, the many access points in regional courts can allow dissatisfied parties to keep the dispute alive. This reality contributes to the judicialization of politics.

Even where regional courts are an option, adjudication could be in the form of ad hoc processes. For example, Mercosur allows for inter-state adjudication of disputes by arbitral panels, whose rulings can be appealed to a Permanent Review Tribunal. Mercosur also channels private litigant complaints to the Common Market Group, an ad hoc body in which diplomats from all member states meet to hear and address complaints. The East African Community, Andean Community, and Organization for the Harmonization of Business Law in Africa have regional courts, but they also allow disputes to be resolved by arbitration.

Permanent legal bodies can be expected to cast a different sort of political shadow compared to arbitral panels. Permanent courts “pre-exist the question that is to be decided” so that the “adjudicators are selected, elected or nominated through a mechanism that does not depend on the will of the litigating parties” (Romano et al., 2014, 5). Permanent courts also continue to operate after any one dispute, and thus international judges must think about how a ruling in one case might affect future cases. In contrast, arbitrators are selected by the parties, and their service expires after the[bookmark: p541](p. 541)particular dispute. There are other differences as well. Judges on permanent courts are public officials; they meet repeatedly to decide cases; permanent courts often, although not always, allow third-party participation or the submission ofamicus curiaebriefs; and their rulings are generally public. Arbitrators are “for hire” private lawyers, working for the parties, and studies find that the pool of international arbitrators tends to be very small (Karton, 2014).

At the turn of the twentieth century several scholars noted the rise of international legalization—“the decision in different issue-areas to impose international legal constraints on governments” (Goldstein et al., 2000, 386;Abbott et al., 2000;Abbott and Snidal, 1998,2000). During the Cold War a number of international courts were proposed and created, but it is mainly in the last two decades that international adjudication has gone regional (Alter, 2014, 118–142).

A recent World Trade Organization (WTO) study looks beyond the creation of permanent courts, providing a glimpse of the rise in the judicialization of regional trade agreements (RTAs) from the establishment of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in 1947 through 2012.3Until the early 1990s the growth of RTAs was modest; at the time of WTO establishment in 1995, only 43 of today’s RTAs were in force, and the majority did not have judicialized dispute settlement. Since 1995, the number of RTAs has increased to reach 226 by 2012, and 70 percent of these had judicialized dispute settlement (Chase et al., 2013).

International arbitration for investment and commercial disputes is also growing. The oldest arbitration centers are still European—the Permanent Court of Arbitration (founded in 1899 and based in The Hague), Sweden’s Arbitration Institute (founded in 1917), and the International Chamber of Commerce (founded in 1923 and based in Paris). Asia has been creating alternatives in Hong Kong, Singapore, Malaysia, Japan, Korea, and Beijing, and these centers rival and in some cases surpass in activity European and American counterparts (Mattli and Dietz, 2014).

This brief summary demonstrates that there is persistent variation. For many lawyers, diversification in dispute settlement mechanisms is regrettable because it makes delivering uniform legal justice more difficult. The alternative political science view is that regime complexity—the multiplication of overlapping, non-hierarchical, and varying institutions—is a response to persistent diversity in interests and preferences among states, regions, and actors (Alter and Meunier, 2009;Keohane and Victor, 2011).

Categorizing diversity is a step to explaining it.McCall Smith (2000)was one of the first to try to impose order by arraying dispute settlement from low to high legalism. His population of regional trade regimes was smaller than contemporary counts byJo and Namgung (2012),Chase et al. (2013), andDür et al. (2014). These recent efforts also code in more fine-grained ways. For example,Dür et al. (2014)code up to 14 components of dispute settlement. All these data sets point to the same fact: newer agreements are more judicialized than older.

At the high end of judicialization stand the regional permanent courts.Alter (2014)charts the rapid growth of permanent courts with supranational authority, global and regional, from six in 1985 to 24 operational courts in 2012. She calls them “new-style[bookmark: p542](p. 542)courts” because dispute adjudication is compulsory and non-state actors can initiate litigation, changing the politics of legalization and judicialization in profound ways (Alter, 2014, 6–8). Twenty out of 24 of these standing tribunals are regional (see Table23.1). We turn to these next.



The New Regional Courts


Dispute settlement is increasingly associated with regionalism, in that regions are creating their own forms of dispute settlement as an alternative to global institutions. Nowhere is this trend clearer than with respect to regional courts.

Regional courts can be a solution to many problems. Governments and peoples around the world often complain that European and American actors have disproportionate influence in global bodies. Regional courts allow countries to create their legal alternative.

Creating or augmenting the jurisdiction of a regional court is seen as part of the package for any serious regional institution, a signal of political resolve, and an indication that today’s commitment to regional organization is different and more serious than what occurred, and failed, in the past. Indeed, an important precondition of judicialization is the emergence of a new-style international organization (IO): the general-purpose organization. IOs are general-purpose jurisdictions to the extent that they bundle an indefinite range of problems for a relatively given transnational community of states (Hooghe and Marks, 2003, 2009, 2015;Goertz and Powers, 2012). They are broad in policy scope: they may deal with security alongside trade, or they may engage not just economic development, but a variety of other problems such as culture, environment, transport, human rights, disease, or migration. Supranational courts can help reduce ambiguity in the open-ended commitments that characterize general purpose IOs (Hooghe et al., 2014).

Allowing private access to regional bodies is also an attractive way to demonstrate that regional institutions are concerned about citizens achieving the benefits promised by economic, development, and human rights international agreements. And since national ratification has proven to be a real problem, legal rules that are directly binding or made binding as part of the regional adoption process may facilitate the implementation of IO decisions. All these factors contribute to the emulation of “new style” courts that follow the European model of compulsory jurisdiction, the delegation of dispute settlement, enforcement, administrative and constitutional review judicial roles, and multiple access points that allow commissions, prosecutors, national judges and/or private actors to initiate supranational litigation involving state and international institutional actors (Alter, 2014, 3).

To appreciate the rise of new-style regional courts, it is helpful to put them in a comparative and dynamic context. That is easier said than done: we know of only one time series charting arbitration, adjudication, or lack of, in 38 regional organizations on an[bookmark: p543](p. 543)[bookmark: p544](p. 544)[bookmark: p545](p. 545)annual basis since 1950 (Hooghe et al., forthcoming). Their measure covers six dimensions, which capture the definitional features of Alter’s new-style courts but also less demanding attributes of judicialization:

	•state access to judicialized dispute settlement: none, political actors mediate, automatic;


	•tribunal: none, ad hoc, standing;


	•rulings: non-binding, conditionally binding, unconditionally binding;


	•non-state access to proceedings: none, some (e.g. IO secretariats), private actors;


	•compliance: none, court can authorize sanctions, direct effect;


	•preliminary ruling: none, optional, compulsory for some domestic courts.




Table 23.1Regional Distribution of International Courts (year IC became operational)

	
	Europe


	Latin America


	Africa


	Pan-Regional





	

	International Economic Courts


	16 ICs







	

	European Court of Justice (1952)


	Benelux court (1974)


	Economic Court of the Commonwealth of Independent States (ECCIS) (1993)


	European Free Trade Area Court (1992)







	

	Andean Tribunal of Justice (ATJ) (1984)


	Central American Court of Justice (CACJ) (1992)


	Caribbean Court of Justice (CCJ) (2001)


	Southern Common Market (MERCUSOR) (2004)







	

	West African Economic and Monetary Union (WAEMU) (1995)


	Common Court of Justice and Arbitration for the Organization for the Harmonization of Business Law in Africa (OHADA) (1997)


	Court of Justice for the Common Market of Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA) (1998)


	Central African Monetary Community (CEMAC) (2000)


	Court of Justice of the East African Community (EACJ) (2001)


	Economic Community of West African States Court of Justice (ECOWAS CCJ) (2002)


	Southern African Development Community (SADC) (2005)







	World Trade Organization Appellate Body (1994)




	

	International


	Human Rights Courts


	5 ICs1







	European Court of Human Rights (1958)


	

	Inter-American Court of Human Rights (1979)


	CCJ2







	

	African Court of Peoples and Human Rights (ACtPHR) (2006)


	ECOWAS CCJ (2005)


	[The EACJ envisions adding a human rights jurisdiction]







	


	

	International


	Criminal Tribunals


	3 ICs







	International Criminal Tribunal for Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) (1993)


	
	

	International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) (1994)


	[Special Court for Sierra Leone is a hybrid international criminal tribunal]







	International Criminal Court (2002)




	

	General Jurisdiction


	8 ICs







	BCJ


	

	CACJ


	CCJ







	WAEMU, CEMAC, EACJ, SADC


	International Court of Justice (ICJ) (1945)




	

	Specialized Jurisdiction


	1 IC







	
	
	
	International Law of the Sea Tribunal (ITLOS) (1996)




	Total courts by region N = 25


	6


	5


	9


	4 Pan regional ICs







Source: Reprinted fromAlter (2014: 88–89). An IC can be listed more than once. Second listings use the acronym only.

(1) We do not list the ECJ as a human rights court, since its human rights jurisdiction extends only to the review of European legislation.



(2) CCJ’s de facto human rights jurisdiction applies to countries that allow the CCJ to replace the Privy Council as the highest court of appeals.







One could look at these as steps on a ladder from low to high legalization and judicialization of dispute settlement. But one can also conceive dispute settlement as configurational whereby the first three dimensions epitomize state-controlled dispute settlement and the last three differentiate new-style supranational courts from “old-style” state-controlled courts (see alsoKeohane et al., 2000;Helfer and Slaughter, 1997).

State-controlled dispute settlement may be non-compulsory, or it may specify automatic third-party review via arbitration or by a standing tribunal. The outcome of this dispute settlement may be binding, but one or more doors are usually left ajar to protect national sovereignty. The simplest escape route for states is to have conditionally binding rules or to allow opt-outs or derogations from the rules or from the institutions of dispute settlement. State-controlled dispute settlement also minimizes the involvement of non-state actors by denying them access, disallowing domestic courts from asking for a preliminary ruling, and depriving the adjudicators the means to compel compliance. Finally, state-initiated dispute settlement might leave the remedy for found violations unspecified.

Dispute settlement is supranational when the first three dimensions are met in fullandthere exists one or more mechanism to allow international legal rulings to “penetrate the surface of the state” (Helfer and Slaughter, 1997, 288). The inviolability of state sovereignty begins to diminish when dispute settlement with a permanent court is combined with full remedy, non-state actor access, and a preliminary ruling mechanism that allows domestic judges to communicate directly with international courts. The European Union’s (EU) Court of Justice has long been the standard bearer, and in recent years it has been joined by the courts of the Andean Community, the Council of Europe, CARICOM, COMESA, CEMAC, ECOWAS, SICA, SADC (till 2012), and the East African Community. All these emulate the European model.

[image: Regional Dispute Settlement]Figure 23.1Trends in Third-Party Dispute Settlement in Regional Organizations

Note: Number of regional organizations with weak, state-controlled, or supranational dispute settlement. N = 38.



Source:Hooghe et al. (2014).







Figure23.1charts supranational, state-controlled, and weaker dispute settlement choices across regional organizations since 1950. Most change has been in an upward direction, but the speed of judicialization has picked up in the 1990s. The number of regional organizations without dispute settlement has declined from a peak of 21 (60 percent) in 1992 to 13 (34 percent) in 2010. Nearly half of regional organizations have a supranational court. And these courts no longer adjudicate primarily trade, but also[bookmark: p546](p. 546)disputes involving human rights, good governance, or a variety of issues stemming from the regional organization contract (Alter, 2014;Hooghe et al., 2014). In other words, most regional new-style courts are associated with general-purpose IOs.

Alter (2014)looks deeper within the choice for a permanent regional court, documenting that regional courts often have similar institutional designs but they show meaningful differences in activation and influence (2014, 3). Recent scholarship shows that within a single court, there can be significant variation in the types of disputes that get adjudicated. Alter and Helfer, for example, document that over 90 percent of the cases heard by the Andean Tribunal of Justice involve disagreements over the registration of trademarks and patents, noting that the issue of intellectual property is an “island” of effective international adjudication (Alter and Helfer, 2016;Helfer et al., 2009).Gathii (2016)shows that in East Africa, human rights groups avail themselves of the regional East African Court of Justice while business groups regularly choose alternative means of dispute resolution. We are far from understanding the reasons for what is clearly a varying gap between the intent in specifying dispute settlement mechanisms and the actuality in using them (for states of the art, seeRomano et al., 2014;Dunoff and Pollack, 2013;Alter and Helfer, 2016).

Most scholars have until now assumed that international courts are fundamentally the same, and so studying a few can generate theoretical insight relevant to all. But there are fundamental differences created by the subject matter that regional bodies adjudicate. These differences set regional courts apart from international courts—and they set some regional courts apart from others.

[bookmark: p547](p. 547)Regional courts associated with trade liberalization have delimited framework jurisdiction. They enforce reasonably complete contracts, such as NAFTA’s 393-page tome of detailed rules on tankers, transistors, and trade in sugar and syrup goods. The chief function of third-party dispute resolution is to sustain trade over time by “providing a measure of certainty to each contractant and means of reconsecrating the terms of the contract over time” (Stone Sweet and Brunell, 1998, 64). These courts are often conceived as credible commitment devices for states and private economic parties alike (Abbott and Snidal, 1998).

Regional courts with a human rights jurisdiction are similar in that they oversee a predefined charter of human rights. But they are different in that, for these courts, the subject matter pertains to norms regarding how a state should treat its citizens. Also different is that adjudication may be intended to provide an individual remedy for a breach, even if the underlying policy remains unchanged.

In the future, we may well see regional courts increasingly involved in criminal law matters. Already, the European Court of Justice adjudicates disputes involving police and judicial cooperation; the European Court of Human Rights reviews questions regarding the administration of justice in the criminal law system; and the Inter-American Court of Human Rights exercises quasi criminal jurisdiction (Huneeus, 2013). And as dissatisfaction with the International Criminal Court (ICC) grows, we may also see a rise of regional criminal bodies outside the Western world, probably first in Africa. The gaps and limits of the ICC have already led governments to search for alternatives. For example, recently the International Court of Justice demanded that Senegal either prosecute Hissène Habré for his crimes in Chad, or extradite him to Belgium to face justice.4The ECOWAS court ruled that Senegalese courts lack jurisdiction to adjudicate these past crimes, and in February 2015, it was announced that he would be tried before a special pan-African Court, the Extraordinary African Chambers.5

Perhaps the most remarkable development has been the proliferation of powerful courts with broad jurisdiction (Hooghe et al., 2014). The charters of general purpose regional organizations—CARICOM, ECOWAS, EAC, ECCAS, SADC, SICA, and, of course, the EU—authorize courts to adjudicate disputes involving the creation and implementation of secondary legislation to realize open-ended goals such as economic development, welfare, peace, and political integration. The trigger for litigation will be the political and legal steps taken to achieve collective goals. Absent meaningful policy and legislation, the regional organization and its court may be left to oversee an empty construction site. But when courts are armed with preliminary ruling, non-state access, and direct effect, they are not so powerless. These new-style features, in combination with embedded international law, create the potential for regional international courts to build alliances with a range of domestic actors to pressure governments to respect international legal agreements. And so, regional courts—with the help of domestic lawyers, judges, administrative and other governmental or non-state bodies—can become essential in reminding governmental actors of the norms undergirding a general purpose IO, and importantly, they can anchor these norms in precedence and law. Regional[bookmark: p548](p. 548)courts may become nurturers of regional norms for a(n incipient) political community (Goodman and Jinks, 2013;Hooghe et al., 2014).

For these reasons, it is important to study not only litigation, but also the construction of regional integration projects via law, politics, and contestation.



Drivers of Legalized Dispute Settlement: Regional and Otherwise


Political scientists want to know why the demand for legalized dispute settlement has increased, and why we have seen the greatest judicialization at the regional level. They also want to be able to explain the choices states make when they opt for international dispute adjudication mechanisms. This section reviews the theoretical traditions in turn, but finds that the literature offers no definitive answers to these questions.

A number of studies have sought to explain the choice of legalized or more informal dispute adjudication systems based on the expected differences in the effects of the choice. For example, one explanation of the choice for legalization is rooted in rationalist functionalism. The premise is that governments include dispute settlement in international institutions to address collaboration problems and to enhance the credibility of their commitments (Keohane, 1982;Koremenos, 2007;Koremenos, forthcoming;Sandler, 1997;Stein, 1983;Zürn, 1992). In this view, judicialized dispute settlement is a helpful means to expose free-riding and, if judgments are binding and enforceable, penalize non-compliance (Hafner-Burton et al., 2012;Hasenclever et al., 1997;Johns, 2015).

The rationalist-functionalist argument has motivated scholars to investigate the link between regional dispute settlement and trade. Most analyses conclude that the deeper the economic agreement that undergirds a regional regime, the stronger is the legalization of dispute settlement. For example,McCall Smith (2000)finds a positive association between trade and more deeply legalized dispute adjudication systems for 60 regional trade agreements, andAllee and Elsig (2014)confirm this finding for a larger number of trade agreements.

A dynamic variant of the rationalist-functionalist argument relates deepening economic interdependence to stronger dispute settlement. Incipient in Ernst Haas’ work on European integration, this argument is developed byCaporaso (1998),Mattli (1999),Yarbrough and Yarbrough (1992), and especiallyStone Sweet and Brunell (1998). While there is nothing intrinsically “regional” about the argument, it has been picked up by scholars of regional dispute settlement. ThusHaftel (2013, 408) concludes that “strong trade links result in more independent regional bureaucracies and more legalized DSMs.”

[bookmark: p549](p. 549)One problem with this line of thinking is that it presumes that most regional dispute settlement involves adjudicating trade or economic disputes, and we have shown here that this is increasingly less the case. Human rights, good governance, criminal law, and a variety of issues that may confront a political community may fall within the remit of regional courts.

The liberal-institutionalist argument does not hinge on trade, but emphasizes the intervening role of domestic factors. One fruitful line is how democratic politics can shape variation in incidence, strength, and use. Democracy encourages strong dispute settlement on the grounds that checks on executive power and transparent decision-making make cheating more costly (Davis, 2012;Kono, 2007;Jo and Namgung, 2012;Mansfield and Milner, 2012;McCall Smith, 2000;Simmons, 2009;Simmons and Danner, 2010). In research on preferential trade agreements,Jo and Namgung (2012)show that democracies are more in favor of judicialized dispute settlement.Moravcsik (2000)conjectures that democratizing governments were more likely to sign up to the European Court of Human Rights to signal their democratic credentials to Western states. AndSimmons and Danner (2010)find that authoritarian regimes with recent violent pasts were first to sign up to the ICC, perhaps because they wanted to tie their opponents’ hands. This takes the credible commitment argument outside its familiar terrain of collaboration problems (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume).

The democracy argument seems only mildly promising as an account for regional variation in dispute settlement. It is true that the most used, and arguably most effective, adjudicatory mechanisms tend to be in more democratic Europe and the Americas, but Africa’s supranational courts are a puzzling contrast. One of the few studies that test the relationship between democracy and regional dispute settlement finds none (Haftel, 2013).6

Realist theory is skeptical that the choice to create a judicialized dispute settlement mechanism is all that meaningful. Realist scholars expect that great powers will be more likely to oppose binding adjudication clauses, because third-party dispute settlement can help level the playing field (Stone, 2011) and because legal rulings can set precedents that constrain future state behavior (Kono, 2007;Hawkins and Jacoby, 2008). But hegemons may be willing to shoulder the costs of regime creation provided binding rules reflect their interests (Abbott and Snidal, 1998).Martin (1992)observes that the rule of law is sometimes the cheapest way for hegemons to get others to comply.Tallberg and McCall Smith (2014)argue that the type of legal dispute settlement matters: a state-controlled design leaves space for power politics, and so big powers may not be averse to state-controlled dispute settlement but resist supranational dispute settlement.

The moderating influence of hegemons in regional arrangements has been much discussed (see e.g.Cooley and Spruyt, 2009;Hancock, 2009;Mattli, 1999), but it is one thing to say that hegemons facilitate regional integration and quite another that they promote deep regionalism (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). It is also possible that regional hegemons are simply not consistent in their behavior.Krapohl et al. (2014)argue that in regional arrangements where intra-regional trade gains are modest, extra-regional economic interests guide regional powers’ behavior. Where intra- and extra-regional[bookmark: p550](p. 550)interests are in conflict, hegemons become Rambos. Most statistical studies indicate a negative relationship between power asymmetry and deep dispute settlement (Haftel, 2013;Hooghe et al., 2014;McCall Smith, 2000).

Finally, scholars have turned to theories of policy diffusion to understand dispute settlement that does not have an apparent rational basis in credible commitment (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). Comparison of regional bodies suggests the potential for institutional diffusion within and across regions, as well as for some bodies (in particular the European Court of Justice, but also NAFTA and the WTO—see earlier) to be a model (Alter and Helfer, 2016;Alter et al., 2012;Alter, 2014;Lenz, 2012;Jetschke and Lenz, 2013). Trading partners tend to adopt similar legal templates (Jo and Namgung, 2012;Allee and Elsig, 2014). While we cannot discount the possibility for this to be a functional response to similar circumstances, it seems reasonable that partners engage in learning when they address similar problems.

Careful process tracing of particular dispute settlement instances is beginning to suggest some systematic transmission belts along which global norms on democracy, human rights, or the “Washington Consensus” may be diffused into regional regimes (Alter et al., 2012;Dezalay and Garth, 2002, 2006;Duina, 2005). These include, among others, transnational legal communities, the extraterritorial assertions of American and European judges which can shape far away legal developments (Alter, 2014;Putnam, 2013), and the active leverage of the European Union influencing regional choices (Lenz, 2012). Diffusion seems to be particularly compelling in explaining variation in design, or the lack thereof, while functionalist, realist, and institutionalist theories seem better suited to explain the emergence and depth of regional dispute settlement (Chapter5by Risse, this volume).



Challenges to Theory-Building


The major theoretical traditions provide interesting lines of hypothesizing, but there appear two things missing to adjudicate arguments. One concerns data. There is a growing number of large-scale data sets that document variation in formal legal agreements. There is much less data on how these mechanisms work in practice. Studies that focus on dispute settlement in practice tend to zoom in on the highly institutionalized end of dispute settlement, and overwhelmingly bodies based in Europe.

The other challenge is to understand change over time. We know very little about the negotiation of regional initiatives. We know even less about proposals that were negotiated and abandoned, or abandoned early on before reaching the stage of a draft legal instrument.7

Even where there are data, the sources can introduce systematic bias. Often, our understandings begin with narratives constructed by participants in the regional project or by insiders who have unusual access to the creators. For many years scholars of European integration drew on Pierre Pescatore’s account of his experience participating[bookmark: p551](p. 551)in the negotiations over the European Economic Community (1981). Robert Hudec was not present during negotiations, but his insider access allowed him to construct the seminal account on the GATT’s dispute settlement (Hudec, 1993). These insider views offer important insight, but the creators and insiders of regional systems have a stake in the narratives they construct. Only recently historians have begun to systematically examine how personal networks and global forces contributed to building European legal institutions (Madsen, 2010;Madsen and Thornhill, 2014). We now have a pretty good sense of the factors giving rise to Europe’s supranational courts (Bates, 2011;Davies, 2012;Rasmussen, 2013), but this knowledge came more than 50 years after the institution’s creation. We are some distance removed from a general narrative on the causes.



