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Regional integration processes play an important role in international politics. The
spread of regional organizations in the aftermath of the Cold War exemplifies the
importance of studying the causes and impacts of those organizations in international
politics. According to the WTO (World Trade Organization), 546 regional trade
agreements have been notified until January 2013 (compared to 265 in 2003), and only
three WTO members were not part of such agreements (Macau, Mongolia and Taipei)*.
However relating only to trade agreements these numbers represent the increasing
importance of regionalism and regional integration to international politcs. In fact, the
existence of trade agreements shows that the parties are keen to have peaceful
relations. Moreover, many trade agreements have a political background. These
regional organizations vary greatly in their institutional form and performance. The most
notable example of a highly institutionalized region in terms of overlapping governance
mechanisms is the European Union (EU). The EU member-states are much more prone
to transfer political authority to supranational institutions, even in highly sensitive areas
such as human rights (Acharya and Johnston, 2007). While the European Union is the
leading example of an advanced regional integration process, it has to be remembered
that it was influenced by, built with, and merged to other institutional dynamics in the
European continent such as the Council of Europe (CoE), Western European Union
(WEU), Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), etc. In this sense,
this intertwinement with other institutions influences the high level of institutionalization
of EU politics. These other European institutions contributed in security and defence
issues in the EU with expertise, and this culminated in the development of the EU’s
second pillar? (Common Foreign and Security Policy — CFSP/ European Security and

Defence Policy — ESDP). The EU is also the oldest regional integration experience of its

! http://www.wto.org/english/tratop e/region e/region e.htm

>The pillarization structure of the EU started with the 1993 Maastricht Treaty and was abolished with the 2009
Treaty of Lisbon.
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genre®. Some other regional organizations follow the European experience more
explicitly such as the African Union (AU), Southern Common Market (Mercosul), Central
American Integration System (SICA), and Caribbean Community (CARICOM), etc.
Other integration processes follow a different pattern which is less institutionalized,
more open and sometimes exclusively commercial, such as the North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA), Latin American Integration Association (ALADI), Southern
Africa Development Community (SADC), and the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN), etc. The emerging importance of those regional integration
processes for international politics and their contribution to promote peace and stability
in their respective regions and beyond are not to be underestimated.

Regional integration processes that have developed a political dimension (generally
referred to as new-regionalism®) are characterised by a “multidimensional form of
integration which includes economic, political, social, and cultural aspects and therefore
goes far beyond the goal of creating region-based free trade regimes or security
alliances, and instead, the political ambition of establishing regional coherence and
identity seems to be of primary importance” (Hettne, 1999: XVI). In this sense we
observe how regional integration processes move beyond simply commercial/economic
regimes and security alliances and learn why and when regional organizations develop
political integration. Moreover, we are interested in investigating why and how this
integration occurs in areas of high-politics where sovereingty should be playing an

exclusive role. Therefore, in order to answer these questions we focus on political

3 Especially if we start counting the beginning of the European integration process with the creation of the Council
of Europe in 1949. However, for Historians the European integration begins with the Rome Treaties in 1957, and
the exclusive political coordination forum started in 1970 with the Luxembourg Treaty.

* See also Telo, Mario (2001) European Union and New Regionalism, Aldershot, Ashgate; and von Langenhove, L.,
and Costea, A. (2007) The EU as a Global Actor and the Emergence of “Third-Generation” Regionalism, in Foradori,
P., Rosa. P., and Scartezzini, R. (2007) Managing a Multilevel Foreign Policy — the EU in International Affairs,
Lexington Books.

16



integration in the areas of Foreign and Defence policies of member-states and how

these policies became increasingly entangled and mutually dependent.

1.1 The research puzzle

Political integration, especially in the field of security and defence, is a very rare
phenomenon. Security and defence traditionally represent the hard core of national
sovereignty. Historically we can observe a great variety of cooperation in this area, most
commonly in ad hoc military alliances to counter a common external threat. However,
not many of these military alliances remained alive and were deepened enough to be
called integration. The dawn of European integration was irradiated mainly from two
former historical rivals: Germany and France. Besides, in Europe the political integration
process achieved its main drive in the aftermath of the Cold War when the Soviet threat
was already part of the history books. The integration process in South America is no
different. Argentina and Brazil, two former historical rivals, put aside their rivalry in order
to deepen their economic and political ties, albeit with the inexistence of a common
external threat.