Effects of Regional Dispute Settlement


We know quite a lot about the impact of a handful of active regional courts and the aggregate impact of regional trade agreements. The challenge is to draw generalizable conclusions from bits of information. Here we pick up just one confounding source: the tendency to equate compliance with effects.

Much theorizing about the effect of dispute settlement institutions has been cloaked in the language of compliance—the degree to which state behavior conforms to what an agreement (or ruling) prescribes or proscribes (Von Stein, 2013, 478). But asMartin (2013, 605) warns, “studying patterns of compliance tells us nothing about the causal effect of institutions.” It is possible to have low compliance but a substantial causal effect, or to have high compliance and a negligible institutional effect. One reason is that compliance rates are subject to selection effects. Compliance may be high, but it can be cheap. States may select agreements that they find easy to comply with, or they may exit agreements or provisions of agreements that they do not like (Downs et al., 1996;Helfer, 2005;Hafner-Burton et al., 2012). Taking selection effects into account is hard, particularly when the data on why states join, exit, comply, or defy are not precise.

A focus on compliance side-steps the multifaceted roles that adjudication of disputes plays. Courts and other mechanisms for dispute settlement do not only, and perhaps not primarily, exist to monitor and sanction (non-) compliance. As rational-functionalist scholars point out, even if adjudicatory bodies are never used, their creation can offer a credible commitment signaling device with behavioral effects on states and private actors. The shadow effect of these bodies can also contribute to helping parties reach out-of-court compromise solutions. Where cases do proceed to court, adjudicatory bodies can clarify, elaborate, and at times build legal rules. In their administrative review role, regional courts help to coordinate legal interpretation across borders, and they provide “a legal redress that fails as often if not more than it succeeds, thereby helping domestic and international administrators defend their actions against firm claims[bookmark: p552](p. 552)of illegalities” (Alter, 2014, 14). In their constitutional and administrative review roles, regional bodies can offer remedies that domestic systems may be unable to provide, and they can serve as checks on international actors that would otherwise not exist (Alter, 2014;2001, 282–285).

If we take the formally negotiated jurisdiction of these bodies seriously, then we must conclude that these are the intended effects of regional adjudicatory mechanisms. There are also unintended effects, some welcomed and some perverse. The most active regional adjudicatory mechanisms have long exceeded the founders’ more minimalist objectives. The European Court of Justice has become a constitutional court for Europe; the European Court of Human Rights has extended the substantive and geographic reach of Europe’s human rights charter; the Andean Tribunal of Justice has become deeply involved in the development of intellectual property and consumer protection law (Alter and Helfer, 2016, chapter5).

Other times, dispute settlement is seen as contributing to rather than resolving conflict. Recent rulings by the European Court of Human Rights have created a backlash in Britain against the Court and its host the Council of Europe, with collateral damage to the EU’s Court of Justice. The SADC Tribunal’s 2009 landmark ruling on land claims in Zimbabwe led to its suspension, followed by its abolition in 2013 (Nathan, 2013), with knock-on effects on regional cooperation in SADC. Formal dispute settlement can also weaken norm conformity because it sets a price on a breach, and this can perversely make it easier to defect (Brewster, 2013, 540). The upshot is that one should be careful not to confound compliance with the effectiveness of regional dispute settlement, and effectiveness with effects.



Conclusion


Our assignment was to focus on dispute settlement, a common lens for studying international law and international adjudication. International and regional conventions are created by states to accomplish shared objectives. It is thus unsurprising that many conceive of adjudication as means for states to realize cooperation benefits, or as Posner and Yoo argue, international adjudication as “simple, problem-solving devices” (2005) of states. But contrary to what Posner and Yoo expect, some regional adjudication appears capable of altering the preferences of states and facilitating transnational politics.

Porous borders, a greater understanding of system effects including the recognition that poverty and underdevelopment generate problems that span borders, means that we increasingly consider the transborder implications of problems that used to be seen as purely domestic. For example, environmental degradation is felt most acutely at a local level, but a number of environmental problems—threats to animals and species, the cutting down of forests, the consumption of polluting fossil fuels—have global effects or require global solutions. How governments treat their citizens used to be considered a domestic issue. Today, there are many legally binding international and[bookmark: p553](p. 553)regional human rights agreements, and regional adjudicatory bodies. And the sense that mass atrocities harm us all has been embodied in the ICC’s Rome Statute.

Scholarship on international adjudication is trapped between the old and new realities of international law and regionalism. The rationalist-functionalist approach, and theories that employ the theoretical tools of economics to understand law and politics, prefer to focus on states and the interest-based benefits regionalism may provide. These theories prioritize efficiency, and the pursuit of government interests. Although one can fit environmental law, and perhaps even human rights and mass atrocities law, into these frameworks, the state-centric rationalist theorization tends to hold fast to the old world of dispute settlement, where international law is seen as a contract between governments for the promotion of mutually beneficial objectives.

The alternative perspective is that of the “rule of law” where respect for the law and the promotion of certain values is seen as crucial for legitimate governance. This difference is not purely academic; there is a real trade-off between these two perspectives. The economic view allows for the idea of “efficient breach.” Where governments do not see regional agreements as positively contributing to shared inter-state objectives, the “efficient” solution is to violate the law. Non-compliance, exit, or paying damages in exchange for continued breach are potentially optimal solutions for helping states further individual and shared objectives (Posner and Sykes, 2011).

The rule of law perspective sees international law, and respect for the rule of law, as embodying shared social objectives and values. This view aims to subordinate governments to the rule of law, requiring that states either stick to the laws they agreed to, or reconvene to change the rules. This perspective also considers law’s stakeholders in broader terms. The point of regional and international law is not merely to further collective government interests, but also to safeguard individual rights and to promote objectives that people care about. Where promoting respect for the law is the goal, non-compliance, exit, or paying damages instead of ceasing illegal behavior is neither “efficient” nor optimal.

The rule of law perspective has its most fertile ground at the regional level. It is here that one may begin to look for common societal norms and objectives, peoples who share some deep and extensive histories of interaction that are registered in similar social arrangements, political institutions, and religious beliefs, a transnational community, or in Habermas’ words, agemeinsame Lebenswelt(Habermas, 1981;Risse, 2010). It is at the regional level that we detect a major institutional innovation: the rise of new-style regional courts—supranational in authority, general purpose in scope, and reaching deep into the societies under their watch.
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Notes:

(1.) There are important contrasts between the international legal regimes for trade and investment (Simmons, 2014). The trade regime is governed multilaterally, largely through the global WTO, and regional trade agreements which generally complement WTO rules.[bookmark: p554]Investment, by contrast, occurs through thousands of bilateral investment treaties (BITs). There are a few central venues for investor dispute settlement, such as the International Center for Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSID), but there are also many alternative venues.



(2.) As one scholar recently remarked, “no common definition of what constitutes international commercial arbitration may be found” (Crawford, 2007, 5). Most studies are written by legal scholars or practitioners, but seeHale (2012)andMattli and Dietz (2014)for political science perspectives.



(3.) RTAs refer to regional trade agreements that have been notified to the WTO under Article XXIV of the GATT 1994; Article V of the GATS; or paragraph 2(c) of the WTO Decision on “Differential and More Favourable Treatment, Reciprocity and Fuller Participation of Developing Countries” (Enabling Clause).



(4.) “Hissane Habré” Questions relating to the Obligation to Prosecute or Extradite (Belgiumv.Senegal). ICJ judgment of 20 July 2012.



(5.) “A Pan-African Trial, at last,”The Economist, February 14–20, 2015, 29–30.



(6.) A variant of the domestic institutions argument points at legal traditions. From contrasting theoretical anglesDuina (2005)andMcLaughlin Mitchell and Powell (2013)find that countries with common law systems are less likely to embrace supranational courts than civil law systems.



(7.) Two recent efforts to examine success alongside failure are Katzenstein’s study on excluded regional bodies (Katzenstein, 2014) and Saldias on Latin America (Saldias, 2010).
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24 Regional Identities and Communities

Jeffrey T. Checkel

Whyinclude identity and community in a handbook of comparative regionalism?1After all, in some cases, such factors seem irrelevant. There is a reason we do not talk about North American regionalism or NAFTA’s (North American Free Trade Agreement) role in shaping senses of community and identity. I teach in Vancouver, British Columbia, and my students chuckle whenever they are asked about their identity as North Americans (see alsoCapling and Nossal, 2009).

Yet, evidence from other regions suggests that North America may be the exception. Invoking such phrases as “ASEAN way” or “pan-Arabism,” leaders often advance a narrative of region-building as identity construction. Then, of course, there is Europe, where political elites and scholars assume a vital connection between the evolution of the European Union (EU) and regional senses of identity and community.

The good news is that there is clearly a need for an exploration of the roles of identity and community in a handbook of comparative regionalism. The bad—or, better said, challenging—news is that this is not an easy task. Part of the problem is delimiting the chapter’s empirical scope. Choosing the wrong focus—North America, say—might lead to a spectacularly (biased) null finding. Another part of the challenge is that my key concepts—identity and community—can and should be viewed in two different ways. As the independent variable, one can explore their role in helping create regional organization—my focus here—as well as their effects on design and compliance. Yet, it is equally important to reverse the causal arrow and explore how regional organizations (ROs), once formed, affect feelings of identity and community. A final challenge is disentangling discourses about identity from its expression in practice. It is one thing to document regional elites “talking identity”—perhaps for purely instrumental/strategic reasons; it is quite another to trace actual impacts, where the “talk” is a result of a deeper, underlying change in self-understanding.

I develop these insights and arguments in three parts. I begin with what we know empirically about the effects of regional institutions on identity/community, and vice[bookmark: p560](p. 560)versa, in Asia, Africa, and South America. In a second section, on Europe, I assess research on the institution–community–identity nexus and how this work is crucially shaped by particular theoretical-disciplinary emphases. The findings on Europe, especially the degree to which the EU shapes identity, are unique; however, the inter-disciplinary set of theories invoked can and should travel across institutions and—indeed—serve as a model for scholars studying other regions. I conclude by highlighting several cutting-edge challenges for students of regionalism, ROs, and identity. Theoretically, there is a need to bring politics and domestic context back in, and in a way that transcends disciplinary boundaries; we need to move beyond the tools offered by political science. Methodologically, while scholars have skillfully argued that the identity–community–RO nexus is one that develops and changes over time, they have been less successful at crafting techniques for measuring this process in their studies.

At the outset, I should be clear about the chapter’s use and understanding of identity, a concept which has generated a good bit of debate and controversy (Abdelal et al., 2009, chs.1–3). I understand identities as shared representations of a collective self as reflected in public debate, political symbols, collective memories, and elite competition for power; they also consist of collective beliefs about the definition of the group and its membership that are shared by most members. So defined, identities are revealed by social practices as well as by political attitudes; they are shaped by social and geographical structures and national contexts (Checkel and Katzenstein, 2009, 4). Like the literature reviewed, I am eclectic regarding where one locates and measures identity. In some cases, it may be found in and fostered by institutions; in others, it may be constructed by everyday social practices (Hopf, 2002, ch. 1; see alsoBrewer, 2007).



Regional Organizations and Identity/Community


As I write in late 2014, it is striking how much more literature addresses the RO–identity nexus than 15 or 20 years ago. This may be an indication that something is going on. However, it may also be a function of the growing number of political scientists addressing the issue, thanks to the influence of a new generation of constructivist scholars who place questions of identity front and center (Adler, 2013, for an overview).

It is clear that identity matters—as both independent and dependent variable—in numerous regions and ROs. When exploring the identity–community–RO relation, many scholars build upon the path-breaking work of Karl Deutsch over 50 years ago. So it is perhaps best to begin with him. Community and shared identity, according to Deutsch, could emerge through transactions and communication flows. The resulting “security communities” would create expectations of peaceful change. While Deutsch focused primarily on transactions between states, there was clearly a role as well for ROs in his analytic schema (Deutsch et al., 1957).

[bookmark: p561](p. 561)Deutsch was criticized on grounds both theoretical (why should shared transactions always lead to common identity?) and methodological (can community be measured simply by counting transactions?), which led a new generation of scholars to refine his arguments. In particular,Adler and Barnett (1998)offered a more rigorous theoretical discussion of security communities and added case studies to the methods used to study them (alsoAcharya, 2009). Learning, they suggested, is one key way in which ROs might help foster collective identity (Adler and Barnett, 1998, ch. 2; see alsoLevy, 1994). This learning mechanism, mainly operating at the elite level of policy-makers and politicians, gave operational content to Deutsch’s notion of transactions, explaining just how the latter might produce collective identification.

Adler, Barnett and collaborators provide a number of suggestive studies—on the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), Southeast Asia, and South America—where regions or ROs played a role in reshaping elite identity. Collectively, these chapters demonstrate that identities were in flux. Less clear is the exact causal role played by ROs. Was learning at work? Or was identity change occurring via other mechanisms (arguing, elite turnover, othering)? The chapters employ neither the type of research design, nor the primary data, nor the process-based methods needed to isolate learning’s effects.

Adler and Barnett’s purpose was to establish a plausible case for learning within security communities and the role played by ROs, which they did. It would be a task for others to get down to the nitty gritty of operationalizing and empirically testing such analytic claims. As I argue in the next section, students of European ROs have made great strides in this regard; work on other regions and ROs less so (see alsoAcharya and Johnston, 2007, 277–278). It is to this latter scholarship that I now turn. Because of space constraints, I will compare three regions: Asia, Africa, and South America. I first explore work on regional identity as a prerequisite for the construction of regional ROs, and then reverse the causal arrow, examining arguments on the ability of regional ROs to reshape community and identity. Unless otherwise noted, I examine political elite identity, as the bulk of scholarship focuses on it.



Identity Shaping Institutions

Within Asia, there is a small but important body of work that explores the identity → RO connection, especially with respect to the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). On the latter, the work of Acharya and collaborators has set the standard. On identity, they argue that diversity is a core component of the identity ASEAN embraces, and this has played an important role in shaping it as an RO. For example, this identity component explains the organization’s willingness to tolerate various regime types (Acharya, 1997,2009;Acharya and Layug, 2012). More precisely, given the way in which identity is measured—analysis of programmatic declarations from ASEAN documents and statements by leaders—this is an argument on how the content of elite identity shapes ASEAN. Essentially, their argument reverses Deutsch’s classic formulation[bookmark: p562](p. 562)in that ASEAN’s imagined community was the starting point upon which subsequent transactions occurred.

Of course, institutional development in Asia did not stop with ASEAN (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). In 1994, the ten ASEAN members established a broader entity of 27 states—the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF). The leaders of ASEAN insisted that the ARF be characterized by incrementalism and a skeletal organizational structure. Acharya interprets this as evidence of the ASEAN way and regional identity at work (Acharya 2009, ch. 6), with the latter helping to explain the emergence of regional ROs in the first place. The ASEAN way was a set of principles codified and reinforced in practice over many years; these were readily applied to the ARF, as the “Asian” approach to security. But, of course, correlation need not imply causation. Perhaps the ARF took on the form it did because national political elites were playing the politics of the possible, seeking in particular to limit and regulate the roles played by the United States (US) and China in the region (Prieto, 2013b, 22–27). Or perhaps the ARF was strategically designed to champion diversity so it could serve as an entrance point for China (a traditional unilateralist) into the Asian multilateral community (Johnston, 2008, ch. 4).

If this suggests that elite identity at times plays a role in shaping regional organization, its absence may then hinder RO development. In fact, precisely this absence has been highlighted to explain why Europe saw the establishment of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) after World War II, while no similar entity was created in Asia. In an intriguing study,Hemmer and Katzenstein (2002)argue that the US wished to create both a North Atlantic and a Southeast Asian region following World War II. With its North Atlantic partners, the US preferred to operate on a multilateral basis, while in Southeast Asia, it chose bilateralism. US policy-makers saw their potential European allies as members of a shared community; the multilateralism that came to define NATO was—at least in part—made possible by this collective identity. According to Hemmer and Katzenstein, it was the absence of this shared identity that helps explain the different outcome in the case of regional organization in Asia.

I write “at least in part” and “helps explain” because readers cannot ultimately tell how much of the NATO–Asia contrast is explained by identity. As the authors acknowledge, material factors and efficiency considerations also played a role. Unfortunately, three causal factors within the confines of a single case study lead to an overdetermined outcome, where it is not possible to assess how much of it is explained by identity alone.

Turning to Africa (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume), the creation of the African Union (AU) in 2002—as the successor to the Organization of African Unity (OAU)—is hard to explain in the absence of some prior regional identity. The OAU to AU transformation would appear at first glance to be a story of powerful leaders (Qaddafi, Abasanjo, Mbeki) and the agenda they jointly crafted. But the particular shape and content of the new organization was also driven by a shared identity, where continent-wide cooperation in the economic, political, and social arenas would serve as the foundation for a new African security order (Tieku, 2004). Consistent with this shared vision, the AU’s Constitutive Act empowers the organization—for the first time in the continent’s[bookmark: p563](p. 563)history—to intervene, without consent, in the domestic affairs of African states to prevent war crimes or in response to a serious threat to legitimate order (Tieku, 2004).

Identity actually matters twice in this account. The post-2000 shared elite vision was a direct response to an earlier, post-colonial African identity that endowed the OAU with a strong non-intervention norm (Williams, 2007). As one analyst argues, “Africa’s states and regional organizations do not devise security policies based on material and balancing considerations alone. In practice, ethical and normative questions about what it means to be ‘African’ play an important role” as well (Williams, 2007, 278; alsoMoore, 1987;Söderbaum, 2004). This all sounds very plausible, but design and methods issues make it difficult for readers to grasp the exact role played by identity. I have no doubt that elites such as government officials and RO bureaucrats are invoking a particular identity narrative—and changes to it over time—to explain (justify?) the emergence of (OAU) and changes in (AU) African regional organization. Much less clear is whether such elite narratives really measure identity, how widely shared they are, and how such narratives relate to other causal factors—power differentials, domestic politics, diffusion processes—that may also be reshaping African ROs (Herbst, 2007).

Regarding South America, identity as a factor promoting regional cooperation at times plays an interesting “negative” role not seen in other regions. The Caribbean is a case in point. It is not a part of North America, as the United Nations (UN) often assumes for organizational purposes; nor does it have strong cultural/historical ties to Latin America. Its regional identity, in addition to a shared history from the slave trade, thus has a strong othering quality—NOT this, NOT that.

Elbow (1999)has argued that such an identity dynamic was at work behind the creation of CARICOM—the Caribbean Community—in 1973. CARICOM not only promised economic dividends (with the eventual goal of a single market) to this group of mostly former British colonies; it was also a platform for declaring the Caribbean was not an appendage to North America or Latin America. Similarly,Tussie (2009)argues that a common sense of what Latin Americans were not—the US and its neo-liberal/Washington Consensus agenda—has driven a number of efforts to construct ROs, including the Latin American Free Trade Area in 1960 and Mercosur (Southern Common Market) in 1991 (Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume).

Identity would also appear to be at work within the Andean Community, withPrieto (2012)showing that preexisting identity played a role in its establishment in 1969. The original signatory countries—Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru—shared a similar history and post-colonial situation. This identity was strengthened over time through interaction and negotiation, which would indicate an RO → identity relation as well (Prieto, 2012). Prieto primarily infers evidence for this shared identity directly, from extensive interview data with over 30 officials and bureaucrats. This is a welcome move as such data are more likely to capture identity than leadership or summit proclamations. Less convincingly, Prieto also infers the existence of this collective identity indirectly. That is, the Andean Community persists, despite a manifest failure to attain its proclaimed goals. Something else—shared community—must explain this institutional inertia (Prieto, 2012,2013a). While this is a plausible reading, it would be strengthened[bookmark: p564](p. 564)considerably if the author considered likely alternative explanations—sunk costs, say—as well.



Institutions Shaping Identity

If we now reverse the causal arrow and consider the RO → identity relation, it is clear this has received less scholarly attention, especially in comparison to Europe. This may simply be a function of more people studying Europe and the EU. However, it is likely also explained by the weakness or relative youth of many ROs in other world regions compared to those in Europe.

Beginning with Asia, several scholars nonetheless do hint at the ability of ROs to change identity, particularly at the elite level. Regarding ASEAN, Acharya suggests that extensive interaction over time within the organization has modified elite identities; this has occurred via a socialization process (Acharya, 2009, ch. 2). However, as Acharya fails to specify fully the argument, it is not clear why interaction should lead to common group feeling and a change in identity. After all, it is quite possible to imagine prolonged interaction where those involved end up feeling more distinct from one another. It thus might be more the quality of the interaction than its extent that matters (alsoSigalas, 2010), but neither Acharya’s data nor methods allow for such a parsing.

This problem of theoretical under-specification is addressed head-on in Johnston’s work on China and its relation with Asian regional—and universal—organizations (Johnston, 2008). Indeed, Johnston sets a theory–data–method standard that should become the norm in studies of ROs and their connection to identity/community. Theoretically, he provides us with three causal mechanisms that capture this process: mimicking, persuasion, and social influence. In terms of data, he makes extensive use of interviews (over 120), while carefully addressing the weaknesses (misremembering, strategic dissimulation) inherent in this particular data source (Johnston, 2008, 41–43). He also does not stop with interviews, instead triangulating across multiple data streams, including public documents, Chinese academic literature, and private communications among Chinese bureaucrats.

Regarding methodology, he takes seriously the challenge of measuring a process such as identity change. Writing before the term was popularized, he rigorously employs a form of process tracing (Beach and Pedersen, 2013). This means he first operationalizes his three causal mechanisms of identity change, asking (in the jargon) what would be the observable implications if they were at work in the Chinese case. He then presents carefully structured narratives, where readers get a real sense of what mechanisms were at work with what effects (Johnston, 2008, ch. 1 andpassim).2

The payoff to this up-front, well-specified theory and method is a carefully argued picture of how China’s identity was being reshaped by its (increasing) participation in a number of regional and international organizations—as well as where identity change was not taking place despite participation. Consider the case of China’s membership in the ARF. Johnston shows how over time many Chinese diplomats internalized the ARF’s[bookmark: p565](p. 565)multilateral security norms—including preventive diplomacy and confidence-building measures (CBMs)—and championed them vis-à-vis opponents in the state bureaucracy. They became comfortable in ARF discussion forums and culture, trusting their counterparts who shared the organization’s goals. By the end of the 1990s, China was proposing CBMs and other institutional measures that would have been unthinkable in 1993, when the process started and when these concepts were unknown or suspect in the Maoist worldview of the foreign-policy elites (Johnston, 2008, ch. 4).

These changes in the identity of diplomats and policy elites may seem minor, but they are important in the Chinese context. Prior to the country’s involvement in institutions such as the ARF, its own self-image was that of a realpolitik power, calculating advantage and pursuing its interests unilaterally or engaging in balancing behavior (Johnston, 2008, 32–39). Realpolitik clearly still matters—witness the wary dance between China and the US in recent years. Yet, there is now an element of multilateralism to Chinese diplomacy, an element gained from its participation in international institutions and presented in a positive light (“responsible world citizen”) in the mass media. Such nuanced, partial claims as those Johnston makes may leave some unsatisfied. Yet, they are far better than the sweeping claims about identity’s role asserted by too many other students of regions and ROs.

Turning to Africa, one finds some evidence of ROs, once established, influencing identity. This has occurred in at least two ways. The first pathway—captured by political scientists—is that African ROs create a site for sustained interaction among bureaucrats and elites. Like Acharya and Johnston in the Asian cases, the claim is that this interaction, by socializing, produces changes in identity, in this case, moving elites beyond a post-colonial mentality. Regarding the OAU,Williams (2007)argues that its leaders were socialized via two routes: (1) common schooling abroad—both Anglophone and Francophone—where African elites mingled (alsoReno, 2011); and (2) through the many OAU summits and other meetings, where the heads-of-state lived at the same hotels and met outside the public eye. On the AU, we see a similar process at work, where “its members are involved in a continual process of argumentation about what the central tenets of the organization’s security culture should be. The origins of this culture lie in the discourses of Pan-African identity articulated since the late nineteenth century, and its constitutive elements have been refined in the crucible of post-colonial international politics” (Williams, 2007, 278).

These are intriguing arguments, but readers will be left wondering about their validity. For one, the same design–data–methods issue arises as seen earlier. In addition, arguments of this type—which attribute identity change to one RO—fail to control for an important fact. These same African elites are embedded in multiple arenas—other regional/sub-regional organizations, Francophone communities, Commonwealth meetings, national bureaucracies—where different processes of socialization may counter those experienced in just a few AU meetings a year (Checkel, 2014b, for an application of this argument to the EU/European setting).

A second way in which ROs in Africa have shaped identity is less direct—and likely to be missed by a political science approach. If one again considers the AU, it is not just what occurs in the meeting chambers that may influence conceptions of identity. Beyond this,[bookmark: p566](p. 566)it can create spaces where a politics of memory and memorials spur socialization and identity change. For example, it has been argued that the long process through which the AU came to establish a human-rights memorial next to its headquarters in Addis Ababa enabled the formation of a new political consciousness and a new normative space for human rights (de Waal and Ibreck, 2013). This politics of memory was given a considerable boost by the fact that the old OAU and early AU headquarters buildings were situated immediately opposite the Addis Ababa central prison, where severe human-rights violations occurred under several different Ethiopian governments.

The focus here is not so much the physical memorial, but the politics around it. As de Waal and Ibreck argue, it is “the political significance of the memorialization … as both a window onto power relations between the regional body [the African Union—JC], states, and civic agencies; and a form of symbolic power in itself, with implications for the institution’s norms and identity … [These] memorials reflect and reinforce ideas about political community and shared ethical principles” (de Waal and Ibreck, 2013, 193). While the authors clearly document the political dynamic surrounding the establishment of the AU human-rights memorial, it is less clear how such mobilization led to identity change among which actors and to what degree. Moreover, given the unique and special features of this case, one wonders if this particular route through which ROs shape identity is actually quite rare.

For South American ROs producing changes in identity—and aside fromPrieto (2013a)on the Andean Community—some claim to have seen a similar process at work in Mercosur. In particular, the organization’s revival after the 1999–2002 financial crisis is attributable in part to a common identity shaped by interaction within it since its founding in 1991 (Caballero, 2012). However, a lack of transparency in research methodology and an overdetermined outcome make it difficult to evaluate this assertion.3

The foregoing review suggests two additional points to keep in mind. First, it is important to recognize that identity’s role as a prerequisite of regional international organization can in principle cut two ways. Earlier, I highlighted instances (ASEAN, AU) where it had a positive effect on regional organization. However, there may be regions where preexisting collective identity—particularly if it emphasizes post-colonial nationalism—leads to the creation of weak and ineffective international organizations (IOs). This is the argument ofBarnett and Solingen (2007)in their study of Middle East regionalism and the Arab League. As they argue, “the politics of Arab nationalism and a shared identity led Arab states … to fear Arab unity in practice.” As an expression of such (feared) unity, the Arab League was thus “specifically designed to fail at producing the kind of greater collaboration and integration that might have weakened political leaders at home” (Barnett and Solingen, 2007, 181).

Second, it is important to distinguish between narratives about identity’s role and systematic analysis where the data and methods are appropriate to the causal task at hand—to measure identity’s influence. In the work reviewed here, this stands—with the partial exception of Asia—as an important challenge for future work on the regional-IO–identity nexus.

This scholarly challenge is exacerbated by what I would call elite identity talk, where regional actors explicitly invoke identity—“we are doing this because of our African[bookmark: p567](p. 567)values,” say—for instrumental and strategic reasons. Talking identity can—and does—serve as a legitimizing device. But this is an understanding of identity far removed from that discussed here. Perhaps repeated public invocation of identity will lead to its later internalization. To test such a claim, however, will require data that go well beyond leadership statements and methods that capture the process of identity change.





Institutions and Identity: The Special Case of Europe


If the previous section establishes a comparative context for what we know—and do not know—about the identity–RO nexus, I use the case of Europe here to explore it in more detail. Within Europe, I focus on the EU, as it has been studied extensively. This is not to deny the importance of other European ROs and the role identity plays within them—NATO (Risse-Kappen, 1997;Gheciu, 2005), or the Council of Europe (Checkel, 2003). Rather, space constraints plus frequent use of the EU (implicitly or explicitly) as a baseline case dictate this choice. Analytically, I primarily explore the regional RO → identity relation, as the majority of scholarship emphasizes it.

To give away the intent behind the section’s subheading, the case of Europe does look different from other regions. In simple bean-counting terms, there is more scholarship focusing on identity and regional organization in Europe than elsewhere. It is also a richer literature in a disciplinary sense, with political science, sociology, political theory, media studies, and anthropology all making important contributions. This richness matters, for it provides a more complete account of the RO → identity relation, one which highlights various arenas and sources of identity change without which it is impossible to understand the precise effect of ROs. In terms of research design, data, and methods, literature on the EU—for the most part—rises to the analytic challenge of moving beyond narratives about identity.

In what follows, I explore the RO–identity connection in the EU through three disciplinary lenses. I start with political science, where the study of ROs has been an important focus since before World War II (Martin and Simmons, 2013). I then turn to sociology and anthropology, arguing that they supplement political science accounts in key ways. Indeed, a core take-away from this section is that a move to inter-disciplinarity is required if we are to understand fully the relation of regional institutions to feelings of community and identity across the globe.



Institutions Shaping Identity

Political scientists have accorded pride of place to institutions, formal as well as informal (norms), and elites acting within or through them. These agents seek actively to[bookmark: p568](p. 568)construct an identity; indeed, one might call this the engineering view of identity construction (Checkel and Katzenstein, 2009, ch. 1). Identities and community are constructed from the top down, as it were—from ROs to the nation-state and individuals and organizations within it (Barnett and Finnemore, 2004).

An excellent example of this perspective in action is Judith Kelley’s work (2004a, 2004b) on how European ROs—the EU, OSCE, Council of Europe—were able to reshape (partly) senses of ethnic identity and community in post-Cold War Eastern Europe. Specifically, she seeks to theorize and empirically measure the mechanisms linking ROs to state behavior and identity. If Kelley were to stop here, her study would resemble others—specifying the mechanisms between independent (RO) and dependent (state identity, policy) variables (Schimmelfennig, 2003;Checkel, 2007;Johnston, 2008, for example).

She goes an important step further, however, introducing domestic politics into the analysis, basically as an intervening variable, with the degree of domestic opposition (high or low) affecting the likelihood of differing mechanisms having effects on state identity (Kelley, 2004a, 32). This analytic move is to be applauded for it highlights the important point that ROs affect states and their identities by shaping and influencing their domestic politics. The argument is tested through a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods, as well as carefully executed counterfactual analysis. On the qualitative techniques, Kelley explicitly invokes the process-based methods—process tracing, most importantly—that are essential for capturing the RO–identity relation. The rigor and transparency of her analysis make it easy for readers to see how she is measuring changes in state identity.

Overall, Kelley makes an important contribution. She illuminates the specific conditions and mechanisms that allow ROs to influence state conceptions of identity and community regarding ethnic minorities. Moreover, she demonstrates that a focus on process and mechanisms is fully consistent with theoretical and methodological rigor, which is no small feat given that many political scientists invoke mechanisms in at best a conceptually confused and metaphorical way (Gerring, 2008;Bennett, 2013).

A related political science argument focuses on the indirect effects of regional institutions on identity and community. In this case, they create spaces where elite actors communicate, creating security communities (Adler and Barnett, 1998), communities of communication (Bruter, 2005), or public spheres (Risse, 2010,2014). This is a mostly top-down view of how identities and communities are built.

Risse and collaborators’ work on European public spheres is a very good example of this political science “mark II” research on the RO–identity connection, one which clearly demonstrates the value added of drawing upon a second discipline—media studies, in this case. In a nutshell, they argue that the EU has helped to Europeanize formerly national public spheres, so one sees an emerging transnational sphere of communication in Europe. This is a nuanced and carefully crafted argument. The authors recognize, for example, that power still plays a role in shaping public spheres (Risse, 2014, ch. 1)—which had been a blind spot in earlier work. It is also not an either/or argument, where[bookmark: p569](p. 569)European public spheres grow at the expense of national ones; the relationship is one of complementarity (especiallyKoopmans, 2014).

For my purposes, what matters is the causal force of these Europeanized public spheres. They are not just talk shops, but settings “where collective identities are constructed and reconstructed and publicly displayed thus creating political communities” (Risse, 2014, 30). Thus, by helping create these deliberative spaces, the EU is changing senses of identity and community. Risse and collaborators do not simply assert this change, but document it with rich empirics and a variety of methods (discourse analysis, surveys, frame analysis). Like the Kelley book, this is anything but identity story telling. By advancing a clear, specified argument on public spheres and then connecting it to empirics via transparent methods, the validity of the causal claims they advance is enhanced (alsoBruter, 2005;Koopmans and Statham, 2010).

This political science research on the regional RO–identity nexus often works with a nation-state analogy, where identity construction at the regional level follows a script similar to that seen in the formation of nation-states over the past two centuries, with elites playing a leading role. However, the analogy breaks down at the level of tools and mechanisms. Those (elite) engineers seeking to shape identity through regional institutions lack access to many of the arenas and mechanisms—schools, armies, foundational myths, robust national public spheres—available to the crafters of national identities. This does not invalidate the claims of Kelley or Risse. However, it does raise an issue of scale in that the identity effects they see being produced by regional ROs may be limited to elites and actually be quite weak (Hooghe, 2005;Checkel, 2007, ch. 8).

These arguments are challenged by another strand of social science literature exploring the RO → identity relation. This work is quantitative, sometimes experimental and seeks to link various aspects of the EU to identity change; most of these studies focus below the level of political decision-makers but above mass publics. Consider work on the EU-sponsored Erasmus exchange program, which allows students from across the Union to spend a semester or year at a university in another member state. Erasmus increases contact among young Europeans, perhaps facilitating—asFligstein (2009)proposes—the growth of European identity. In contradiction to my observation earlier of the dearth of socialization arenas at the regional level, here is an instance where the EU has seemingly created mechanisms at the level of schools to reshape identity. Unfortunately, researchers disagree sharply on whether this is indeed the outcome, a point highlighted by comparing two recent quantitative studies (Wilson, 2011;Stoeckel, 2014).

Erasmus students are the focus for both scholars, who employ surveys and panel studies to chart changing patterns of identification.Stoeckel (2014)sees participation in Erasmus as driving identity change, whileWilson (2011)argues the opposite (alsoKuhn, 2012).4Stoeckel’s design (a three-wave panel) is far more sophisticated than Wilson’s. Yet, as with all quantitative work seeking to measure identity, key findings can be shaped by sample size/composition and the nature of the data. For Stoeckel, all his respondents are German, who are arguably socialized from an early age to be European. Moreover, 40 percent of these exchange students travel to just two countries—France and Italy.[bookmark: p570](p. 570)Is it transnational contact (Stoeckel’s hypothesis) that is therefore fostering a collective European identity? Or is identity change simply an artifact of Germans, socialized to feel European, interacting with similarly socialized students from the EU core? Moreover, is there a so-called ceiling effect (Sigalas, 2010)? That is, compared with other citizens, exchange students comprise a group that is already attached to Europe. Programs like Erasmus are thus less effective in changing identity because they are “preaching to the converted” (Stoeckel, 2014, 10).

This quantitative work on the EU → identity relation shows increasing sophistication, be it in data collection, with ever larger data sets being constructed (Bayley and Williams, 2012, for example), or in the exploitation of experimental designs (Bruter, 2003,2005), or in the inclusion of more and better controls (Stoeckel, 2014). However, it is difficult for outside observers to discern any convergence in the findings. In part, this is the result of the evolving, improving nature of the research.

At the same time, these divergent findings point to the limitations of using quantitative methods to measure identity change. Most important, it is difficult to capture context in such studies. Going back to the Erasmus surveys, is it any surprise that many of them find some change in the direction of European identity? After all, these students want to go abroad and experience “Europe.” Moreover, did their stay abroad coincide with particular events/non-events involving Europe, thus increasing or decreasing its salience? There is also an important temporal dimension. Even the most sophisticated quantitative studies claim to detect and be able to measure identity change over relatively short time spans—for example, 16 months inStoeckel’s (2014)three-wave panel design (alsoBruter, 2005). If identities really change this fast, does this change “stick”? Insights from other disciplines—to which I now turn—would suggest not.

Sociologists, in keeping with their disciplinary roots, posit a greater role for groups and societal interaction over time—years or even decades—in any regional institution/identity dynamic. Formal institutions still play a key albeit less central role than we saw above. In a masterful study,Fligstein (2009)has applied this type of sociological analysis directly to one of the central questions motivating this chapter: Does the EU shape the identity of its citizens? Drawing upon extensive longitudinal data—stretching back to the 1960s in many cases—Fligstein argues as follows. Through the freedoms, rules, and regulations of the internal market, the EU has dramatically increased transborder interactions in Europe. In this way, a growing—but still small in absolute terms—number of Europeans have regularized contact over many years, through trade and business associations. In turn, this increased contact leads to a greater sense of common identification. Here, regional institutions promote identity change not from the top down, but horizontally, as it were (Fligstein, 2009).5

There is much to commend in this perspective, as it brings broader society and not just elites back into our accounts of ROs and identities/community. At the same time, there are limitations and possible weaknesses, both theoretically and empirically. On the former, the idea that contact leads to a greater sense of community is an old one in (experimental) social psychology. Yet, in the real world, this may not always be the case. For one, quality may trump quantity. It is not the amount of interaction, but its nature[bookmark: p571](p. 571)(deliberative vs. hierarchical-lecture formats, say) that leads to a greater sense of we-ness (Beyers, 2005; alsoStoeckel, 2014, 4–7). Unfortunately, the quantitative methods employed by Fligstein cannot capture this process dimension. Ideally, he would complement his correlational analyses with case studies employing process-based methods.

Moreover, intense interaction may very well produce group norms and identity that are unintended and undesirable. Consider the UN and its Department of Peacekeeping Operations.Barnett and Finnemore (2004, ch. 5) have argued that prolonged interaction within it created a set of group norms and culture that in turn led to pathological behavior—the UN’s failure to act during the 1994 Rwanda genocide. There seems to be a (unwarranted) normative assumption in much of the EU → identity literature that the identities resulting from interaction will be different, but also better. There is thus a theoretical need to develop scope conditions: Under what conditions does social interaction fostered by institutions lead to “good” as opposed to “bad” identity?

Regarding empirical limitations, this type of sociological argument on the regional institution–identity nexus may apply nowhere except in Europe. The EU is more institutionalized and more supranational than any other RO, yet over 40 percent of its citizens never think of themselves as European, while 50 percent feel European only some of the time (Fligstein, 2009, 141). One can debate forever whether that 40 percent figure represents a glass half full or half empty. However, the implications for comparative analysis are clear. If it has taken 60+ years of institution-building for the EU to have identity-shaping effects of this (limited) magnitude, then they are likely to be much less in the case of weaker and less institutionalized ROs in Asia, Africa, or South America, a fact seemingly confirmed in the second section of this chapter.

Another argument derived from sociology on the RO–identity/community nexus has its roots in the social movement literature, stressing frames and roles. From this perspective, strategic actors use ROs to embed/promote/spread certain ways of thinking and scripts that—if they successfully diffuse—may change senses of community and identity at the regional (Barnett, 1993) or national level (Autesserre, 2010). Similar to the political science research, this is a rather top-down view in that the source of a change in community and identity resides in ROs (or actors within them).

Anthropology offers a third lens for exploring the RO–identity/community relation. In keeping with disciplinary traditions, this is a much more bottom-up perspective, emphasizing the routines and experiences of individuals who interact with rules and norms promoted by ROs. Identities and senses of community emerge and change more by what we do and experience on a daily basis (Shore, 2000) than by what we say—the political science story—or through occasional interaction—the sociological story. Put differently, in moving from political science to anthropology, we have shifted—analytically—from a top-down engineering view of identity construction to an approach that is bottom-up and processual to the core.

Favell has applied this perspective to understand the evolving identities of what he calls Eurostars—young professionals who exploit the EU’s four freedoms to live and work where they choose in the continent (Favell, 2008,2009).6Drawing upon five years of ethnographic field work plus over 60 in-depth interviews, Favell charts how[bookmark: p572](p. 572)the EU—indirectly, through the freedoms associated with the internal market—shapes the lives and feelings of community of these young professionals in three different sites: Amsterdam, Brussels, and London.

A snapshot of Favell’s account is as follows. You are a young professional; you and your family move from Madrid to Amsterdam. How does the daily experience of shopping, getting your kids into school, dealing with the local bureaucracy, interacting with neighbors shape your sense of who you are and the narrative you build about Europe? Favell’s somewhat surprising conclusion is that instead of becoming more European, these individuals have their national sense of belonging reinforced (Favell, 2008). His extensive, ethnographic immersion reveals the social processes behind such identity dynamics, processes that cannot be captured in one-off or even more sophisticated panel surveys.

Favell’s argument thus adds a third element to the RO → identity dynamic sketched in this section. Perhaps the same individuals who create European public spheres or come into regular contact through the internal market, go—during their winter holidays—to the beaches of southern Spain and consciously recreate their own national communities through sustained, daily interaction (schools, newspapers, gated neighborhoods). Here, identity/community is evolving outside, around, and perhaps in opposition to regional institutions (see alsoHolmes, 2000,2009).

Which of these disciplinary lenses is best? This is—of course—the wrong question to ask. When exploring the relation between regional ROs and identity/community, the approaches emphasize different actors, mechanisms of change, different methods, and—often—differing outcomes (some versus little or no identity change). To capture fully the complexity at work, future work on the RO–identity/community nexus needs to make two moves. First, it should think in terms of scope conditions, that is, the conditions under which one perspective is more likely to apply. The political science approach, with its stress on institutions, might be most applicable to Europe, given the thickness of institutions there. Second, the different disciplines should not be viewed in either/or terms, but both/and. By combining their insights, we learn more about ROs and what they do in terms of identity and community. Quantitative studies by political scientists, say, can establish that some elements of elite or mass identity are indeed changing, while the tools of sociology or anthropology may be necessary “to fill in the blanks”—that is, to theorize and measure the group, experiential, or symbolic processes at work.





Conclusion: Bringing Domestic Context and Process Back In


In this concluding section, I highlight both theoretical (domestic context) and methodological challenges (process) for students of comparative regionalism and regional ROs as they think about community and identity. On theory and the domestic context, there are three dimensions to emphasize. First, there is politics as understood[bookmark: p573](p. 573)by political scientists. With a few exceptions—Kelley (2004a),Barnett and Solingen (2007),Herbst (2007)—it is notable mainly by its absence in the literature reviewed here (alsoMansfield and Solingen, 2010). This is odd. Under certain scope conditions, ROs may promote identity change among political elites behind closed doors and through consensual-deliberative means. However, this is likely the exception and not the norm. Scholars have begun to recognize this fact in the case of the EU, with their stress on politicization (Hooghe and Marks, 2009;Risse, 2014). However, further work is needed, both to explore whether politicization is only affecting ROs in Europe (unlikely) and—more important—to connect it with our theories of identity/community. To take just one example, today’s deeply politicized EU will complicate the story about ROs, socialization, and identity advanced by political science/international relations scholars, who typically argue that socialization works best in de-politicized and in-camera situations (Checkel, 2014a).

Second, my broader claim here is a need to theorize various dimensions of the domestic context in studies of the RO–identity relation. This will require more inter-disciplinarity, as politicization or politics as understood by political scientists in no way captures all of it (alsoAcharya and Johnston, 2007, 259–60). Indeed, if one wishes to explain how an RO reshapes identity among elites or conceptions of identity within a particular country, this requires not just a political science model of domestic politics, but also a measurement of preexisting identities. We cannot measure identity change without knowing the baseline and the “others” this identity defines (Koopmans, 2014). Those “baseline identities” reside not just in the political institutions emphasized by political scientists or in the answers to survey questions favored by quantitative scholars. They are also found in and shaped by the daily lived experiences of individuals, which is precisely the value added of anthropological-ethnographic examinations of the RO–identity relation (Shore, 2000;Favell, 2008).

Ethnography does not exhaust the possibilities. For example, Ted Hopf has employed textual and discursive strategies to map identities in the Soviet Union and post-Soviet Russia (Hopf, 2002,2012). He then uses this baseline to explain Soviet and Russian foreign-policy choices, and the role of identity in them. However, his general argument could easily be extended to post-Cold War Russia’s involvement with ROs and how little the latter have affected its identity—a pattern that was evident well before Russia’s annexation of Crimea in March 2014 (Pouliot, 2010).7

Third, too many of our theoretical frameworks—especially in political science—for exploring the relation of ROs to identity and community put the organizations in the driver’s seat. The causal forces emanate from them, from the regional level. Is this always the case? Perhaps the research designs are being limited and truncated by the underlying positivist epistemology, which forces one to hold something constant—in this case, the properties and motivations of the agents who are the target for identity change (alsoPrieto, 2013b). In the literature reviewed here, it is thus no surprise that anthropology, with its grounding in interpretivism, does a better job capturing this domestic-level interaction between ROs and individuals or organizations on the ground.

[bookmark: p574](p. 574)Regarding methods, my starting point is that ROs influence identity and community through some sort of process. For sure, we may employ static measures to establish that a particular RO’s actions correlate with some change in identity. However, in many cases, the real analytic concern is exactly how this change has occurred. Consistent with this focus, much of the political science and sociology literature discussed earlier invokes the language of causal mechanisms. This makes sense, as mechanisms are all about “how” and process, tracing the connection between independent and dependent variables. However, there appears to be a mismatch between theory and method. In some cases, this same literature relies on surveys, coding techniques, and other quantitative methods that cannot measure process in the RO–identity relation. This is a clear limitation inFligstein’s (2009)otherwise superb study of identity and the EU. In other instances, analysts hint at, but do not make explicit and transparent the process element in their study, as was seen in much of the work on regional ROs and identity in Africa.

There is thus a need for methods such as process tracing (Beach and Pedersen, 2013;Bennett and Checkel, 2014). The latter is ideally suited for measuring the mechanisms of identity change in both positivist and interpretive research.8Done well, this requires explicit attention to possible biases in evidentiary sources and thinking about so-called equifinality, or the alternative causal mechanisms that can lead to the same outcome. However, the payoff will be high—asJohnston (2008)demonstrates in his process-based examination of how regional and universal ROs have reshaped elements of Chinese identity.