In these two cases in Europe and South America we can observe the evolution of
regional security governance. The establishment and development of mechanisms for
regional security governance constitute one of the main research puzzles in IR Theory
and Integration Studies in the 21 Century (Foradori, Rosa and Scartezzini; 2007).
According to Risse and Lehmkuhl (2006), this puzzle is raised by the fact that most
research on governance in Social Sciences is done by taking into account modern and
highly developed democratic States. In this sense: “The inapplicability of one of the key
terms of social sciences to two thirds of the states in this world, however, creates not
only theoretical but also eminently political and practical problems” (Risse and

Lehmkuhl, 2006: 4). We therefore want to understand regional security governance
17



beyond Europe. Looking to how South Americans organize their issues of security and
defence may shed a light on how a regional security governance approach works
beyond Europe. For this purpose we understand regional security governance as:
“formal and informal structures of authority that manage collective security problems of
states in a delineated region or common efforts of these states to promote security and
stability outside their region. The uni-, bi-, and multilateral structures of authority can be
codified in formal and binding institutional forms, but they may also be found in norms of
behaviour and action informally accepted amongst the regional states” (Flemes and
Radseck, 2009: 7).

However, the study of systems of regional security governance focuses mainly on the
EU and ignores similar processes in other regions. But how can we explain the
development of similar phenomena in other parts of the world? Most Integration Studies
(also known as EU Studies) argue that each integration process in the world is so
specific that they have to be analized with their own body of semi-hermetic theories. If
that is the case it shows the impossibility to compare the findings of an inter-regional
comparison. The idea that a separated, semi-hermetic body of theories is needed in
order to study the EU has hindered theoretical progress by closing its doors to analytical

innovations in the field of International Relations (IR) and Comparative Politics (CP).

During the 20™ Century, the IR Theory debate centered in the rationalist debate
between (neo)realism and (neo)liberalism. While the theoretical approaches emanating
from the liberal camp were more able to deal with the questions of integration due to its
focus on international cooperation and transnational links, realists tried to explain
integration in terms of the geopolitical interests of major states and as a result of a
specific historical moment. In this sense regional integration has been a challenge in IR
theorizing, both in explaining why states give up their sovereingty and whether
integration is a good thing (Diez, Bode and da Costa; 2011: 189). For Steve Smith
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(2000: 34), 20th Century IR theorizing was either not able or not willing to grasp the
complexity of the emerging and developing dynamics of regional institutions, with the
rationalist mainstream debate focusing on the materialistic and atomized units in an
anarchic international system by measuring the theories according to their ability to
inform the relationship between empirical realities. Moreover, the study of the European
foreign policy cooperation and its contribution to understanding the international system
was neglected. Only some specialized literature in IR tried to tackle how the
international system influenced the foreign policy coordination in Europe. Therefore
most of the IR field in the 20th Century took axiomatic or radical positions on EU foreign
policy, thereby oversimplifying it at the maximum level possible. When combined, those
two perceptions led to a divide between IR and European Studies that was only recently
overcome, mainly due to the convergence between the neoliberal — constructivist
debate in IR and the new institutionalist approaches in European Studies. The result is
the development of multilevel governance approaches that are fit to grasp the subtleties
of such complex phenomena. Nevertheless, multilevel governance approaches have
mainly been used to understand the European integration process, and the approach is

broad enough to capture the dynamic in other regions in the world.

In this sense we look beyond the dichotomical debate between intergovernmentalists
and supranationalists to observe the causes and impacts of political integration.
Studying the drivers behind the integration process in two different regions with different
characteristics may present generalizable factors to explain other integration processes
around the world. In the light of this inter-regional comparision, how can we explain
political integration emerging in two different regions with a strong history of rivalry in
the absense of a common external threat? To answer this question we have to look
beyond the regular interstate relations and try to grasp what is underneath the surface
of regular meetings. In this sense this study will look not only to the policy outputs of the

integration processes in Europe and South America, but we will mainly observe the
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daily interaction of individuals responsible for influencing the paths of integration in both

continents.

In Europe the integration process started in the 1950’s with the establishment of the
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), the European Economic Community
(EEC), and the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM). Those three
Communities were merged in 1967 under the name of the European Communities (EC).
Although we understand that one of the factors motivating the initial drive for integration
in Europe was the Soviet threat, this external threat is not strong enough to explain why
the political cooperation in the EU only started in 1970° in a period where the Soviet
threat was not so strong anymore®. Moreover, the main drive for political integration in
the EU with the institutionalization of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)
and the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) was only carried out after the
end of the Cold War.

In South America the foundations for the establishment of a sustainable integration
process were laid by the newly elected civilian Presidents of Argentina and Brazil in
1985 with the Declaration of Foz do Iguacu. The Southern Common Market (Mercosul)
was established in 1991, and although painted as an economic/commercial integration
project since the beginning it had very clear political motivations. In 1996 the
Mechanism for Political Consultation was created, and in 1998 this was institutionalized
in the Forum for Consultation and Political Cooperation (FCCP). In South America we

also observe the existence of other integration processes: the Andean Community and

> Political cooperation in Europe started with the Luxebourg (Davignon) Report in 1970 after the failed attempts of
the European Defence Community (EDC), the European Political Community, and the Fouchet Plans.