Many years ago, I wrote a paper on a very different topic, but whose title is relevant here: “It’s the Process, Stupid.” Measuring process can be messy, time consuming, and resource demanding, but our understanding of how regional ROs shape our sense of who we are will stall without it. In turn, such moves will position comparative regionalism to contribute—in an empirically grounded way—to broader disciplinary debates over explanation and causal mechanisms (Hedstroem and Ylikoski, 2010;Bennett, 2013). The end result would be a lessening of subfield boundaries and intellectual cubby holes, which is never a bad thing.
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Notes:

(1.) For comments on earlier versions, I thank the editors; participants at three project workshops (December 2013, June 2014, December 2014), Freie Universität Berlin; colleagues at a Research Colloquium, Simon Fraser University, September 2014; and Inken von Borzyskowski. Amitav Acharya and German Prieto kindly shared literature suggestions, and Martha Snodgrass provided superb research assistance.



(2.) This analytic approach is not rocket science, but it is one adopted all too infrequently by students of regional ROs with interests in measuring identity change. For an excellent primer on how—rigorously—to incorporate identity in our analyses, seeAbdelal et al. (2009).



(3.) Asking a different question,Oelsner (2013)explores how Mercosur—qua organization— has acquired an identity of its own.



(4.) The findings of other quantitative studies on the identity-shaping effects of Erasmus fall in between Wilson and Stoeckel. SeeSigalas (2010)andMitchell (2015).



(5.) Note the clear intellectual debt to Karl Deutsch. SeeFligstein (2009: 16–18), as well asDeutsch et al. (1957)and the discussion in the second section of this chapter.



(6.) I include here Favell, a sociologist by training, because of the deeply ethnographic, practice-oriented component to his work.



(7.) Indeed, the causal relation here is likely the reverse, with Russian identity playing a role in the shaping of various regional organizations—the Shanghai Cooperation Council, for example.



(8.) On interpretive approaches to process tracing, seeGuzzini (2012: ch. 11) and, especially,Pouliot (2014).
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25 The Legitimacy of Regional Institutions

Berthold Rittberger and Philipp Schroeder

Forstudents of the European Union (EU), debates about the legitimacy of its institutions and decision-making processes are commonplace. EU governance has become so pervasive and its reach so intrusive that concerns about the power wielded by EU institutions have given rise to a multifaceted debate about the quality of the EU’s legitimacy that extends beyond scholarly circles. Scholarship on the EU has provided a myriad of conceptualizations and yardsticks to assess the legitimacy of EU governance, which has generated abundant empirical research on the quality and scope of the EU’s legitimacy deficit. Bearing in mind the pressures of Europeanization on the EU’s member states’ domestic policies, politics, and polity (Börzel and Risse, 2003), such a prominent focus on issues of legitimacy in the EU is hardly surprising. Yet, EU scholarship has not fully monopolized the debate about the sources and consequences of the legitimacy of political orders beyond the state. Since the turn of the millennium, international institutions have witnessed mounting allegations of democratic legitimacy deficits, with critics pointing to serious deficiencies in accountability and participation. The expansion of political influence exercised by international institutions on states’ policies, political processes, and institutions is considered a major trigger for rising concerns about the legitimacy of contemporary global governance institutions (Buchanan and Keohane, 2006;Zürn, 2004). Scholars have debated controversially whether international institutions meet standards of democratic accountability to underpin their legitimacy (see for exampleMoravcsik, 2004;Held, 2004;Archibugi et al., 2012). Where one stands in this debate crucially depends on the standards one employs. While pragmatists emphasize that the key to the legitimacy of international institutions lies in the prevention of abuses of power and the adoption of appropriate accountability mechanisms (Grant and Keohane, 2005), others have stressed that nothing short of democratic legitimacy is the relevant benchmark international institutions should meet. According to this view, democratic legitimacy deficits prevalent in many international organizations can only[bookmark: p580](p. 580)be addressed by creating more inclusive and representative institutions and processes (Held, 2004;Nanz and Steffek, 2004).

The focus of this contribution is a particular sub-set of multilateral institutions, regional institutions, which have increased in number as well as in the scope of the policies they address (Goertz and Powers, 2014). Moreover, some regional institutions have come to command considerable degrees of delegated power (Hooghe and Marks, 2014). The concomitant influence of regional institutions on domestic and international affairs comes with a price tag: growing concerns among policy-makers and constituents about the legitimacy of regional institutions. A first wave of scholarship on the legitimacy of regional institutions has focused on the extent to which regional institutions meet certain standards attributed to a legitimate political order. This literature is dominated by scholarship on the EU’s notorious legitimacy deficit. More recent academic work has sought to shed light on political behavior, practices, and discourse analyzing why and how actors within regional institutions actually address legitimacy gaps. As our chapter highlights, research exploring these questions for non-EU regionalism is scarce, covering only a small number of regional institutions, and is mostly based on case studies rather than comparative accounts. Before we address this literature, we first turn to the concept of legitimacy, which points us to different perspectives on how the legitimacy of regional institutions can be explored.



Unpacking Legitimacy


Legitimacy is a precious resource for political actors and institutions. An actor or institution with a claim to wield power that is considered rightful and hence legitimate can count on the voluntary compliance of those subject to its power. Following Max Weber, legitimacy thus transforms power into authority, and helps replace coercion and self-interest as a motivation to obey political rule with voluntary compliance (Reus-Smit, 2007, 163). Conceiving of an actor, institution, or polity as legitimate has also far-reaching consequences for how we envision the international system. To the degree that international institutions can command legitimacy, the assumption that the international system is characterized by anarchy must be called into question: International institutions, perceived to be legitimate, can be said to form part of an authority structure which induces compliance due to the shared belief that their actions are rightful, not by threat of the use of force wielded by the strongest states or through actors’ calculation of self-interest (seeHurd, 1999). Portraying and defending international or regional institutions and their actions as legitimate can thus be considered a key concern and motivation to power-wielding political actors. Students of international politics and regionalism are gradually developing a greater interest in understanding the sources of the legitimacy of political order(s) beyond the state as well as the implications of different conceptions of legitimate rule for international and regional institution-building.

[bookmark: p581](p. 581)Research on the legitimacy of political orders can be approached from either a normative or empirical conception of the term. According to the former, the legitimacy of political orders can be described and evaluated by comparing the qualities of political actors and institutions to an external standard or “benchmark of acceptability or justification of political power” (Peter, 2014). Research on the legitimacy of international as well as regional institutions (the EU in particular) takes frequent recourse to democratic benchmarks, such as the inclusiveness, representative quality, transparency, or political accountability of the institutions under scrutiny. This normative approach has influenced a wide array of work on the EU’s legitimacy deficit and will be discussed in further detail in the following. Empirical or descriptive conceptions of legitimacy, in contrast, take recourse to Max Weber’s observation that legitimacy is rooted in an individual’s belief in the rightful exercise of power by some actor or institution: “The basis of every system of authority, and correspondingly of every kind of willingness to obey, is abelief, a belief by virtue of which persons exercising authority are lent prestige” (Weber, 1964, 382, emphasis in the original). Unlike the normative perspective, the legitimacy of political orders reflects actors’ beliefs in the political authority of an institution (or its lack thereof). Such legitimacy beliefs come in different forms, as they are fueled by different sources and conceptions of legitimacy. This also implies that they are essentially contested, as political actors are trying to claim, maintain, or challenge the legitimacy of regional institutions.

The question about the sources rendering political institutions acceptable (normatively or empirically) has yet to be addressed. The most prevalent distinction found in the literature highlights the consequences of political rule, on the one hand, and the procedures according to which political decisions are made and sanctioned, on the other. According to the consequentialist perspective political rule is legitimized with reference to the ends towards which political power is exercised and the efficacy and effectiveness of goal attainment (Zaum, 2013b, 9). In the literature, this expression of legitimacy is often dubbed “output”-oriented legitimacy (Scharpf, 1999). Following Scharpf, modern political orders serve two main ends: first, to prevent rulers from abusing their power through checks and balances and rights protecting institutions; second, to provide public goods and solve common societal problems. Procedural legitimacy, in turn, underlines the processes through which power is exercised, rulers are selected, and decisions made. One form of procedural legitimacy is democratic or “input”-oriented legitimacy (Scharpf, 1999), which reflects political procedures that are inclusive and responsive to the preferences of the ruled. Democratic proceduralism comes in different forms, depending on the standard one defends. For instance, deliberative democrats emphasize political discussion and deliberation as key sources of (democratic) legitimacy, while liberal democrats highlight the fairness of procedures through which citizens’ preferences are aggregated.

Procedural legitimacy, however, is not necessarily wedded to democratic procedures. In the realm of international politics, adopting and strengthening democratic procedures can promote procedural legitimacy, but it can also highlight the principle of state consent, which is a cornerstone of the Westphalian notion of sovereignty.[bookmark: p582](p. 582)Taking this distinction on board, we can conceive of the legitimacy of international and regional institutions as state-centered or society-centered (which are not mutually exclusive, as the institutional architecture of the EU vividly demonstrates). State-centered approaches hold that states and the national communities that constitute them are the central or even exclusive source of legitimacy. Legitimate political order beyond the state is thus necessarily intergovernmental in character, based on state consent and characterized by minimal intrusions to states’ sovereignty. While regional institutions assist states in addressing transboundary problems, they cannot command legitimacy in the same way that national states can. For instance, democratic republicanism presupposes the existence of a common public space and political debate as well as political accountability of elected representatives for a political order to be considered legitimate (Scharpf, 2009), conditions which (most) international and regional institutions are grossly lacking. A society-centered conception of procedural legitimacy holds that individuals are the main bearers of rights and hence that a political order is only legitimate to the degree that it reflects the interests of those subject to its rule. This conception is closely linked to a democratic and cosmopolitan notion of international political order, which conceives of international and regional institutions not as mere agents of national states—as in the state-centered or intergovernmental model—but as institutions with a claim to exercise independent (legitimate) authority, which they derive from processes of democratic participation and contestation (Zürn, 2011). Regional institutions do not escape political accountability, but are instead independent sources of legitimacy.

The different conceptions and sources of legitimacy, which we introduced in this section, implicitly or explicitly inform the research on the legitimacy of regional institutions. We first discuss the scholarly literature on regional institutions, which takes recourse to a normative conception of legitimacy, before we turn to scholarship on empirical legitimacy.



The Legitimacy of Regional Institutions: A Question of Standards


The literature discussed in this section takes as its starting point the definition of a normative standard against which to evaluate the legitimacy of a regional institution. Research in this tradition is characterized by a pronounced asymmetry. While research on the legitimacy of the EU fills several library shelves, there is virtually no comparable literature addressing the legitimacy of regional institutions outside the EU. Even research on the legitimacy of international institutions (see, for example,Bernstein, 2011;Koppell, 2008;Steffek, 2003) dwarfs academic work on the legitimacy of regional institutions (excluding the experience of the European integration project).



[bookmark: p583](p. 583)Legitimacy Standards and the EU’s Democratic Deficit

Scholars studying the legitimacy of the EU have adopted a plethora of different normative yardsticks against which the quality of the EU’s legitimacy can be assessed. The bulk of the literature on the EU’s legitimacy derives its normative yardsticks from some particular notion of democratic rule (Kohler-Koch and Rittberger, 2007;Rittberger, 2010;Schmidt, 2012for overviews).Cheneval and Schimmelfennig (2013), for instance, distinguish between gradualists and transformationalists. The former assume that the supranational EU will over time adopt the main features of the nation-state model of democracy. For gradualists, a democratic EU can only develop if the EU manages to copy successfully the nation-state model of democracy. For instance, scholars debate controversially whether or not there is an emerging Europeandemos, characterized by a strong sense of community and loyalty, and whether there exists a sufficiently well-developed political infrastructure, most notably an EU-wide transnational public sphere (seeKoopmans and Statham, 2010;Risse, 2010,2014) as well as a genuinely Europeanized political space where political competition is structured along the traditional left–right axis (Føllesdal and Hix, 2006). Critics are skeptical that the emergence of an EU-wide public sphere is a realistic scenario (de Vreese, 2007) and claim that the increasing politicization of the EU is unlikely to instill a sense of community among EU citizens and threatens to reinforce (rather than suppress) populist, nationalist, and particularistic tendencies (Hooghe and Marks, 2009;Kriesi and Grande, 2015). Transformationalists, in turn, claim that confronting the EU with standards for democratic legitimacy derived from the nation-state model is inappropriate, as collective identities, public spheres, and intermediary political institutions have retained (and are likely to continue to maintain) their national foundations (Cheneval et al., 2014, 1–2). They contend that gradualists should face the reality of obstinate “nationaldemoi” possessing “the strongest collective identities, public spheres and political infrastructures, and enjoy the strongest legitimacy and loyalty on the part of individual citizens” (Cheneval and Schimmelfennig, 2013, 336). However, these scholars do not fall back to the “no demos” position, which posits that absent a strong sense of EU-wide community policies with redistributive implications cannot command any democratic legitimacy (Scharpf, 2009). Rather, they propose to assess the EU according todemoi-cratic standards, which take into account the interlinkages among member states as well as the EU in formulating and implementing policies (see alsoNicolaïdis, 2004).

Critics of both gradualists and transformationalists reject the prevalent notion that the EU should be assessed by some standard of democratic legitimacy. WhileNeyer (2010)shares the diagnosis that the EU does not have (and is unlikely to develop) a demos with a strong sense of collective identity, he suggests to dispense with democratic benchmarks altogether and reset the standard. Instead of standards emphasizing democratic participation, he suggests that citizens’ right to demand justification and hence “good reasons” (Neyer, 2010, 908) from political actors for decisions encroaching on individual freedoms should assume center-stage. Majone proposes another alternative to demo(i)[bookmark: p584](p. 584)cratic benchmarks. Debating the legitimacy of the EU in terms of its democratic qualities is a “category mistake” (Majone, 2006, 618), since the EU is predominantly a regulatory state, which is characterized by non-majoritarian policy-making structures. As a consequence, legitimacy aspirations can only be disappointed when confronted with democratic yardsticks and should rather be based on the technocratic principle, i.e. an “ideology of method: a belief in the ability to arrive at the optimal answer to any discussion through the application of particular practices” (Centeno, 1993, 312).



Legitimacy Standards and Non-EU Regional Institutions: Another Category Mistake?

The debate about the appropriate normative benchmarks to evaluate the EU’s legitimacy is still thriving. It has generated a wealth of empirical research and operates with increased methodological sophistication to operationalize and empirically evaluate the various criteria and claims advanced in the literature. To date, nothing of this sort can be said about research on the legitimacy of other regional institutions. A broad literature debating the democratic legitimacy of regional institutions outside the EU is still lacking (seeRibeiro Hoffmann and van der Vleuten, 2007for an exception). One of the few instances of scholarly work adopting a standard-matching approach towards studying the legitimacy of regional institutions outside Europe is provided byReinalda (2007), who assesses the legitimacy-potential of 31 regional institutions by taking recourse to legitimacy criteria (such as input and output legitimacy), which are well known from the debate about the EU’s democratic deficit.

The vast majority of scholars pursuing a normative approach to assess the legitimacy of international and regional institutions tend to adopt normative standards derived from some notion of democratic rule. Unsurprisingly, most of the work on the legitimacy of political order beyond the state centers on the EU, since the EU issues authoritative decisions that bind its members and affect the livelihoods of its citizens. The EU is thus confronted with challenging legitimacy requirements and there are good reasons to set the legitimacy bar high for the EU, especially since the EU’s policies increasingly carry redistributive implications—by creating “winners” and “losers”—and hence require the support of the governed (Føllesdal and Hix, 2006). Although some regional institutions have come to include relatively intrusive provisions in their policy portfolio, such as the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) in the security sphere (Bah, 2013), regional institution-building beyond the EU is still mainly characterized by intergovernmental consensus-based decision-making and can thus be said to face less pertinent legitimacy challenges: Regional institutions, which refrain from pooling and delegating authority, stick to consensual decision-making, and neither challenge society-centered conceptions of legitimacy (since the democratic accountability chain linking governments and citizens is not interrupted), nor do they undermine the[bookmark: p585](p. 585)principle of state consent and are hence fully in sync with a state-centered view on legitimacy.

For instance, the approach of Southeast Asian states to regional cooperation and institution-building has been considerably less obtrusive than the European experience of regional integration (Chapter6by Acharya and Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). The commitment of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) to the norm of non-interference and consensual decision-making among its member states’ ruling elites (often dubbed the “ASEAN way”) forestalls moves beyond intergovernmental regional cooperation. Nonetheless,Acharya (2003)argues that the incremental democratization of (some of) ASEAN’s member states may challenge traditional modes of interaction within ASEAN and open up a pathway to a deeper and, at the same time, more democratic regionalism in Southeast Asia. In fact, the ratification of the ASEAN Charter in 2008, which placed the organization on a new legal framework and included a commitment to the seemingly incompatible norms of non-interference and the regional promotion of democracy (Jones, 2008, 737), sparked a fresh academic interest on the prospects for democratically legitimate rule in the context of Southeast Asian regionalism. Yet, much of the debate has focused on ASEAN’s potential to spur the democratization of its largely illiberal membership base (Sukma, 2008;Kuhonta, 2006), while the introspective question to what extent ASEAN itself meets standards of democratic legitimacy—or whether it should aspire to do so at all—has not been widely addressed (Emmerson, 2007, 435;Jones, 2008). The few and rather unsystematic assessments of ASEAN’s performance with respect to democratic legitimacy-criteria attest, unsurprisingly, a poor record.Emmerson (2007, 438) explains that in ASEAN “[i]‌ncumbent elites, elected or not, are laterally accountable to each other across a table in a closed room in consultations that are democratic only insofar as the parties around the table formally respect each other’s equality and autonomy.” Furthermore, ASEAN’s preoccupation with enhancing the sovereignty of its member states and fostering regional resilience has led to the organization’s unequivocal support for ruling elites’ interests at the expense of the more diffuse objectives and interests of their constituencies (Kuhonta, 2006, 343). Assessing the legitimacy of ASEAN regionalism with standards derived from democratic benchmarks could thus be considered another category mistake, since ASEAN legitimacy—at least in the view of its political proponents—is grounded in a state-centric conception of legitimacy, which places a premium on consensual decision-making and domestic non-interference (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume).

The case of ASEAN also exemplifies that the use of external benchmarks to assess the legitimacy of regional institutions is not without problems. First, such standard-setting and standard-matching exercises assume that there exists a universally applicable standard against which the legitimacy of regional institutions across the globe can be assessed. Most commonly, the literature is prone to adopting a normative bias favoring democratic legitimacy over other potential sources of legitimacy (see, for example, the volume byRibeiro Hoffmann and van der Vleuten, 2007). Secondly, the application of universal standards to assess the legitimacy of regional institutions across a great variety[bookmark: p586](p. 586)of cases is marred by a tendency to overlook the pluralism and multidimensionality of contemporary regionalism (Patomäki and Teivainen, 2002, 38;De Lombaerde et al., 2010). Since many comparisons of regional institutions base their understanding of the nature and quality of regionalism on the EU’s experience, research in this tradition is likely to suffer from a Eurocentric bias and a lack of sensitivity for fundamental differences between regions (Söderbaum and Sbragia, 2010, 566). In the ensuing section, we will refer to a nascent body of research that seeks to eschew Eurocentric assessments of the (democratic) legitimacy of regional institutions by highlighting the variegated expressions of legitimacy beliefs and practices in different regional institutions.





The Legitimacy of Regional Institutions: Empirical Perspectives


Shifting the focus from normative to empirical accounts of regional institutions’ legitimacy obliges us to emphasize the social and inter-subjective quality of legitimacy: Legitimacy is a “subjective quality, relational between actor and institution, and defined by the actor’sperceptionof the institution” (Hurd, 1999, 381, emphasis in the original;Reus-Smit, 2007). Legitimacy is ascribed to actors and institutions not only by virtue of the legitimacy beliefs held by social and political actors, but also through social practices and discursive processes justifying the rightfulness of policies and actions mandated by the institution (Reus-Smit, 2007, 159–160). Legitimacy is thus not only inherently social it is also political: Legitimacy claims and practices destined to enhance or reinforce legitimacy of an institution are rarely uncontested; institutions face opposition and are confronted with attempts geared towards their de-legitimation. Legitimacy can thus be gained, maintained, or lost as a result of social and political processes, as actors seek to “establish their legitimacy, and the legitimacy of their actions, through the rhetorical construction of self-images and the public justification of priorities and practices, [while] other actors contest or endorse these representations through similar rhetorical processes” (Reus-Smit, 2007, 163; see alsoSchneider et al., 2010, 10;Schneider and Hurrelmann, 2011). The affirmation and contestation of the legitimacy of regional institutions is always norm-referential and undertaken against the backdrop of socially embedded beliefs and norms (Frost, 2013, 29;Reus-Smit, 2007, 163). As highlighted previously, beliefs about legitimacy are often based on instrumental and procedural conceptions about how authority should be exercised, but they can also relate to other desirable qualities or characteristics of an actor or institution (Zaum, 2013b, 9), which can be democratic as well as non-democratic in nature.

How do political actors go about claiming, defending, and contesting the legitimacy of institutions more generally and regional institutions in particular? To assess the legitimation strategies of political actors, i.e. behaviors and practices geared towards legitimizing or de-legitimizing an actor or institution, we distinguish between internal and[bookmark: p587](p. 587)external drivers. Regional institutions and the political elites establishing and maintaining them are facing legitimacy demands and challenges from stakeholders and constituents—public actors, social groups, or citizens—which may, for instance, reflect different instrumental or procedural concerns (see, for example,Hurrelmann et al., 2013). Moreover, recent scholarship has emphasized that the legitimacy of regional institutions may not only be defended and challenged “at home”—within the region and its constituents—but also from the outside. External legitimacy challenges can take two forms. First, from the “outside-in,” external actors may seek to affirm, challenge, or undermine an institution’s legitimacy; second, from the “inside-out,” regional actors may strive for external recognition from political actors and social constituents outside the region to boost their own legitimacy (Zaum, 2013b, 11). The distinction between external and internal drivers, i.e. the actors triggering processes of (de-)legitimation, needs to be complemented by a distinction of the motivational basis of these actors and their actions. Drawing on the work ofMarch and Olsen (1998, 949), social action can be rooted either in a logic of expected consequences or a logic of appropriateness. According to the former, actors choose among alternative courses of action “by evaluating their likely consequences for personal or collective objectives, conscious that other actors are doing likewise” (March and Olsen, 1998, 949). Actors may also eschew calculative behavior and base their actions instead on a logic of appropriateness and choose between alternative courses of action in the light of their identities, self-perceptions, or rules that are perceived as appropriate in a specific context (March and Olsen, 1998, 951). Accentuating identities over interests, actors who follow a logic of appropriateness do not “choose” their behavior on the basis of rational self-interest, but because they conceive a particular action as “the right thing to do” (Checkel, 2005, 804).

Table25.1offers an illustration of the different combinations of drivers and logics of action. Starting with the upper left-hand quadrant (I.), political elites seek to enhance the legitimacy of a regional institution as a calculated response to demands from relevant constituents internal to the regional institution. From this perspective, establishing or maintaining the legitimacy of a regional institutional order is not an objective that is inherently desirable, but reflects an assessment on behalf of political elites driven by political expediency. What kind of legitimacy deficits or gaps would generate pressure on political elites to engage in legitimating behavior? We would expect that the level of domestic intrusion of a regional institution should matter: Regional institutions commanding rather intrusive policy portfolios will trigger stronger demands and pressure by constituents on political elites to engage in more extensive legitimacy seeking efforts than regional institutions commanding relatively unobtrusive arrangements. Political elites are most likely to respond to the legitimation preferences and pressures of those constituents whose support is most relevant for the attainment of their political objectives. Moving to the lower left-hand quadrant (II.), political elites eschew cost–benefit calculations when engaging in legitimating behavior, but act instead “in accordance with rules and practices that are socially constructed, publicly known, anticipated, and accepted” (March and Olsen, 1998, 952). The underlying rationale here is that political elites share, or are socialized[bookmark: p588](p. 588)into sharing, a set of norms and values about the appropriate design of political order, which they upload to the regional level (see Chapter24by Checkel, this volume). Legitimacy deficits or gaps emerge when the political order of a regional institution is deemed to be in conflict with the prevailing values and norms about the appropriate design of regional political authority.

Table 25.1Typology of Empirical Perspectives on the Legitimacy of Regional Institutions
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Attempts to legitimize or de-legitimize regional institutions may also originate from actors external to the region. The upper right-hand quadrant (III.) depicts a situation whereby political elites seek to bolster the legitimacy of a regional institution by securing a flow of political, material, or ideational support from external actors such as other states or institutions in order to advance their own individual or regional political objectives. Legitimating behavior is an expression of expediency, a rational calculation of what actions need to be conducted in order to advance the objectives of political elites. Assuming that the supply of political, material, and ideational support by external actors is a scarce resource, the portrayal of a political order as legitimate in the eyes of external actors eventually boils down to competition among regional institutions for recognition in the international system, seeking to meet the demands of the preferred external partners. Finally, existing research suggests that frequent interactions and exchanges between political elites from different regional institutions facilitate the diffusion of political ideas, and may prompt political elites to emulate the institutional models of other regional arrangements (Lenz, 2012;Dri, 2010). From this perspective, depicted in the lower right-hand quadrant (IV.) of Table25.1,[bookmark: p589](p. 589)political elites emulate regional institutions because of their “model” character, because they are perceived as particularly efficient, desirable, or appropriate and, hence, legitimate. The motivation of political elites to engage in legitimation efforts does, thus, not reflect rational self-interest, but is grounded in the positive evaluation of the norms underpinning other regional institutions’ template. Since the legitimacy of regional institutions is a nascent field of research, the ensuing sections take the limited work on regional institutions’ legitimacy as a starting point and attempt to frame experiences of regionalism along the categories developed in the typology presented in Table25.1.



Political Expediency and a Normative Pretext: Legitimation Strategies in ASEAN as an Example

Regionalism in Southeast Asia has been generally characterized by a strong commitment among member states of ASEAN to the Westphalian norm of domestic non-interference and a strong preference for consensus-based, informal decision-making processes (Chapter6by Acharya and Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). Several scholars argue that this state-centered approach to regional institution-building is decisively shaped by domestic political norms and processes concerned with enhancing domestic political legitimacy (Narine, 2004, 430;Cho and Park, 2014, 586). The legitimation behavior of political elites in the context of regional institution-building in ASEAN could thus appear to be predominantly norm-driven. At the same time, ASEAN’s political elites display a strong sense of political expediency, since regional institution-building efforts tend to carry deliberate, sovereignty-boosting effects “at home.”Narine (2004, 434) stresses, for example, that citizens’ perception of the legitimacy of their respective state institutions hinges on the capacity of governments to implement policies promoting economic prosperity. If they fail to do so, ethnic, religious, and political tensions (re-)surface and the political legitimacy of the state becomes contested. Faced with performance-based demands and the struggle to bolster legitimacy “at home” to ensure political survival, Southeast Asian political elites view regional institutions such as ASEAN as a means to “enhance—not challenge—the sovereignty of their member states” (Narine, 2004, 424, emphasis in the original), which includes securing autonomy from outside powers (Ba, 2013, 147;Cho and Park, 2014, 586). References to the “ASEAN way,” emphasizing the principles of non-interference and consensual decision-making, can thus be seen as a normative pretext for Southeast Asian political elites to secure their domestic power base and hence their political survival. Moreover, closing legitimacy gaps through institutional reforms, as could be witnessed in response to the East Asian financial and economic crisis through the Chiang Mai Initiative (Rüland and Jetschke, 2008;Narine, 2008), appear to have been motivated chiefly by instrumental concerns of political elites.



[bookmark: p590](p. 590)Competition for External Support: Legitimation Behavior in African and Central Asian Regionalism

While scholarship on ASEAN highlights the internal drivers prompting legitimation behavior, existing work on regionalism projects in Africa highlights the outward-looking focus of political elites’ legitimation behavior. The problem of weak or limited statehood and the concomitant propensity for civil war and associated security threats constitute key challenges to the legitimacy of many African states and regional institutions. In light of state fragility, the member states of ECOWAS and the African Union (AU) seek external validation and material support from other international organizations and attempt to portray themselves as reliable partners for external actors (Zaum, 2013a, 224). Securing external support for regional institutions to promote state sovereignty has become a key objective for African political elites, who attempt to use regional institution-building projects to effectively tackle regional challenges not only as a means to strengthen the sovereignty of member states but also to de-legitimize political opponents and boost their own domestic political survival (Söderbaum, 2004, 432). Consequently, both ECOWAS and the AU have departed from the norm of domestic non-interference and non-intervention to become relevant actors in maintaining and restoring peace and security in Africa (Bah, 2013;Lotze, 2013). While this development has enhanced the legitimacy of respective organizations externally, the lack of effectiveness of many of its security operations which have been spurred mainly by non-compliant behavior of member states, threatens to undermine its very legitimacy and hence attractiveness as reliable partner in the eyes of external actors. None of the scholars exploring the legitimacy of African regional institutions have explicitly attempted to grasp African political elites’ prevailing logic of action that motivates their behavior. Yet, existing research provides indications that political elites in ECOWAS and the AU were guided primarily by instrumental motives to render these regional institutions fit for international competition over external political and material support (Hartmann and Striebinger, 2015;Leininger, 2015).

Gaining externally ascribed legitimacy and portraying oneself as an attractive model of regional cooperation are also key features of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) in Central Asia (Prantl, 2013, 176), propagated by state leaders who see their interests ill-represented by Western-style organizations. The SCO operates a strictly state-centric, consensus-based system of decision-making offering a platform for regional cooperation. One key objective shared among its more or less authoritarian member states including China and Russia is the preservation of the status quo in the region, which implies resistance to and repression of democratic or separatist forces both internally and externally (Ambrosio, 2008). The “Shanghai Spirit” propagates an “alternative model to the perceived threat of the Western liberal order” (Prantl, 2013, 176) and legitimizes non-liberal practices in the context of the organization’s fight against the “three evils” (terrorism, separatism, extremism). By providing its members with an alternative platform to effectively counter threats to state sovereignty, the SCO is actively competing[bookmark: p591](p. 591)for international recognition, and appears to gear its efforts primarily to the demands of authoritarian state-leaders rather than liberal international organizations (Russo, 2015).



Emulating External Templates: Legitimizing Regional Institutions Through Parliamentary Assemblies

The legitimation behavior of political elites is not exclusively driven by political expediency, as suggested in the previous example. Analyses of international and regional institution-building and their legitimacy are incomplete without taking into account the impressive proliferation of parliamentary assemblies in the past decades (Lenz et al., 2014). The norm of parliamentary democracy has diffused widely and has become an important reference point for the design and reform of international and regional institutions (Lenz, 2013; see also Chapter5by Risse, this volume). Identifying a population of 60 international parliamentary institutions,Rocabert et al. (2014)show that the proliferation of these institutions has been most pronounced since the 1990s, a trend that is mainly driven by regional cooperation schemes in Africa and Latin America adopting such assemblies. At the same time, there is strong variation among international parliamentary institutions with regard to their prerogatives. Analyzing the creation of 34 regional parliamentary bodies,Lenz (2013)demonstrates that the majority of regional parliamentary bodies are devoid of real decision-making power and tend to be mere symbolic constructions. One commonality that characterizes research on regional parliamentary assemblies is its emphasis on external drivers: the impetus for the establishment of these bodies comes from outside the region. Another characteristic feature seems to be that political elites copy external examples, yet it remains contested in the literature if they do so out of political expediency or because of the “model” character and the intrinsic value of parliamentary assemblies for the organization.

Focusing on the creation of parliamentary bodies in ASEAN and SADC,Lenz (2012)shows how political leaders turned to the EU to emulate its experience of parliamentarization.Dri (2010)demonstrates that the creation and institutional design of Parlasur, Mercosur’s parliamentary body, was strongly influenced by the pioneering role of the European Parliament (EP) and facilitated by frequent exchanges between parliamentary delegations from the two regional institutions.Rüland and Bechle (2014)turn to sociological institutionalism and norm diffusion theory to account for the establishment of the legislative bodies in ASEAN (AIPA) and Mercosur (Parlasur). Echoing Dri and Lenz, the creation of the two parliamentary bodies is seen as an attempt by the two organizations to improve their reputation, gain respect, and hence external recognition by emulating the organization considered the most successful among regional institutions (which is, again, the EU).Rüland and Bechle (2014)also provide evidence for “decoupling,” pointing to a gap between formal institutional structures and actual practices (Meyer and Rowan, 1977): Regional parliaments are thus mere democratic façade, and their normative foundations—the norm of representative democracy—more[bookmark: p592](p. 592)rhetoric than guiding principle. According to the authors, AIPA does not instill a dose of parliamentary democracy into the working of ASEAN. Instead it supports the attempt by political elites to perpetuate a rather illiberal reading of democracy and human rights (see alsoRüland, 2013). In the case of Parlasur, however, decoupling was less pronounced, and political elites were much more receptive to liberal democratic ideas than those in ASEAN: The member states of Mercosur are democracies and calls to democratize regional governance tend to align better with existing belief systems. This view is qualified byMalamud (2013). Even though Mercosur is dominated by major democratic regional powers and contains a democracy clause in its founding treaty, he claims that Mercosur’s political order is an extension of its member states’ presidential political systems, which “grants chief executives the power to strike deals without seeking approval by either parliaments or cabinets” (Malamud, 2013, 7). Malamud thus characterizes regional institution-building in Mercosur as a means for political leaders to strengthen executive power at the expense of national parliaments. Following Malamud’s line of reasoning, the creation of Parlasur does not follow a logic of emulation or appropriateness, but rather reflects political expediency on behalf of political elites disguising that the real losers of regional integration are national legislators.



Internal Drivers and Competing Logics of Action: Legitimizing the EU Through Parliamentarization

Scholarship on regional parliamentary assemblies tends to emphasize external drivers of legitimation behavior. Yet, the establishment and transformation of the EP to the politically most powerful parliamentary assembly within the context of international and regional governance structures has been prompted by internal drivers, most notably domestic as well as supranational political elites pushing for an expansion of the EP’s prerogatives. One strand of research has emphasized that the powers of the EP tend to be expanded when domestic parliamentary prerogatives are placed under stress following a further deepening of European integration. Integration gives rise to a legitimacy gap, since the pooling and delegation of formerly domestic prerogatives threatens to break the accountability chain between governments, national parliaments, and voters (seeRittberger, 2005;Schimmelfennig, 2010). This interruption of the accountability chain challenges the norm of parliamentary democracy, which is constitutive for the EU as a liberal-democratic community. As a result, when the norm is compromised through further integration, the model of parliamentary democracy is uploaded to the supranational level, compensating for the decline in the prerogatives of national parliaments. In so doing, the political elites of member states tend to follow a logic of appropriateness rather than a logic of consequences (Goetze and Rittberger, 2010). Yet, political expediency also plays an important role in accounts explaining the expansion of the EP’s prerogatives. Supranational political elites, most notably the members of the EP themselves, have time and again sought to press member state governments to obtain institutional[bookmark: p593](p. 593)concessions in the context of inter-institutional bargaining. Given the EP’s mounting influence and its preferences to redistribute decision-making power from the member states to its own benefit, the EP has—often successfully—exploited gaps in the EU treaties to challenge the institutional status quo (Farrell and Héritier, 2003;Héritier, 2007,2012). One of the latest examples of a successful attempt to tilt the balance of power to the EP’s side was the nomination ofSpitzenkandidaten(lead candidates) during the 2014 European election campaign. Even though the member state governments formally nominate the candidate for Commission President, the transnational European party groups effectively transformed the EP elections into a contest over the new Commission President, against the express wish of numerous member states.

One expectation that could be developed from the EU’s experience is that regional institutions whose membership base is democratic tend to include parliamentary bodies within their institutional structures. With challenges to the legitimacy of regional institutions rising as a result of more intrusive supranational policies, parliamentary bodies and their prerogatives should proliferate. The gradual empowerment of the EP at least partially reflects attempts by political elites to enhance the procedural or input-based legitimacy of the EU’s political system. Yet, as research on other regional assemblies has demonstrated, it appears that member state democracy is not a necessary condition for the creation and proliferation of parliamentary institutions in regional institutions. The institutional reforms in other regional institutions are motivated to a large extent by the acquisition of external legitimacy against the backdrop of uncertainty and turbulent environments. Legitimacy, under such conditions, is gained primarily from external recognition and, in turn, generates institutional reforms that tend to be shallow and largely symbolic, mirrored in a process of “decoupling” between word and deed (Meyer and Rowan, 1977).





Conclusion


The legitimacy of regional institutions beyond the EU is a field of research that is still in its infancy. Thus far, scholarship on the EU has held a virtual monopoly on treatises about the legitimacy of political order beyond the state. Yet, similar to the EU, political elites in regional institutions around the globe care about their legitimacy. They demand, claim, and challenge the legitimacy of regional institutions. This chapter has suggested that the EU, even though it could be considered as an outlier given the intensity with which its (democratic) legitimacy deficit is being debated, can and should be analyzed with the same conceptual apparatus as other regional institutions, especially if scholars avoid the rather unfruitful benchmarking exercises and turn to analyses of empirical legitimacy. The EU continues to be the central battleground, where work on empirical legitimacy is being developed and tested. Yet, the almost exuberant debate about the EU’s democratic legitimacy deficit has generated some spill-overs to scholarship on the legitimacy of other regional institutions. This gave rise to isolated attempts[bookmark: p594](p. 594)to assess the democratic legitimacy of regional institutions beyond the EU by adopting comparable standards and benchmarks. The results of such exercises have more or less proven to be dead ends. The membership base of many of the regional institutions surveyed in this chapter is comprised not of consolidated democracies, but of fragile democracies or semi-authoritarian regimes. These states also seek legitimacy for their regionalism projects, but democratic legitimacy is definitely not their priority. Existing research has shown that major attempts on the part of political elites to seek legitimacy for regionalism projects in Asia and Africa emanated from a desire to seek external recognition (from international organizations or outside powers). The aim was to realize not only economic and security objectives through regional cooperation, but also to boost the power base of political leaders at home against domestic opposition. Unlike the EU or other international organizations, some of these regionalism projects even undermine rather than encourage more inclusive and participatory decision-making structures.

We also highlighted that the formal institutional architecture of regionalism projects displays a high level of similarity across different regions. One striking development in this regard is the widespread adoption of regional parliamentary assemblies. In the EU, the creation and empowerment of the EP continues to be a focal point in debates about the EU’s democratic legitimacy. The institutionalization of parliamentary assemblies outside the EU is, however, rarely motivated by a democratization agenda on the part of regional political elites (Mercosur being a possible exception). Instead, the adoption of assemblies has a strong symbolic component, reflecting isomorphic processes whereby regional elites seek to obtain external recognition and hence legitimacy against the backdrop of turbulent environments. Obviously, it cannot be ruled out that the EU, which has inspired regional institution-building, as well as political elites populating regional institutions and their parliamentary assemblies will be successful in acting as democratizing agents and exercise a transformative impact within regional institutions. After all, the EP has been actively (and successfully) pursuing efforts to enhance its own institutional prerogatives, marching under the banner of democratic legitimacy.

Finally, this chapter leaves one critical question largely unaddressed: Do regional institutions actually succeed in increasing their legitimacy? Unsurprisingly, EU scholars spearhead research on the effects of regional institution-building and institutional reforms to address purported legitimacy gaps.Hobolt (2012)argues that the scholarly debate on how to fix the EU’s democratic deficit has so far failed to successfully incorporate public perceptions and satisfaction of EU democracy. Analyzing survey data from 27 EU member states, her findings suggest that Europeans’ satisfaction with EU democracy in relation to both procedural and performance factors is relatively high, with confidence in national democracy appearing to breed confidence in democracy at the European level (Hobolt, 2012, 101). Her analysis also reveals that Europeans ascribing greater responsibility to the EU are less satisfied with EU democracy, indicating that “as more powers are transferred to the EU level, citizens may become more critical and demanding of EU institutions” (Hobolt, 2012, 101). Nonetheless, more recent assessments of EU citizens’ perceptions of EU legitimacy paint a less encouraging picture:[bookmark: p595](p. 595)Scharpf (2015, 20) argues that against the backdrop of the euro crisis, the EU polity has been confronted “with a significant decline of output-oriented political support on which it could rely prior to the crisis,” accentuating the political salience of addressing the EU’s input-oriented democratic deficit. A particularly troubling development in this regard is that the overhaul of the EU’s macroeconomic surveillance process in response to the euro crisis has been accompanied by a weakening of representative institutions and a prevalence of executive-dominated “emergency politics” (White, 2015), thereby undermining the EU’s procedural legitimacy.

These cursory observations emphasize that studying the legitimacy of regional institutions and the efforts by political elites to seek legitimacy with and through regional institutions should not be detached from its effects. Understanding legitimacy as a socially and politically contested phenomenon implies that attempts by regional institutions to address legitimacy gaps will evoke reactions by constituents, external actors, academic observers, and others. The analytical challenge then is to disentangle causes and effects in such “legitimation cycles.”
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26 Inter- and Transregionalism

Andrea Ribeiro-Hoffmann

Inter- and transregionalism are not new phenomena, but these concepts were rarely applied before the 2000s. The exponential growth of inter- and transregional relations since the 2000s has led to efforts to conceptualize these relations in more precise terms, to identify the existing arrangements, and to explore the value added of alternative theoretical approaches for their analysis. The literature on inter- and transregionalism is, however, still fragmented and full of research gaps. There is no consensus around the definition of the main concepts, and there is no updated mapping of existing arrangements. Since Hänggi’s much-quoted 2006 article (Hänggi, 2006), no other author has engaged in a similar effort to address these questions. Few studies have attempted to consolidate the findings of the existing literature in a systematic way; most are single case analyses, which are hardly comparable or generalizable. This chapter addresses the challenge of analyzing the literature on inter- and transregionalism with the aim of identifying the main research gaps and advancing future research agendas. The first section elaborates on conceptual issues and maps the literature. The second section shows how the literature has dealt with three key research questions: drivers of the emergence of inter- and transregionalism; drivers of their institutional design; and, finally, the effects/impact of inter- and transregionalism on the regions themselves and on the global order. The final section summarizes the main findings and discusses the research gaps and future research agendas.



Defining and Mapping Inter- and Transregionalism


The phenomena of inter- and transregionalism are deeply connected with the phenomena of regionalism, regionalization, and transnational relations. In regional[bookmark: p601](p. 601)studies, comparative regionalism, and international political economy (IPE), regionalism is often defined as top-down (formal) state-led initiatives of region-building, while regionalization is defined as bottom-up (informal) social and economic interaction by non-state actors (Hurrell, 1995,Börzel et al., 2012; see Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume). In international relations (IR), transnational relations refer to cross-border relations when at least one non-state actor is involved, both within and across regions (Risse-Kappen, 1995). The suffixes -ism and -ization, and the prefixes inter- and trans- have, therefore been used differently in the literatures of regional studies, IPE, comparative regionalism, and IR, confounding attempts to do cross-disciplinary research. In the literature on inter- and transregionalism, these concepts have been used differently almost by each author. Hänggi’s work and effort to conceptualize and map these phenomena (2006) is still the main reference in the literature but, as Rüland argues, “the debate about the ‘nature of the beast’ is not yet settled and typological ambiguities remain” (Rüland, 2014, 16).

A starting point and key dimension of the concept of inter-/transregionalism, which differentiates these phenomena from other forms of interaction beyond domestic societies, such as bilateralism, multilateralism, and transnationalism, is the explicit reference to regions. But regions can also be defined in broader or narrower terms. Moreover, regions are moving targets; their borders are much more volatile than those of states. According to the criteria adopted and the time period analyzed, they include and exclude different actors and processes. Geography, interdependence, degree of formality, and legalization of institutions, as well as identity are alternative criteria which can be used to define and classify regions. In this volume, regions are defined as socially constructed spaces between the global and the national level, which have some geographical reference point and which are often, but not always, defined by geographic proximity and shared institutions (Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume).

Following these conceptualizations, inter- and transregionalism can be defined as state and non-state actor-driven processes of bridging regions both institutionally and socially. This definition includes the idea behind the prefix trans- in the IR literature, and the suffix -zation in the IPE literature, i.e. the inclusion of informal and bottom-up processes led by non-state actors.

The difference between inter- and transregionalism adopted here refers to the level of formality of the regions. While inter-regionalism denotes relations between two formal regional organizations, which are established by constituent treaties and which have a permanent seat (sometimes referred to in the literature as “pure inter-regionalism”), transregionalism, in turn, is used as a residual category of relations between regions including less formalized relations as well as non-state actors.1This classification is simpler than the one put forward byHänggi (2006), even if it also includes relations between regions and third countries.2

Apart from the distinction between inter- and transregionalism, this chapter also distinguishes EU-centered from South–South inter-/transregionalism. This classification is not based on any assumption that the European Union (EU) is a special actor per se; in other words, it is not considered a different kind of regional organization.[bookmark: p602](p. 602)Rather, the distinction is premised on the acknowledgment that the EU has evolved historically at a different time and pace, with relevant consequences for its institutional characteristics and its participation in global politics. EU-centered inter-/transregionalism also does not imply that the EU has asymmetric power over its respective partners. While this is mostly the case in relations with regional organizations of the Global South, it is not necessarily so in the case of relations with the Asia–Europe Meeting (ASEM) or with developed countries and EU–United States (US) transatlantic relations.

Finally, inter- and transregional relations can be classified as relations within the same continent, or cross-cutting continents. Although most cases addressed in the literature concern cross-continental relations, inter- and transregional relations also take place on the same continent. In the latter case, these relations often get mixed up with regional organizations and their overlapping memberships, and have received special attention in the literature under the label of overlapping regionalism (Nolte, 2014). The case of relations between Mercosur and the Andean Community (CAN), for instance, shows how relations between two initially separate regional organizations resulted in the creation of a new organization embracing all member states, namely the Union of South American Nations (UNASUR). In this case, inter-regionalism dissipated into a larger regional organization (van der Vleuten and Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2013, 439).

Table26.1provides some examples of inter- and transregionalism (for a complete list see Appendix TableA26.1).

Table 26.1Examples of Inter- and Transregionalism

	
	Inter-regionalism


	Transregionalism





	EU-centered


	EU–ASEAN, EU–CELAC, EU–Mercosur, EU–SADC


	EU–Africa Dialogue, ASEM (EU–ASEAN+3), EU–China, EU–US




	South–South


	Mercosur–CAN, Mercosur–SADC, Mercosur–ASEAN, SADC–ASEAN, ASEAN–SCO


	Forum for East Asia–Latin America Cooperation (FEALAC), Forum on China–Africa Cooperation (FOCAC)







Compiled by the author. For a complete list see Appendix TableA26.1.







Explaining the Emergence of Inter- and Transregionalism


Most studies of inter- and transregionalism are descriptive or normative, and focus on changes and continuities in historical perspective, successes, failures, challenges,[bookmark: p603](p. 603)and expectations for the future. Very few studies have robust theoretically oriented analytical frameworks, or apply methods in a systematic manner. The conceptual complexity and methodological constraints, including the availability of reliable sources, have hindered the establishment of a good informational point of departure to the analysis of inter- and transregionalism, and the flourishing of comparative studies. Theoretical approaches have been applied mostly in single case studies, the findings of which are hard to compare or to generalize. In terms of geographical focus, most studies deal with the relations between the EU and other formal regional organizations (EU-centered inter-regionalism), such as EU–ASEAN, EU–SADC, or EU–Mercosur; very few explore South–South inter-regionalism, or transregionalism.

Of the three research questions addressed in this chapter, the emergence of inter-regionalism is extensively explored in the literature. Most studies, however, focus on single cases including the EU and other formal regional organizations (EU-centered inter-regionalism). The exception to the rule is the case of ASEM transregionalism, which has received a lot of attention in the literature. There are four main bodies of theoretical approaches which explore these questions: EU foreign policy, IR theories (realism, liberal institutionalism, and constructivism), IPE, and norm diffusion.



EU Foreign Policy

The first group of approaches explores EU-centered inter-/transregionalism from the perspective of EU foreign policy. Söderbaum and Van Langenhove argue that since the 1990s the EU has been increasingly focused on region-to-region relations as a foundation for its external relations, and that “this foreign policy doctrine is deeply rooted in the European Commission and has been expressed many times by a number of leading politicians and policy-makers during the last decade” (Söderbaum and Van Langenhove, 2005, 3).Hardacre and Smith (2009,2014)also argue that the EU has systematically promoted regional integration and inter-regionalism as key components of its foreign policy strategy, and that this stance has been a main driver of inter-regional relations. They further argue that the EU has been credited by many commentators with having actually developed the concept (Hardacre and Smith, 2014, 91), and that it has developed into a complex system for dealing with other world regions—which they define as “complex interregionalism.” Complex inter-regionalism includes EU relations with other regional organizations, with other types of regional groupings, and also with third countries. Still according to Hardacre and Smith, the EU has used the same strategy across Asia, Africa, and Latin America for decades, but this strategy was received and worked differently in these regions. As a result, the EU has felt the need to move to more bilateral forms of relationship while retaining the rhetorical commitment to inter-regionalism (Hardacre and Smith, 2014, 94).

[bookmark: p604](p. 604)As to the explanatory factors for EU foreign policy strategies towards other regions,Hardacre and Smith (2014)argue, followingSöderbaum and Van Langenhove (2005), that the Commission has been the main sponsor of regional integration and inter-regionalism in the world, having specifically commissioned strategic papers and having employed instruments from trade and development policy to this end. The Council has been less consistent in its support for inter-regionalism, and, especially since the crisis of 2008, has favored an economic policy which promotes the conclusion of bilateral free trade agreements with key partners as a growth strategy (see Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). The influence of the Council has therefore moved the EU away from inter-regionalism and closer to transregionalism to the extent that special partnerships with individual countries have been promoted, as well as other types of regional groupings which are instrumental to increasing exports but which are not aimed at furthering (third party) regional integration. WhileHardacre and Smith (2014)argue that the European Parliament has not had a major influence over EU strategy vis-à-vis other regions, other authors have shown that its role in inter-regional parliamentary dialogues is not to be dismissed (Costa and Dri, 2014). The role of EU member states has been further explored by other authors as well, not only via the Council, but in their bilateral relations (Santander, 2014).



International Relations Theories

A second group of approaches explaining the creation of inter- and transregionalism is based on IR theories. Rüland developed a framework based on the concepts of (soft) balancing, management of interdependence, and building of common identities, the main explanatory variables advanced by realism, liberal institutionalism, and constructivism (Rüland, 2010). He andDoidge (2011)elaborated these variables further, and distinguished five functions performed by inter- and transregionalism: balancing, institution-building, rationalizing, agenda-setting, and collective identity-building. These approaches have been applied to a number of case studies such as ASEM (Maull and Okfen, 2003;Dent, 2004), EU–ASEAN (Doidge, 2011), and EU–Mercosur (Doctor, 2015), but have also been the object of criticism. Based on a study of ASEM and in which he explores Habermas’ communicative action approach,Robles (2008)argues that the attempt to determine the functions of inter-regional dialogue forums for global governance rests on faulty theoretical assumptions and a tendency to link “incommensurable theories” (Rüland, 2014, 20).Camroux (2010)also criticized these approaches as being normative (Camroux, 2010, 20), and developed an alternative approach, adapted from Putnam’s two-level game approach to explain EU–ASEAN relations. Rüland admitted that IR-based approaches lack a holistic approach and that most theory-guided studies operate with a combination of approaches which may vary along the time axes or are applied issue-specific, or sometimes even accommodate arguments from contradictory paradigms (Rüland, 2014, 17); some of the new approaches which he suggests to improve the quality of inter- and transregional studies include network analysis and norm[bookmark: p605](p. 605)diffusion which move the debate away from grand IR theories, and which are reviewed later in this chapter.



International Political Economy

IPE approaches analyze regionalism and relations between regions in light of the global capitalist system, and the attempt by nation-states to influence trade and capital flows via direct control or regulation. As the title of Susan Strange’s seminal book indicates, global politics is about the struggle between “states and markets” (Strange, 1988). From an IPE perspective, the study of inter- and transregionalism investigates the role that regions play between states and (global) markets. IPE scholars have developed a comparative regionalism agenda departing from the assumption that regions must be studied in light of global economic processes and globalization; some authors take a more state-centric perspective, others a more structural perspective, but all include the EU, i.e. the EU is not seen as a sui generis case (Mansfield and Milner, 1999;Mattli, 1999;Schirm, 2002). The definition of closed and open regionalism is particularly relevant in this context. If regions do not promote economic and trade relations among themselves, and remain “closed” (fortresses), they function as stumbling blocks to global economic relations. If, on the contrary, regions promote economic and trade relations among themselves, i.e. engage in inter- and transregionalism, they serve as building blocks to global economic relations.

Authors working with comparative regionalism show that historically, a “first wave” of closed regionalism spread throughout the world from the 1950s to the mid-1970s; while these initiatives were compatible with the GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) system, they focused on liberalizing trade within regions rather than fostering free trade among regions (Breslin et al., 2002, 1–8, 16–18;Fawcett, 1995). In the post-Cold War period, by contrast, open regionalism prevailed, constituting what is referred to as the second wave of regionalism. This is also the period when inter- and transregionalism boomed (Breslin et al., 2002). Moreover, while during the Cold War, regionalism was led by nation-states, in the post-Cold War period non-state actors and informal relations became more relevant (see Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume). The first decade of new (and open) regionalism saw trade liberalization high on the agenda of regional organizations and inter-/transregionalism. The economic crisis which started in Asia at the end of the 1990s and spread to other developing countries led to changes in this free trade strategy. In Latin America, for instance, the subsequent “left turn” and the rethinking of strategies of development led to the rise of “post-neoliberalism,” i.e. regional organizations turned the agendas away from trade liberalization towards cooperation in infrastructure and policies targeting social cohesion strengthening South–South inter- and transregionalism (Briceno and Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2015; Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini, this volume).
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The fourth approach which can be used to explain the creation of inter- and transregional relations is norm diffusion. This literature explains how similarities in the institutional design of regional organizations come about through inter- and transregional relations (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). Inter- and transregionalism are created as mechanisms for the EU to diffuse norms, including the spurring of regionalism (Martin, 2009;Jetschke and Lenz, 2013;Jetschke and Murray, 2012). Likewise, the EU foreign policy literature has claimed that the EU establishes formal relations with other regions to promote regionalism. These claims also overlap with the discussion of EU as a normative power (Manners and Whitman, 2013;Whitman, 2011), even though the latter departs from specific assumptions about the nature and identity of the EU, which is not the case of the literature on norm diffusion (Lenz, 2013). The creation of the regional grouping Africa, Caribbean, and Pacific countries (ACP) has been analyzed as a result of the establishment of institutionalized relations between the EU and the former colonies of its member states. Holland argues that EU–ACP is an imagined inter-regional group and that the ACP does not express a common identity as a cohesive group in any other context than vis-à-vis the EU (Holland, 2006, 254). This seems to be an extreme case. Most of the time, the EU’s influence and its intention to promote regionalism via inter-regionalism are seen as one factor in addition to endogenous drivers.Jetschke (2013)explains institutional reforms taking place in ASEAN in the last years as resulting from EU norms diffusion. The Andean Community’s institutional design and the creation of the Andean Court of Justice are explained by EU norms diffusion (Saldias, 2010;Bustamonte and Giacalone, 2009). Mercosur’s institutional design and resilience in periods of crisis, such as 1999–2002 and 2008–2010 is also at least partially attributed to EU norms diffusion (Doctor, 2015).Lenz (2012)also argues that parts of Mercosur and SADC institutional design and reforms can be explained as a process of spurred emulation promoted by EU-oriented domestic actors as well as the EU’s direct involvement. These examples show that the creation of inter-regional relations can be seen as a successful mechanism for the EU to promote regionalism and the EU model worldwide. Doctor, however, makes the more general argument based on the case of EU–Mercosur that “interregionalism cannot be expected to function efficiently as a promoter of regional integration. At best, it can help shape regional calculations (possibly in a positive direction, depending on the attractiveness of what is on offer); at worst it can add to the strains of the integration process” (Doctor, 2015, 15).



EU Foreign Policy, IR, IPE, and Norm Diffusion: Competing or Complementary?

It is hard to assess the value of these different approaches for explaining the emergence of inter- and transregionalism given the lack of more systematic empirical research.[bookmark: p607](p. 607)Baert et al. argue that different studies show the relevance of different theoretical perspectives, and that empirical evidence may actually be interpreted in more than one way (Baert et al., 2014, 170). Rüland advocates analytical eclecticism (Rüland, 2014). In a stocktaking exercise about existing inter- and transregional relations,van der Vleuten and Ribeiro Hoffmann (2013)argue that the EU promotes inter-regionalism primarily to spread its own norms and values (including democracy, human rights, and neo-liberal economic principles) and to construct other regions in its own image. South–South inter-regionalism is instead promoted primarily with the aim of balancing the EU’s asymmetric influence or other powerful actors on the global level. These findings are based on the assessment of secondary literature, and could be improved by additional comparative research based on more systematic empirical analysis. But they support the argument advanced byHardacre and Smith (2014)that in cases of EU-centered inter- and transregionalism, the EU foreign policy framework is the most useful account. Norms diffusion has been useful in explaining the institutional design of regional organizations with which the EU engages in inter-regional relations.

For the case of South–South inter- and transregionalism, realist soft balancing and IPE approaches are more promising. Arguments for bioregional relations between the African Union and ASEAN fit this rationale (Fagbayibo, 2011;Kingah and Akong, 2015). This is also in line with Acharya’s argument that regionalism has evolved in the South mostly to protect national sovereignty, rather than promote supranational integration (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume). Regime-boosting is apparently reproduced at the inter-regional level, where South–South agreements refrain from commitments threatening the principles of sovereignty and non-intervention. South–South and South–North norms diffusion might be relevant, but the literature about it is too scarce and there is no evidence to argue for its usefulness at this point. Cases of transregionalism were less addressed, except for ASEM, but it is to be expected that patterns between EU-centric and South–South relations are less divergent, as non-state actors might be less driven by soft balancing, and not concerned with questions of sovereignty and non-interference. This, however, remains to be explored as well.

A recent development which might challenge the concepts and analytical frameworks used to study inter- and transregionalism so far is the rise of China. China is engaged in relations with many regions and regional organizations, such as the Forum for East Asia–Latin America Cooperation (FEALAC, since 1999), the Forum on China–Africa Cooperation (FOCAC, since 2000), the China–Caribbean Economic and Trade Cooperation Forum (since 2005), and the China–Community of Latin American and Caribbean Countries Forum (China–CELAC, since 2014). Whether these relations can be defined as South–South and their drivers follow the typical South–South pattern, or whether they are better analyzed by Chinese foreign policy, is yet to be seen.
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The institutional design of inter- and transregionalism is hardly explored in the literature. There is no systematic mapping of the dependent variable, i.e. the types of institutional design of inter- and transregionalism, but it is clear that they range from regular and formalized bi-regional forums, such as annual summits among governmental officials (e.g. EU–ASEAN Ministerial Meetings) as well as inter-parliamentary dialogues (e.g. European Union–Latin America and Caribbean Parliamentary Dialogue—EuroLat) to informal and ad hoc meetings between experts committees or non-state actors such as enterprises (e.g. Mercosur–European Union Business Forum) or non-governmental organizations (NGOs) (e.g. EU–CELAC Civil Society Forum). It is plausible to assume that the type of actor matters for the institutional design in inter- and transregionalism. Inter-regional relations between formal regional organizations are mostly established by formal inter-regional agreements and include mechanisms of dialogue and negotiations, while relations among less formal groupings are not necessarily based on such arrangements.

EU-centric inter-regional agreements typically include three pillars: political dialogue, trade regulation and liberalization, as well as development cooperation. Security commitments are rare, but a key issue-area in some cases such as EU relations with the League of Arab States (LAS) and the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) after the uprisings in 2010–2011 and the emergence of the Islamic State (IS;Isaac, 2014). Other policy areas which are sometimes included in EU-centric agreements are migration (Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume), and social policy (Grugel, 2007). The European Parliament has also established inter-parliamentary dialogues with most regions, as already mentioned. Actors from civil society, both business and non-profit organizations such as NGOs were not included in most formal relations at their beginning, but in some cases, gained formalized mechanisms for participation, such as the Asia–Europe Foundation in ASEM (Bersick, 2008). Transregional networks of NGOs are sometimes supported by the European Commission, such as the network between the European NGO Confederation for Relief and Development (CONCORD), and the network Mesa de Articulación from National Associations and NGO networks from Latin America and Caribbean. In other cases, actors from civil society adopt strategies of contestation, instead of participation, such as the anti-ASEM demonstrations which took place in Hamburg in 2007, or protests against the Economic Partnership Agreements (EPA) with the EU and African countries (Ortiz et al., 2013). Civil society is also to find a role in SADC EU–EPA negotiations (Lorenz, 2011). Most EU agreements include commitments to democracy and human rights in the form of democratic clauses. South–South inter-regional relations do not encompass democratic conditionality, an exception being the agreement between Mercosur and the Andean Community in 1998.

[bookmark: p609](p. 609)Most South–South inter-regional agreements include political dialogue and foresee trade negotiations, but often relations do not move beyond the signature of the agreements or Memorandums of Understandings. The case of the Mercosur South–South relations, with the exception of relations with the Andean Community, which, as mentioned, led to the creation of UNASUR, is a good example. It concluded two Joint Communiqués with CARICOM in 2004 and 2005, stating the objectives of deepening political and economic cooperation and launching free trade negotiations, but relations were discontinued. Mercosur and GCC even concluded a Framework Agreement in 2005, including the objectives of promoting trade and investment cooperation, encouraging business relations and capital flows, among others, but with no continuity either. The Mercosur and SACU agreement from 2009 only included trade negotiations and technical cooperation and exchange in trade-related matters, but it is not in force. SADC–ASEAN relations also did not evolve beyond a Joint Press Statement from 1997 foreseeing the strengthening of trade and investment, economic cooperation, and technology transfer, but a meeting between both secretariats, supported by the German development cooperation agency GIZ, took place in 2013, in which institutional reform of the secretariats were discussed. GCC–ASEAN relations have apparently increased their scope over time, landmarks being the creation of the ASEAN Ryad Committee in 2000, and the 1st Ministerial Meeting in 2009. An action plan for the period 2010–2012 was concluded, foreseeing cooperation in trade and investment, and education and cultural exchanges. One example with a broader scope, and also a better record of implementation and continuity, is FOCAC, which includes political and economic cooperation in formal ministerial summits, investments, and academic exchanges, among others (Ashan et al., 2012).

Pooling and delegation, a second characteristic of the institutional design (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume), tends to be low. Decisions are taken by unanimity in inter- and transregional agreements and they do not include dispute settlement mechanisms or other institutions with supranational powers either.

To what extent do approaches which explain the institutional design of international and regional organizations (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume) account for similarities and differences in the institutional design of inter-regional and transregional relations? Rational institutionalism (Koremenos et al., 2001) and historical institutionalism (Pierson, 2000;Lindner and Rittberger, 2003) would explore the role of cost–benefit rational assessments and bargaining processes, and path dependencies and unintended consequences, respectively. Yet, they have not been used in the literature of inter- and transregionalism. Social institutionalism and norms diffusion (Chapter5by Risse, this volume) can also be applied to explain the institutional design of inter-/transregionalism; it is plausible to assume that member states will look at the existing models, such as the three pillars structure of EU-centered inter-regionalism when deciding about the institutional design of inter- or transregional forums. But again, this literature has not addressed the institutional design of inter-/transregionalism (but seeLenz, 2012).
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The Impact on Regions

Most of this literature is about EU-centric inter-regionalism; it has been applied for instance to understand the impact of democratic conditionality of inter- and transregional agreements upon regional organizations and domestic regimes.Domínguez (2010)analyzed the impact of EU norms diffusion related to democracy, rule of law, and human rights to Mexico, Venezuela, and Honduras. He claims that, unlike the Central and Eastern European countries where the prospects of membership were strong incentives for internalizing EU norms, the transformative power of the EU is limited in Latin America and Asia. The EU, however, has seen some success in diffusing democratic norms to Myanmar through EU–ASEAN and ASEM. Since Myanmar joined ASEAN in 1997, there have been disagreements about its participation in both forums on the grounds of its political and human rights records. In 2005, for instance, an ASEM meeting which would take place in Rotterdam was cancelled when the Netherlands did not issue a visa for the Economics Affairs Minister of Myanmar. External pressure was also a key factor why Myanmar did not assume the chairmanship of ASEAN that year. This situation has changed since 2011, when Myanmar started engaging in domestic reforms. The EU has intensified bilateral relations and development cooperation with the country since then; it did not criticize Myanmar’s adoption of ASEAN’s chairmanship in 2014 (Gaens, 2008, 79–81;Sun, 2014).

Van der Vleuten et al. (2014)challenge EU-centrism in the processes of gender norms diffusion between Europe, the Americas, and Africa, and highlight the importance of networks of non-state actors in promoting and diffusing gender equality norms (Chapter18by van der Vleuten, this volume).Ribeiro Hoffmann (2015)does not find evidence of a direct role of the EU in the establishment of a human rights regime in Mercosur either, but confirms EU influence on the creation of a democratic clause (Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2007).Isaac (2014)argues that the EU inter-regional cooperation with the League of Arab States has had a significant impact in this organization with the creation of an EU-funded crisis room in 2012. According to him, the EU is also promoting the establishment of crisis rooms and information sharing centers in the African Union and ASEAN (Isaac, 2014, 9). Other approaches beyond norm and policy diffusion have also analyzed the impact of inter-regionalism on regions.Cammack (1999)argues that asymmetric inter-regional relations in the context of the Asia–Europe Dialogue (ASEM) empowers business actors at the cost of trade unions and social movements in Asia.Lorenz (2011)argues that EU negotiations to conclude EPAs with the SADC EPA group has undermined regional integration, instead of constructing regions.
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Inter- and transregionalism are often discussed as mechanisms for the organization of the global order. They have added one more layer of interaction in the processes of global governance, whose impact on the global order has been addressed in the literature, especially by authors working with the concept of new regionalism (Hettne and Söderbaum, 2005;Hettne and Ponjaert, 2014).

One main concern of the debate has been the compatibility of inter- and transregionalism and multilateralism; when regions intensify relations among themselves, do they do that at the expense of the multilateral level, i.e. do they leave out other actors or discriminate against them? Hettne and Ponjaert do not see a contradiction between inter-regionalism and multilateralism; on the contrary, these two patterns of relations are the main characteristic of what they call the EU model of world order (Hettne and Ponjaert, 2014, 1–2). Another concern is the compatibility of inter-regionalism and bilateralism, which arose after the conclusion of Strategic Partnerships between the EU and countries which are members of regional organizations in the last decade such as with India (2004), Brazil (2007), and South Africa (2007). The compatibility of these partnerships with ongoing inter-regional relations with SAARC, Mercosur, and SADC, respectively, has been critically analyzed (Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2009;Santander, 2014;Doctor, 2015;Lorenz, 2011;Renard, 2012). Baert, Scaramagli, and Söderbaum argue, however, that bilateralism should not be seen as competing with inter- and transregionalism; rather, they need to be understood within the same broader framework of processes and modes of governance at many levels and scales within and beyond regions (Baert et al., 2014, 2).

Another element of the debate about the impact of inter- and transregionalism on the global order is the focus on the so-called triad, i.e. North America, Europe, and East Asia, excluding the rest of Asia (including Russia), the Middle East, Africa, and Latin America. This is puzzling because Africa and Latin America have a long tradition of inter- and transregionalism, and are thoroughly connected to the EU in terms of formal inter- and transregional agreements as well as economic and societal exchanges (see Chapter8by Bianculli and Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume; alsoWiedemann, 2014). The focus on the triad may reflect a “realist” perspective, i.e. the most powerful regions in terms of economic and military capacities, but is also due to the bias in the literature of inter- and transregionalism towards EU–Asia relations.

Finally, a last point related to the impact of inter- and transregionalism in the global order is the centrality of the role of the EU in these relations, which can be interpreted as a form of EU global hegemony or “soft imperialism” (Hettne and Söderbaum, 2005).Hettne and Ponjaert (2014)see what they call Pax Europaea as a more benevolent order than the Pax Americana, but it is questionable whether former European colonies share this perspective.
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The analysis of the existing literature on inter- and transregionalism leads to the identification of three main gaps. The first concerns empirical research. As this literature review has shown time and again, we know rather little about inter- and transregionalism outside EU-centered inter-regionalism. As a result, it is very hard to come up with sound explanatory accounts for the emergence, the institutional design, and the effects of inter- and transregionalism. The literature including this chapter is, therefore, largely speculative. Two topics have been almost absent from the literature: South–South relations and the activities and role of civil society, NGOs, policy networks, and epistemic communities, especially related to informal and transregional relations. But even for formal relations, secondary literature is scarce and primary sources are difficult to access. Systematic empirical research is needed in order to assess to what extent South–South agreements are more than empty words, and whether it is actually possible to talk about inter- and transregionalism beyond the EU. Particularly relevant is assessing the role of China in this context, and whether relations including China will follow the patterns of South–South relations, or whether it makes more sense to speak about China-centered transregionalism.

The second area of under-explored research concerns the comparison between inter- and transregional relations. Research questions in this arena would include the extent to which and the reasons why institutions and norms diffuse similarly or differently in different configurations of inter- and transregionalism, such as North–South or South–South, or among different world regions and continents. In that sense, a sub-area of comparative inter- and transregional governance, as opposed to transregionalism could flourish. In other words, as with the “governance turn” in EU studies (Kohler-Koch and Rittberger, 2006), the literature on inter- and transregional relations could profit from a change of focus from explaining the creation and development of inter- and transregionalism towards a focus on their impact on regions, states, and other stakeholders. This new research agenda would bring in innovative research questions such as the legitimacy of norms and policies generated and decided at the inter- and transregional levels.
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Table A26.1Inter- and Transregional Cooperation

	EU-Centered Inter- and Transregionalism (selected list)




	
	Inter-regionalism


	Transregionalism





	Cross-region


	
	


	Asia


	

	EU–Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) (1972)


	EU–South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) (1994)







	

	EU–China (1985)


	EU–Japan (1991)


	EU–Russia (1994)


	EU–India (2004)


	EU–South Korea (2010)


	Asia–Europe Meeting (ASEM) (1996)









	Africa


	

	EU–Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) (1989)


	EU–Southern Africa Development Community (SADC) (1994)


	EU–Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) (2000)


	EU–African Union (AU) (2000)


	EU–Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD) (2003)


	EU–Economic Partnerships Agreements (EPAs) (in neg.)







	

	EU–South Africa (2007)


	EU–Africa (2000)


	EU–African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States (ACP) (1975)









	Americas


	

	EU–Andean Community (CAN) (1996)


	EU–Caribbean Community (CARICOM) (1975)/EU–Caribbean Forum (Cariforum) (1992)


	EU–Mercosur (1992)


	EU–Central American Common Market (CACM)/Central American Integration System (SICA) (1993)


	EU–Community of Latin American and Caribbean Countries (CELAC) (2013)







	

	EU–ÚS (1990)


	EU–Chile (2005)


	EU–Brazil (2007)


	EU–Mexico (2008)


	EU–Colombia (2013)


	EU–Peru (2013)


	EU–Canada (2014)


	EU–Latin American and Caribbean Countries (LAC) (1999–2013)









	Within a region


	
	


	Europe


	EU–European Free Trade Association (EFTA) = European Economic Area (EEA) (1992)


	EU–Switzerland (1972)







	South–South Inter- and Transregionalism (selected list)




	
	Inter-regionalism


	Transregionalism





	Cross-region


	
	


	Africa–Asia


	

	Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)– Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) (1990)


	Southern Africa Development Community (SADC)–ASEAN (1996)







	Forum on China–Africa Cooperation (FOCAC) (2000)




	Africa–Americas


	

	GCC–Mercosur (2005)


	SACU–Mercosur (2004)







	


	Asia–Americas


	

	ASEAN–CAN (1997)


	ASEAN–Mercosur (1996)


	Mercosur–Australia New Zeland Closer Economic Relations Trade Agreement (ANZCERTA) (1999)







	

	Forum for East Asia–Latin America Cooperation (FEALAC) (1999)


	China–Community of Latin American and Caribbean Countries (CELAC) (2004)


	China–Caribbean Econ and Trade Coop Forum (2005)









	Within a region


	
	


	Africa


	

	AU–African sub-regional organizations (2007)


	Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA)–East African Community (EAC)–SADC (2008)







	


	Asia


	ASEAN–ANZCERTA FTA (1996)


	ASEAN–Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) (2005)




	Americas


	Mercosur–Andean Community (CAN) (1993)
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Notes:

(1.) The level of formality of regions does not necessarily imply that they are more or less coherent actors. For a discussion about the EU actorness seeBretherton and Vogler (2006).Hettne (2014)elaborates the concept of regional actorship to be used in comparative inter-regionalism.Hulse (2014)compares the actorness of SADC and ECOWAS. Despite the possibility to compare the actorness/actorship of regional organizations, no other regional organization has a system of foreign policy and external relations such as the EU, which has since the Treaties of Maastricht and Lisbon a Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) and an executive structure which resembles that of domestic foreign ministries with a High Representative and a diplomatic service, the European External Action Service (EEAS) (Manners and Whitman 2013).



(2.) Hänggi identifies three main types of inter-regionalism: institutionalized relations between regional organizations (ex. EU–ASEAN); institutionalized relations between regional organizations and third states (ex. EU–China); and a third category referred to as “other interregional or transregional mechanisms.” The latter includes three sub-types: relations between a regional organization and a more or less coordinated groups of states in different regions (ex. Asia–Europe Meeting [ASEM]); relations between two more or less coordinated groups of states in different regions (ex. Forum for East Asia—Latin America Cooperation); and relations among states, groups of states, and regional organizations from different regions (ex. Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation [APEC]) (Hänggi, 2006, 39).
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27 Three Cheers for Comparative Regionalism

Tanja A. Börzel and Thomas Risse

Thestudy of regionalism has a long history (overviews inBreslin et al., 2002;Fawcett, 2005;Basedau and Köllner, 2007).1Its evolution has given rise to diverse bodies of literature that have been separated by epistemological and ontological chasms between social science and area/regional studies. Area studies used to focus on individual regions seeking to develop culturally and historically contextualized knowledge by in-depth research in the local language(s), exploring local histories, viewpoints, materials, and interpretations through multidisciplinary approaches. Social sciences, by contrast, have applied general theories to identify causal patterns across different units of analysis which are not context bound. In comparative politics, a region provided the basis for a most similar systems design (Przeworski and Teune, 1970) or the method of difference (Berg-Schlosser, 2002;Levi-Faur, 2006). Intra-regional comparisons allow keeping contextual variables or surrounding conditions, such as a colonial past, constant in the attempt to identify the main causes for the observed differences between two cases, e.g. the type of party systems in sub-Saharan Africa (Basedau and Köllner, 2007). In a similar way, the field of international relations mainly treated regionalism as an instance of international institution-building at the regional level and a testing ground for theories of international cooperation and integration.

The concepts and theories of comparative politics and international relations have largely been developed by researchers in and for research on the western hemisphere. Area studies have, therefore, accused social sciences of ethnocentrism imposing “Western” concepts, approaches, and research agendas onto other regions and ignoring the distinct historical, cultural, social, political, and economic context in which they emerged (Chapter6by Acharya and Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume). This critique is most pronounced with regard to using the European Union (EU) as “theparadigmatic case of regionalism” (Breslin et al., 2002, 12). Social sciences, in turn, criticized area studies for being ideographic and alien to theory-building (Bates, 1997).

[bookmark: p622](p. 622)With the “comparative turn” in area studies about a decade ago, however, the trench warfare has subsided (Basedau and Köllner, 2007;De Lombaerde et al., 2010;Berg-Schlosser, 2012;Mehler and Hoffmann, 2011;Ahram, 2011). Studies increasingly engage in comparisons of cases drawn from different regions. ThisHandbooktakes stock of comparative regionalism as a research field that increasingly seizes the middle ground between traditional area studies, comparative politics, and the field of international relations (Katzenstein, 2002). While building on profound contextual and historical knowledge, comparative regionalism employs comparative methods to arrive at generalizations about the emergence, institutional design, and effects of regionalism. Intra- and cross-regional comparisons are an excellent way “to avoid the devil of exaggerated contextualization and the deep blue sea of general theory” (Schulz et al., 2001: 270). To what extent observations and explanations are generalizable becomes a question of empirical research rather than a matter of ontology or epistemology. ThisHandbooktestifies to the theoretical and empirical strength and promise of comparative regionalism.

In the following, we as editors provide our own conclusions about what we have learned. We proceed in four steps. First, we map the terrain of regionalism. While we do not observe a drastic increase of regional organizations (ROs) since the end of the Cold War, we argue that particularly multi-purpose ROs have taken on new tasks and have further moved towards regional integration (on these terms see Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume). In addition, we see distinct combinations of regionalization and regionalism in various parts of the world. The resulting regional orders exhibit important differences between North America, Latin America, Europe, Africa, and Asia in need of explanation.

Second, we offer tentative explanations for the emergence as well as the institutional design of regionalism across the globe. Existing theories of cooperation and integration provide plausible accounts for the emergence of regionalism. Comparing regions points to scope conditions under which these theories operate—particularly those theories of integration that build on the European experience. Still, these theories of cooperation and integration need to be complemented by explanations emphasizing diffusion (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). Normative emulation of what regional actors and states consider appropriate institutional solutions in other parts of the world offers a persuasive account for institutional designs.

Third, we explore the effects of regionalism. Despite decades of research on the welfare-creating effects of trade, the jury is still out on the economic consequences of regional trade regimes. By contrast, we can be more confident on the effects of regionalism on democracy, human rights, as well as peace and security. Even shallow regionalism seems to have positive consequences for peace and security. ROs also have domestic “regime-boosting” effects, be it locking in democratic reforms, be it stabilizing autocratic rules.

The chapter concludes with discussing methodological consequences of studying regions in a comparative way. The widely observed diffusion of regional institutions[bookmark: p623](p. 623)challenges comparative methods that build upon the independence of the units to be observed. We then proceed with some observations for future research.



Mapping the Terrain: A Rise of Regionalism?


There is a widely shared assumption that regionalism as a process of building and sustaining formal regional institutions and organizations has surged after the end of the Cold War (e.g.Mansfield and Milner, 1999;Mattli, 1999b). Indeed, according to the World Trade Organization (WTO), there are almost 450 preferential trade agreements (PTAs) in early 2015 of which more than 250 are in force (Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). However, this increase is mainly driven by the rise of bilateral PTAs of which many are not between contiguous states. As a result, this does not qualify as regionalism as understood in thisHandbook(Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume). Moreover, the depth of regional cooperation is in most cases rather shallow, since 90 percent of the regional accords merely aim at liberalizing trade through intergovernmental cooperation.2

At the same time, as Figure27.1reveals, regionalism in terms of formal ROs is alive and kicking. The entire globe is covered by ROs; there is no continent or subcontinent without at least one multi-purpose RO. On average, states in the contemporary international system are members in at least four ROs (Panke and Stapel, 2015). Regionalism appears to follow a global script, as sociological institutionalism would have it (Jupille et al., 2013). It is part and parcel of a global system of multilevel governance.

While ROs cover the globe and have gained in importance, many prominent ROs originated well before the end of the Cold War (Fig.27.1). Others, such as the South African Development Community (SADC) (1992), the Andean Community (1996), and the African Union (AU) (2002), built upon earlier ROs. Twenty-nine ROs were founded after 1990 with a fifth of them located in the post-Soviet region (Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume).

While the quantitative surge of state-led regionalism appears somewhat less spectacular than often assumed, the contributions to thisHandbookreveal a qualitative trend in terms of changes in both the level and scope of regional cooperation and integration. Particularly multi-purpose ROs have taken on ever more tasks and expanded the policy areas of cooperation (see Chapters 14–21 in PartIII, this volume). This trend started before 1990, but has gathered speed after the end of the Cold War. Table27.1documents this with regard to major multi-purpose ROs from each continent.

[image: Three Cheers for Comparative Regionalism]Figure 27.1Foundation of Regional Organizations, by Region
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We can also observe an increasing move towards regional integration in the sense of pooling and delegation of authority (Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, and Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume, on these terms). Of course, the starting points of the various ROs are rather different, and the EU is still in a league of its own with regard to degree of supranational delegation and pooling of authority. Yet, the AU and the[bookmark: p624](p. 624)[bookmark: p625](p. 625)[bookmark: p626](p. 626)[bookmark: p627](p. 627)[bookmark: p628](p. 628)Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) have authorized military interventions in their own member states to safeguard democracy and prevent military coups (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume;Hartmann and Striebinger, 2015), while the EU’s own instruments to preserve human rights and democracy within its own ranks are rather weak (Van Hüllen and Börzel, 2015). Even traditionally intergovernmental ROs, such as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) or the League of Arab States (LAS), have not resisted the trend towards more regional integration (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, and Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume).

Table 27.1Progressive Policy Expansion and Delegation/Pooling of Authority in Six Regional Organizations

	
	League of Arab States (LAS)


	European Union (EU)


	Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN)


	Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS)


	Mercado Común del Sur (Mercosur)


	North American Free Trade Area (NAFTA)





	Establishment


	1945


	1951


	1967


	1975


	1991


	1994




	Major reforms


	

	1950


	1957


	1964


	1976


	1997


	2004


	proposed 2015







	

	1957


	1986


	1992


	1998


	2000


	2009







	

	1976


	2003


	2007







	

	1993


	1999


	2005


	2006


	2015







	

	1992


	1994


	1998


	2002


	2005







	2005




	Policies




	Economic


	

	Economic Unity Agreement (1957)


	Arab Common Market (1964)


	Arab Monetary Fund (1976)


	Greater Arab Free Trade Area (1997)







	

	Customs Union and Common Market (1957)


	Economic and Monetary Union (1992)







	

	ASEAN Free Trade Area (1992)


	ASEAN Economic Community (2003)







	

	Customs Union and Common Market (1975)


	Fund for Cooperation, Compensation and Development (1975)


	Economic and Monetary Union (1993)


	ECOWAS Bank for Investment and Development (1993/99/01)


	ECOWAS Common External Tariff (2015)







	Common Market (1991)


	

	Free Trade Area (trade and investment)


	North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC)


	North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation (NAALC)









	Security


	

	Arab Collective Security (1950) (proposed)


	Peace and Security Council (2015)







	

	European Political Cooperation (1981)


	Common Foreign and Security Policy (1992)


	European Security and Defence Policy (1999)


	Common Defence and Security Policy (2009)







	

	Zone of Peace, Freedom and Neutrality Declaration (ZOPFAN, 1971)


	ASEAN Regional Forum (1994)


	ASEAN+3 (1997)







	

	Protocol on Non-Aggression (1978)


	Protocol on Mutual Assistance in Defence (1981)


	Regional Security (1993)


	Protocol relating to the Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Management, Resolution, Peace-Keeping and Security (1999)


	Protocol on Regional Security Sector Governance (in preparation)







	Zone of Peace Declaration (1999)


	Security and Prosperity Partnership (2005)




	Political- constitutional


	
	Justice and Home Affairs (1992)


	Democracy and Human Rights (2007)


	

	Declaration on Political Principles (1991)


	Democracy and Human Rights (1993)


	Protocol on Democracy and Good Governance (2001)







	Democracy and Human Rights (1998)


	


	
	League of Arab States


	European Union


	ASEAN


	ECOWAS


	Mercosur


	NAFTA




	Authority




	Administration


	General Secretariat (1945)


	

	General Secretariat of the Council (1951)


	High Authority/European Commission (1951)







	ASEAN Secretariat (1976)


	

	Executive Secretariat (1975)


	ECOWAS Commission (2006)







	Mercosur Secretariat (1991)


	National Secretariats




	Decision-making


	

	Council of the League (1945)


	Joint Defense, Council (1950)


	Permanent Military Commission (1950)


	Economic Council (1950)


	Arab Transitional Parliament (2004)







	

	European Council and Council of Ministers (1951)


	European Parliament (1951)







	

	ASEAN Summit (1976)


	Community Councils of Economics, Political Security and Socio-Cultural Affairs (2003)


	ASEAN Inter-Parliamentary Organization (1977/2007)







	

	Authority of Heads-of-States and Council of Ministers (1975)


	ECOWAS Parliament (1993)







	

	Council of the Common Market (1992)


	Joint Parliamentary Commission (1994)


	Mercosur Parliament (2005)







	


	Implementation


	
	High Authority/European Commission (1951/57)


	ASEAN Coordinating Council and the Community Councils


	

	Executive Secretariat (1975)


	ECOWAS Commission (2006)







	

	Common Market Group (1992)


	Mercosur Trade Commission (1994)







	

	Free Trade Commission


	Commission for Environmental Cooperation


	Commission for Labor Cooperation









	Adjudication


	

	(proposed)


	Arab Court of Human Rights (2015)


	Arab Court of Justice (2015)







	European Court of Justice (1951)


	

	Dispute Settlement Mechanism (1996)


	Enhanced Dispute Settlement Mechanism (2004)







	

	Arbitrary Tribunal (1975)


	Community Court of Justice (1993)







	

	Dispute Settlement Procedure (1991)


	Permanent Review Court (2002)


	Administrative Labour Court (2003)







	Dispute Settlement Procedure











Lenz and Marks argue that stronger regional integration mainly concerns the delegation of authority towards supranational bodies, particularly with regard to judicialized dispute settlement mechanisms (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume). Not only have ROs increasingly set up regional courts; courts no longer adjudicate trade disputes only but also rule on human rights violations or territorial conflicts (Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). In contrast, pooling of sovereignty within ROs in terms of allowing for majority voting in intergovernmental bodies is more limited (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume). Theories of regional cooperation and integration have difficulties in accounting for this bifurcation even though one could argue that courts operate under rules established by governments.3While pooling implies that states can be outvoted, they remain the masters of rule-setting in delegation. The dissolution of the SADC tribunal testifies to what can happen if courts try to shake off their masters (van der Vleuten and Hulse, 2015). Moreover, pooling appears to follow a logic of scale: the more members an RO has, the more it moves towards pooling (Hooghe and Marks, 2015).

In sum, we observe a bifurcation between (rather classical) regional cooperation, on the one hand, and regional integration, on the other. While shallow economic regionalism based on (mostly bilateral) intergovernmental cooperation seems to proliferate, existing forms of regionalism (particularly multi-purpose ROs) have not only moved towards regional integration by deepening and broadening. They have also developed institutional similarities with regard to the delegation of new policy competencies as well as of executive and adjudicative authority.

At the same time, we see the emergence of rather distinct regional orders defined as the various occurrences of regionalization and regionalism combined in a particular region. Figure27.2uses very rough estimates for degrees of “top-down” and state-led regionalism and of “bottom-up” regionalization driven by non-state actors. We measure regionalism along the “integration–cooperation” continuum (Chapter1by Börzel and Risse, this volume). Regionalization connotes degrees of particularly economic interactions.

[image: Three Cheers for Comparative Regionalism]Figure 27.2Regional Order: Degrees of Regionalism and (Economic) Regionalization
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Each regional order looks different in terms of the specific combination of regionalism and regionalization. We distinguish three types of regional orders. First, there are four regions—Europe (Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume), Southeast Asia (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume), Eurasia (Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume), and the Middle East (Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume)—where degrees of regionalization and regionalism correlate. That is, high levels[bookmark: p629](p. 629)of mainly economic interactions coincide with strong regional integration and vice versa. Second, there are two regional orders—North America (Chapter7by Duina, this volume) and Northeast Asia (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume)—with very high levels of economic regionalization, but comparatively limited and intergovernmental regionalism. Third, we observe the opposite type of regional orders in sub-Saharan Africa (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume) and Latin America (Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume): low-to-medium degrees of regionalization, but stronger regional integration.

This variation in regional orders begs for explanation. Mainstream theories of cooperation and integration would expect economic regionalization and regionalism to correlate (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). Regionalization fosters interdependencies which are managed through regionalism. While Europe, Southeast Asia, Eurasia, and the Middle East fit the bill, North as well as Latin America, Northeast Asia, and sub-Saharan Africa constitute puzzling cases since interdependencies and formal institution-building are decoupled.

How can this variation of regional orders be explained? How do regionalization and regionalism relate to each other? To what extent does regionalism differ between regions with regard to not only outcomes but also its major drivers? Do states respond to a common demand for (enhanced) delegation of policies and political authority[bookmark: p630](p. 630)emanating from the challenges of globalization and transnationalization that is best satisfied at the regional level? Are regional institutions supplied by powerful states to pursue their national interests in market access and political stability of their “backyards”? Or is regionalism part of a global script which diffuses depicting regional institutions as effective and legitimate governance structures in the twenty-first century?



Explaining the Emergence of Regionalism: Between Demand and Supply


As thisHandbookdemonstrates, there is no shortage of theories explaining the emergence of regionalism. Sociological institutionalism (e.g.Thomas et al., 1987;Meyer et al., 1992) offers a first cut accounting for the emergence of multi-purpose ROs across the globe (Jupille et al., 2013). There appears to be a global script prescribing a “world of regions” (Katzenstein, 2005). Yet, such a script is unable to account for the varieties of regionalisms, let alone for the huge variation that we encounter with regard to the different regional orders (see Fig.27.2). This section organizes the various bodies of literature around major drivers of regionalism. We distinguish between demand- and supply-driven factors.



The Demand for Regionalism: It is Not (Only) the Economy, Stupid!

Rationalist approaches have predominantly focused on explaining economic regionalism. They point to expected (material) gains as the main drivers of the demand for (more) regionalism. Globalization becomes a major driver for economic regionalism since global markets entail increased transborder mobility and economic linkages (Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume;Schirm, 2002). Coping with negative externalities, such as diversions of trade and investment, provides another rational to pursue economic regionalism (Mattli, 1999b, 59–61).

Neo-functionalist and liberal intergovernmentalist approaches provide society-centered explanations for economic regionalism (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). The demand is fueled by domestic interest coalitions that tend to benefit from (more) free trade and liberalization more broadly speaking (Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume;Solingen, 1998). While functionalism assumed a general demand for regionalism as a means of technocratic problem-solving across borders, neo-functionalists emphasize the role of interest groups, professional associations, producer groups, and labor unions, which do not equally benefit from regionalism.

[bookmark: p631](p. 631)These society-centered theories rely—explicitly or implicitly—on two scope conditions that severely limit their applicability to non-Western regions (Chapter2by Söderbaum and Chapter6by Acharya, this volume), namely advanced capitalist economies, on the one hand, and liberal democracies, on the other. As the “fathers” of European integration theories have already noted in the 1960s (Haas, 1961;Haas and Schmitter, 1964), the combination of these two scope conditions might explain why we do not find demands for strong multi-purpose ROs in the Middle East, Eurasia, Asia, or Latin America (see Chapter8by Bianculli, Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, and Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume). But this still leaves the puzzles of strong regionalism in sub-Saharan Africa (despite weak economic regionalization, Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume) and weak regionalism in North America (despite strong economic interdependence and liberal regimes; Chapter7by Duina, this volume).

Moreover, the example of sub-Saharan Africa documents that the demand for regionalism does not only stem from (domestic) interests in maximizing economic gains. One does not need to subscribe to realism to realize that security concerns can generate a strong demand for regionalism. Negative externalities from civil wars are significant drivers of regional security institutions (Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, this volume; see alsoOelsner, 2004;Francis, 2006;Gruber, 2000). One should also not forget that European integration started with security-providing institutions in the late 1940s (Brussels Pact, NATO) and early 1950s (European Coal and Steel Community, ECSC). The same holds true for Asian regionalism (Acharya, 2001,2009).

The argument about security interdependencies can also be extended to other issue-areas. As documented earlier and in PartIIIof thisHandbook(Chapters 14–21, this volume), ROs across the globe have taken on ever more tasks with regard to monetary and financial, developmental, social policy and gender, environmental, migration, as well as democracy and human rights governance. We can safely assume that this tendency is strongly demand-driven, since regional institutions may be more effective than either global or national ones not only in maximizing joint gains but also minimizing negative externalities.

Another powerful demand for regional institution-building that permeates all regions covered in thisHandbook, is the need for “regime-boosting” (Söderbaum, 2004), that is, the consolidation of political regimes and of statehood through ROs. Milward argued with regard to Europe that national governments sought to isolate political decisions with redistributional consequences from particularistic domestic interests by transferring them to the European level (Milward, 1992). In a similar vein, African, Latin American, Arab, and Asian leaders have supported regionalism as a source of domestic power and consolidation of national sovereignty (Herbst, 2007;Okolo, 1985;Nesadurai, 2008;Barnett and Solingen, 2007;Morales, 2002). As Acharya argues, regimes seeking autonomy from domestic constraints are a powerful incentive for regionalism in many parts of the world (Chapter6by Acharya, this volume). Most developing countries are characterized by areas of limited statehood (Risse, 2011) and fragile states. Regionalism offers an opportunity to enhance state capacities and to forge domestic stability, tackle[bookmark: p632](p. 632)societal problems, and strengthen the international standing of incumbent regimes in terms of bargaining power and legitimacy (Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, Chapter12by Valbjørn, Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, Chapter21by Pevehouse, and Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume).

“Regime-boosting” as a functional demand for regionalism works for different regime types. Liberalizing states tend to “lock in” democracy and human rights through regional integration in order to consolidate regime change (Pevehouse, 2005;Ribeiro Hoffmann and van der Vleuten, 2007;Moravcsik, 2000), while autocratic rulers demand regionalism to consolidate their power, capture resources, and compensate for legitimacy problems at home (Clapham, 1996;Boas, 2003;Bach, 2005).

Finally, constructivist approaches put norms, identities, and discourses as ideational drivers of regionalism at center stage. Long before the constructivist turn in International Relations (Adler, 2013), transactionalism argued that successful integration requires a sense of community (Deutsch et al., 1957;Adler and Barnett, 1998;Acharya, 2001). It is unclear, however, whether collective identity is a precondition for or rather an indicator of regional integration and whether there are any causal effects one way or the other (Chapter24by Checkel, this volume). Students of European integration still argue over the extent to which the EU has built a common identity and what it is based upon (Risse, 2010). While the sense of community is weaker in North America, Africa, the Middle East, or Asia, the question remains whether this is because states are so diverse with regard to their political systems, societal structures, and cultures that there is no demand for (stronger) common institutions (Barnett and Solingen, 2007). Or are regional institutions not strong enough to breed a community (Clarkson, 2008;Acharya, 2005;Jones and Smith, 2007;Barnett, 1995;Okolo, 1985)? Nevertheless, it is hard to see how strong regional institutions with high levels of supranational integration and based on “incomplete contracting” can survive without some sense of community, at least among the social, economic, and political elites (Marks et al., 2013).

In sum, rationalist approaches do a reasonably good job at explaining the demand for regionalism, if we include domestic politics and domestic coalitions responding to the forces of globalization (Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume) and if the analysis is broadened to include security issues as well as the survival strategies of incumbent elites (“regime boosting”). We know less about the relationship between collective identities, on the one hand, and the emergence of regionalism, on the other—except for the European experience.



The Supply of Regionalism: Interests, Power, and Norms

The standard account of neo-liberal or rationalist institutionalism explains the supply of institutions by the need to settle interdependence conflicts and to solve the collective action problems emanating from interdependence (e.g.Keohane and Nye, 1977;Mansfield and Milner, 1997;Moravcsik, 1998;Stone Sweet and Caporaso, 1998). Intervening variables are the level of uncertainty, the nature of the problem, the number[bookmark: p633](p. 633)of actors, and the asymmetry between them (Stein, 1983;Koremenos et al., 2001). Geographic proximity and democracy seem to increase the intensity of economic exchange between countries, and hence foster regional cooperation (Mansfield et al., 2000).

In all fairness, these approaches—as well as neo-functionalism—offer plausible explanations for European integration (high regionalization, strong regionalism, see Table 27.3), for the medium-level of integration in Southeast Asia (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume) and Eurasia (Chapter10by Hancock and Libman), and for the lack of regional integration in the Middle East (Chapter12by Valbjørn, this volume). In each of these latter regions, the demand from economic regionalization is probably too weak to generate sufficient supply of regional institutions which would confirm the theoretical argument. As argued above, levels or regionalization and regionalism correlate in these four regional orders, as mainstream theories of regionalism would expect.

Yet, the various rationalist institutionalisms fail to predict the lack of supply of regional institutions in Northeast Asia and North America despite very high economic regionalization levels (Chapter7by Duina and Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume). And they cannot account for the sub-Saharan Africa and Latin American cases, either (strong and medium levels of regionalism, medium to weak economic regionalization, Chapter8by Bianculli and Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume).

Hegemonic stability theory, in contrast, points to powerful states that are willing to and capable of acting as “regional paymaster, easing distributional tensions and thus smoothing the path of integration” (Mattli, 1999a, 56; cf.Gilpin, 1987, 87–90;Yarbrough and Yarbrough, 1992). Yet, they supply regionalism for different reasons. The United States (US), Russia, South Africa, or Nigeria supported and engaged in region-building for their geostrategic and economic interests (Chapter7by Duina, Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, and Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). The US played a key role in the creation and prevalence of the European Community and ASEAN by mitigating the security dilemma in the region (Gruber, 2000;Acharya, 2001). Likewise, Brazil championed Mercosur to establish itself as a regional power and to contain US influence in Latin America (Gomez Mera, 2005;Tussie, 2009; Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume). Conversely, the absence or ineffectiveness of regionalism in the Middle East or Asia is often blamed on the absence of a regional or external hegemon (Fawcett and Gandois, 2010;Hemmer and Katzenstein, 2002).

Yet, hegemonic stability theory in its rationalist version has little to contribute explaining why certain powerful states are promoting the supply of regional institutions, while others do not. Germany and France in Europe and Nigeria in sub-Saharan Africa have fostered supranationalism and have given up their “Westphalian” sovereignty in favor of regional integration. In contrast, other regional powers have been rather reluctant to go beyond intergovernmental solutions even in cases such as the US in North America or Russia in Eurasia in which the interdependence within the region is so asymmetrical that supranationalism would hardly constrain their overwhelming power (Chapter7by Duina and Chapter10by Hancock and Libman, this volume). Moreover, power asymmetries within a region can undermine regionalism as regional powers, such as India,[bookmark: p634](p. 634)may prefer a hub-and-spokes approach engaging in bilateral relations with their neighbors (Destradi, 2010). Likewise, external powers have undermined regionalism as the EU has done in Southern Africa and Latin America by side-stepping inter-regional trade agreements in favor of striking bilateral deals with the emerging economies Brazil and South Africa, respectively (Krapohl et al., 2014).

At this point, we must not only look at the power resources available to hegemons or regional leaders, but at their purpose and their vision for the region (Ruggie, 1997;Destradi, 2010). In other words, specific ideas about regional orders promoted by powerful states matter.

This brings us to constructivist approaches. Hemmer and Katzenstein have argued that the US was less enthusiastic to exercise hegemonic leadership in Asia than in Europe because of the lower cultural affinity (Hemmer and Katzenstein, 2002;Katzenstein, 2005). Cultural differences have also been invoked to explain the reluctance of Asian states to engage in the building of strong regional institutions (Acharya, 2004;Katzenstein, 2005;Nesadurai, 2009). Yet, these cultural explanations have an essentialist flavor to them and overlook that regions are not “cultural containers,” but that cultural influences have been flowing back and forth in time and space. Moreover, there are alternative explanations available for Asian regionalism centering on the particular type of state-led developmentalism (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume) and the survival strategy of incumbent elites (Chapter4by Solingen and Malnight, this volume).

The leverage of approaches informed by constructivist ontologies in explaining the emergence of regionalism is probably greatest precisely when the interaction of cultural influences is systematically taken into account. This leads us to diffusion accounts (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). The supply of regional institutions can stem from other regions or international actors, which actively promote or passively provide blueprints for region-building. “Pax Americana” and “Pax Europaea” are two “global scripts” (Meyer et al., 1992) for particular types of regionalisms. Market or particular problem pressures may increase the demand for (more) regional institutions. However, even if certain institutions effectively serve specific functions and help solve similar problems, states always have choices. Institutions can be “contagious” (Levi-Faur, 2005) under conditions of uncertainty, policy failure, and dissatisfaction with the status quo. ROs that struggle to become more effective may look to other organizations that are considered as success cases for policies and rules that effectively solved similar problems and are transferable into their context (Meyer and Rowan, 1977;Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000). Next to lesson-drawing, regions may also emulate others for normative reasons, to increase their legitimization (Polillo and Guillén, 2005) or to simply imitate their behavior because its appropriateness is taken for granted (Havemann, 1993;Meyer and Rowan, 1977).

In sum, standard approaches to explaining regional cooperation and integration— whether rationalist or constructivist—offer plausible accounts for some of the regionalisms examined in thisHandbook. But they cannot explain the full variation we observe. This is even more the case with regard to the design of regional institutions.





[bookmark: p635](p. 635)Explaining the Institutional Design of Regionalism: A Case for Diffusion


Accounting for the emergence of regionalism is one thing, explaining the institutional design of specific regional institutions is a different task. Once again, the chapters in thisHandbookprovide ample material for some tentative conclusions. In this context, two institutional design features deserve scrutiny: First, how can we explain the emergence of ever more regional governance arrangements across the globe, mostly in the framework of multi-purpose ROs? Second, how can the variations and the particular combinations of regional cooperation and integration be accounted for? This specifically concerns the degrees of delegation and pooling within the various ROs (Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, this volume).



Explaining the Task Expansion of Regional Organizations

Regarding ROs taking on ever more tasks, three dynamics appear to be at work. First, some of this is demand-driven. Tackling cross-border migration flows, security externalities arising from civil wars and transnational conflicts, and transnational environmental problems necessitate regional governance (Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, Chapter19by Haas, and Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume). With regard to regional democratic and human rights governance, governments seek to lock in democratic reforms through commitments at the regional levels (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume). The same applies to the problems of social inequality not addressed or even exacerbated by economic regionalism (Chapter17by Bruszt and Palestini and Chapter18by van der Vleuten, this volume).

Second, neo-functionalism provides a plausible explanation for task expansion by multi-purpose organizations. Customs unions and common markets often require monetary and financial coordination to make them work (Chapter16by McNamara, this volume). FTAs tend to have spill-over effects for labor markets and gender policies calling for further governance arrangements (Chapter18by van der Vleuten, this volume).

Third, we also see diffusion mechanisms at work, particularly with regard to the institutional design of issue-specific governance. As Haas points out with regard to environmental governance, epistemic communities based on consensual knowledge have been instrumental in designing institutions to tackle similar environmental problems across the globe (Chapter19by Haas, this volume;Haas, 1992). In addition, the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) has been a major source and inspiration for the design of regional environmental governance. The UN and other international organizations, such as the International Labour Organization (ILO), have also stimulated[bookmark: p636](p. 636)institutional choices in migration and social policy governance (Chapter18by van der Vleuten and Chapter20by Lavenex et al., this volume).



Variation Regarding Regional Cooperation vs. Integration

Interestingly enough, rationalist institutionalism is not of much help to account for the variation in institutional designs of ROs—except for PTAs and FTAs (Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). The standard account is almost completely demand-driven: Economic interdependence and the collective action problems emanating from it explain the supply for regional institutions that then provide specifically designed solutions (e.g.Koremenos et al., 2001). The institutional variation is largely explained by functional demands, the type of collective action problem, and the number of states involved in setting up the institutional solution. The latter might account for the surprisingly low degree of pooling sovereignty in ROs, that is, the reluctance of states to move towards majority voting. As Hooghe and Marks argue, pooling is the more likely, the more members an RO has (Hooghe and Marks, 2015). This offers a straightforward functional explanation for institutional design resulting from the need for efficient decision-making processes.

When it comes to delegation, that is, the transfer of authority to supranational bodies, only Europe and the Middle East (for the absence of it) fit the bill. Alter and Hooghe show that the altogether 16 international economic courts are located in Europe, Latin America, and Africa (Chapter23by Alter and Hooghe, this volume). Two of the three regions with the highest degrees of economic interdependence and regionalization—Asia and North America—exhibit rather weak delegated authority to dispute settlement systems. In contrast, most courts can be found in sub-Saharan Africa—a region with comparatively little economic regionalization.

As Risse argues, diffusion approaches offer a better account with regard to similarities and differences in the institutional design of ROs, and particularly concerning the trend towards delegation of authority (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). But we should not expect institutional convergence! Rather, as Acharya and others have pointed out, localization resulting in selective adaptation of institutional scripts seems to be the rule of the game (Acharya, 2004). We observe very little mimicry in terms of the full-scale download of particular institutional solutions from some global script.

ROs and their member states seeking particular institutional solutions seem to adopt designs which they consider legitimate. ASEAN is a case in point (Chapter11by Jetschke and Katada, this volume;Jetschke and Murray, 2012). The need for international legitimacy motivated ASEAN to set up a dispute settlement mechanism. Emulation has also driven the recent deepening and broadening of ASEAN, whose new Charter bears some striking resemblance with EU institutions (Jetschke, 2010;Katsumata, 2009). Likewise, ECOWAS and LAS might be following a global script that entails the establishment of certain regional institutions and for which, at least in the case of ECOWAS, the EU provides a reference model (Koitsch, 2012).

[bookmark: p637](p. 637)If we focus on indirect or “recipient-driven” diffusion mechanisms (Chapter5by Risse, this volume) we can also explain more easily why we observe not much institutional convergence. ROs tend to adopt particular institutional designs in a selective manner. The principle of parliamentary assemblies attached to ROs, for instance, has been diffused widely (Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume), but the European Parliament model as a supranational and directly elected parliament with increasing decision-making power remains an exception. While ASEAN emulated the EU Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER), it made sure that this did not lead to a pooling of decision-making power, which would have violated the sovereignty principle. In other words, cognitive and normative priors within a region are key to understanding the selective adaptation of specific institutional models and the resulting behavioral practices (Acharya, 2004,2009;Checkel, 2001).

In sum, if we want to explain institutional design of ROs and particularly the trend towards delegation of authority, we need to take diffusion mechanisms into account and combine them with functional explanations.





Effects of Regionalism


Regionalism and regional institutions are supposed to bring about peace and prosperity to the respective regions and their people. In light of the proclaimed goals, it is surprising how little we know about the effects of regionalism and how divided the scholarship still is (see also Chapter22by Lenz and Marks, for the following).



Trade, Growth, and Prosperity

One of the major controversies in the literature focused on the question whether regional trade agreements (RTAs) are actually trade creating or diverting (Viner, 1950; Chapter15by Kim et al., this volume). While the debate has not been completely settled, there is increasing evidence that RTAs and PTAs are indeed trade creating, at least for the post-World War II period (Mansfield and Milner, 2012;Freund and Ornelas, 2010). In addition, economists have explored the economic effects of regional free trade agreements on trade and investment flows, economic growth, poverty, and social inequality (Weintraub, 2004;Preusse, 2004;Musila, 2005).

While we have more and more evidence that trade-generating regional agreements have welfare-enhancing effects, the scholarship is too diverse to allow firm and definite conclusions. The effect of economic regionalism is at best differential between regions. Part of the variation may be explained by an “implementation gap” in regional trade and investment agreements (Gray, 2014). Industrial democracies with functioning state administrations in Europe and North America have made effective use of regionalism to foster their economic growth. Rent-economies in areas of limited statehood, as we find[bookmark: p638](p. 638)in Africa and Latin America, have economically less to gain. High levels of commitment to regionalism are often decoupled from economic regionalization and serve other purposes, such as rent-seeking or regime-boosting (Chapter3by Börzel and Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume).



Peace and Security

That regionalism contributes to peace and security is another truism, which can be found in almost any self-description of ROs across the globe. Again, scholarship has not reached firm conclusions, even though there is growing evidence that ROs do contribute to keeping the peace (Chapter14by Kacowicz and Press-Barnathan, this volume). Russett et al. have been arguing for decades that joint membership in international—including regional—organizations contributes to inter-state peace (Russett and Oneal, 2001;Russett et al., 1998). More recently, Haftel has made a strong (quantitative) case for the conflict-mitigating role of RTAs (Haftel, 2012). It is hard to deny that NATO and the European Community/EU have contributed to the European peace after World War II. Yet, peace in Europe is probably overdetermined (“democratic peace,” US as offshore balancer, economic interdependence), and it is, therefore, hard to determine the effects of ROs. With regard to Asia, the scholarship is divided on the issue (seeAcharya, 2001; andSolingen, 1998on the one hand; andJones and Smith, 2007on the other). In any event, neither strong regionalization nor (considerably weaker) regionalism have prevented the emergence of an acute security dilemma in East Asia with regard to territorial disputes in the South and East China Seas. Last but not least, the “spaghetti bowl” of ROs in sub-Saharan Africa and the military intervention capabilities of African ROs have not stopped civil and transnational wars in this part of the world. At the same time, however, the counter-factual is equally hard to establish (what would have happened in sub-Saharan Africa in the absence of a dense network of ROs?) and there is some evidence that the AU and ECOWAS have at times prevented the worst (Chapter13by Hartmann, this volume). In South and Central America, finally, ROs have helped build and sustain peace and security in the region, despite—or maybe because of—overlapping membership (Kacowicz, 2005; Chapter8by Bianculli, this volume).



Democracy and Human Rights

Democracy and human rights are among the few issue-areas where scholars agree on the positive effects of regionalism (Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume). Hafner-Burton showed, for example, that PTAs that are coupled with political conditionality, improve the human rights situation in target countries (Hafner-Burton, 2005). Pevehouse explored the effect of ROs on democratization (Pevehouse, 2005) and argued that the “democratic density” of ROs is associated with the democratic consolidation of their members due to conditionality and assistance. Governments of young democracies[bookmark: p639](p. 639)bind themselves and their successors to political liberalization and democratic norms by external commitment (Pevehouse, 2005, 37;Mansfield and Pevehouse, 2006;Moravcsik and Vachudova, 2003). Regionalism is, however, no guarantee against back-sliding. The EU has certainly supported the democratic consolidation of post-communist countries in Central and Eastern Europe. Yet, it has done little to stop them from unraveling some of the institutional changes they had introduced in order to join the club of democracies (Van Hüllen and Börzel, 2015).

Moreover, membership in ROs can also boost authoritarianism. Non-democratic regimes use their membership in ROs to secure their survival by strengthening their international image, by securing external recognition and support, and by shielding themselves against external interferences (Chapter21by Pevehouse, Chapter25by Rittberger and Schroeder, this volume; cf.Börzel and Van Hüllen, 2015).

The causal pathways through which ROs may impact upon the domestic structures of their members have so far only been systematically explored in the case of the EU (but seeAspinwall, 2009). The level and scope of regional integration make the EU a most likely case of domestic impact (Chapter3by Börzel and Chapter9by Schimmelfennig, this volume;Cowles et al., 2001;Featherstone and Radaelli, 2003). It remains to be explored whether the causal mechanisms through which the EU has affected the domestic policies and institutions of member states, accession candidates, and neighboring countries also travel to other regions.





Conclusion: Methodological Challenges and Avenues for Future Research


ThisHandbooktestifies to comparative regionalism as a dynamic research field at the crossroads of comparative politics, international relations, and comparative area studies. It provides the middle ground between ideographic and nomothetic approaches to research on regions. The contributions to thisHandbookforcefully demonstrate that the comparison of regions yields important and new insights into the emergence, institutional design, and effectiveness of regionalism by highlighting both similarities and differences.

Moreover, it becomes abundantly clear that regions do not exist in splendid isolation of each other. We must not fall prone to “methodological regionalism” by assuming “relatively homogeneous, delineated, mutually exclusive, ‘natural’ world regions” (Holbig, 2015, 12). There is ample evidence of interaction, mutual entanglement, and diffusion processes (Chapter5by Risse, this volume). Diffusion theories allow capturing the interconnectedness of regions. At the same time, however, they present a challenge for the comparative method. Diffusion by definition violates a fundamental assumption of comparative analysis: the independence of the units of analysis. The so-called Galton[bookmark: p640](p. 640)problem (Jahn, 2006,2015) has been largely ignored in comparative regionalism and comparative area studies. The obvious solution would be to minimize the probability of interdependent decision-making by selecting regions that have little or no contact with each other. However, this would significantly compromise the possibilities of selecting cases according to a most similar systems design; proximity and similarity foster diffusion (Chapter5by Risse and Chapter21by Pevehouse, this volume). Moreover, in a globalized world, finding regions that exist in splendid isolation from each other is next to impossible.

What we need to do then is to control for the interdependence of regions by systematically considering diffusion processes—even though we thereby may run into another methodological problem: equifinality. The same effect can be produced by different causes. ROs establish tribunals as independent responses to similar challenges of solving conflicts in the interpretation and application of joint agreements. Or they emulate each other because tribunals are what modern ROs have to have these days. “Comparison and transfer” (Kaelble and Schriewer, 2003) are not mutually exclusive but complementary analytical dimensions (Huotari and Rüland, 2014). Disentangling multiple causal mechanisms and effects requires careful process-tracing, which starts with a clear definition of the observable implications of the different theoretical assumptions (Bennett and Checkel, 2015), treating them as alternative or complementary rather than competing explanations. This is the methodological challenge for comparative regionalism.

Moving to more substantive issues in the study of regionalism and regionalization, we see three major gaps in the literature, which researchers should address in the future. First, as already mentioned, we know surprisingly little about the effects of regional cooperation and integration, particularly if we go beyond Europe. Moreover, there is an implicit bias in the literature towards positive effects. The “dark sides of regionalism,” e.g. boosting authoritarian, rent-seeking regimes, are not sufficiently acknowledged.

Second, while the Eurocentrism of earlier scholarship has been largely overcome in comparative regionalism, most empirical studies tend to adopt a “sovereignty-centered” definition of regions (De Lombaerde et al., 2010, 737). As a result, they focus on ROs as state-led formal institution-building. Most studies reviewed in thisHandbookstill ignore non-state actors as well as informal institutions, despite the pleas by “new regionalism” to the contrary (Söderbaum, 2012; Chapter2by Söderbaum, this volume). There is still very little comparative work on informal regionalism as to allow for firm conclusions. Kleine, for instance, shows that informal governance in the EU helps member states resolving conflicts at the domestic level that the formal rules would exacerbate (Kleine, 2013; see alsoHéritier, 1999). Acharya and others argue with regard to ASEAN that informal institutions and networks are the defining features of Asian regionalism that substitute for the lack of strong formal integration (Acharya, 2001,2009). But these are still the exceptions in the scholarship on comparative regionalism which remains state-centric and focused on formal institutions.

We need to explore systematically how informal institutions embed ROs and affect their working by structuring patterns of economic, social, cultural, and political interactions outside state-led institutional frameworks. Likewise, the study of non-state actors[bookmark: p641](p. 641)should not be reduced to their role in informing and shaping state preferences. Business groups, advocacy coalitions, epistemic communities, or regional bureaucrats often play a direct role in the building of ROs. They also create and shape processes of regionalization independent of ROs.

This is where the governance approach offers important insights for comparative regionalism (Chapter3by Börzel, this volume). It does not only help overcome the statist and formal institutionalist bias. It also allows exploring the interaction between regionalism and regionalization in producing different types of regional orders. Finally, governance provides a basis for exploring the link between regional and global order. Regionalism has become part of a global governance script, in which region-building does not only feature as an effective and legitimate way to foster peace and prosperity but “as the fundamental, even driving force of world politics” (Fawn, 2009, 5). If there is an “emerging regional architecture of world politics” (Acharya, 2007), it is still an open question whether a world of regions strengthens or undermines global governance by multilateral institutions, such as the UN or the WTO. Studying the interlinkages as well as trade-offs between global and regional governance remains a third gap in the literature.
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Notes:
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