® The US-Soviet détente started in 1969 with the SALT | and Helsinki Accords and later on with SALT Il, and it ended
with the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the consequent US boycott to the 1980’s Olympic Games in Moscow.
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the Union of South American Nations (Unasul). The Andean Community was
established in 1969 (named Andean Pact from 1969 to 1996) and has a very complex
institutional structure, however due to strong political divergences, border conflicts and
economic limitations the development of this integration process was not very
successful. The Union of South American Nations (Unasul) was created in 2008, and it
is an attempt to unify the two separate integration processes in the region, namely
Mercosul and the Andean Community. Moreover, Unasul has a very strong political
component and even aims to organize the security and defence integration in the

region.

To investigate the logic behind political integration in two different regions this study
therefore seeks to analyze and explain the role of transgovernmental networks in
pushing forward each integration process. Transgovernmental networks are defined by
Keohane and Nye (1974: 43) as: “sets of direct interactions among sub-units of different
governments that are not controlled or closely guided by the policies of the cabinets or
chief executives of those governments. Thus we take the policies of top leaders as our
benchmarks of official government policy.” A more comprehensive definition is provided
by Slaughter (2004: 7): “National government officials would be increasingly enmeshed
in networks of personal and institutional relations. They would each be operating both in
domestic and the international arenas, exercising their national authority to implement
their transgovernmental and international obligations and representing the interests of
their country while working with their foreign and supranational counterparts to
disseminate and distil information, cooperate in enforcing national and international
laws, harmonizing national laws and regulations, and addressing common problems.”
We argue that those transgovernmental networks play a major role in areas where
governments are not keen — or find it difficult — to reach an agreement. This is especially
seen in the area of security and defence, where national sovereignty is the rule. In this
sense the fundamental research question guiding this study therefore asks: what is the

effect of transgovernmental networks in integration processes?
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1.2 The analytical framework

In order to explain the impact of transgovernmental networks in regional integration we
will use the tools and concepts present in IR Theory and Integration Studies. We use
these tools and concepts to analyse the institutionalization processes in Europe and in
South America, in particular in regard to the development of transgovernmental
networks. We also observe whether these transgovernmental networks remain in
informal, non-institutionalized settings or if they are necessarly institutionalized. We
argue that there are many factors influencing the establishment and evolution of
regional integration processes, but we defend the idea that transgovernmental networks
play an important role in areas where the positions of States are divergent and
commitments are difficult. For the purpose of a comprehensive understanding of why
and how regional integration occurs, in the next chapter we will overview the state of the
art both in IR theory and Integration Studies. In the final part of the chapter an analytical
framework which sketches and compares the most plausible drivers for regional
integration in Europe and in South America will be presented. It will be observed that
the policy outcomes of the integration processes have an indirect impact (through
feedback mechanisms) in not only the international environment but also in the

integrations own dynamic.

In a nutshell, this study seeks to uncover the elite reproduction through networks of
personal relationships and how those relationships affect the process of integration in
two different regions. We draw a number of sub-questions from the classic question of
socialisation research formulated by Fred Greenstein: who learns what from whom
under what circumstances, and with what effects (1968; 1970). Our sub-questions are:
what differentiate States from their representatives? What motivates the representatives

from flexibilizing their national position? Why and how do individuals engage in
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networking? In order to answer these questions this study will analyze the development
of transgovernmental networks responsible for security and defence issues in Europe

and in South America.

In the EU the discussions for the establishment of an institution for political integration
started to take place with the European Defence Community (EDC) in 1950 (which
failed in 1954). The learning process and networking between the representatives
responsible for negotiating the agreement started to occur and culminated with the
establishment of the European Political Cooperation in 1970 (Nuttall, 1992). The
creation of the European Political Cooperation (EPC) gave rise to a semi-
institutionalized body where interactions between the representatives started to intensify
with the codification of substantive and procedural norms, and this culminated with the
institutionalization of the CFSP and ESDP.

In this sense, due to its longevity and complexity we view the EU as the most advanced
case of regional security governance in the world. In the EU system of governance
member states not only share cultural, historical, and political features, they also share
risks, the acquisition of legitimacy and distribution costs (Smith, 2003). Moreover,
“habits and customs of interaction on EU foreign and security policy matters have
matured over time into rules of behavior and institutionalized patterns, as illustrated by
the evolution from the EPC to CFSP and ESDP” (Kirchner, 2003: 29). The slow
evolution of political integration in Europe with the development of common habits and
customs of interaction generated the first stages of a learning process, which Aggestam
(2004) calls the development of “we” feelings. In turn, these “we” feelings resulted in the
development of what Nuttall (1992) calls “automatic reflex of consultation”, meaning that
national foreign policy actors ask for opinions and consult with each other before

reaching a final national position on one issue.
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In South America it will be observed that while in the Southern Cone the evolution of
political integration has been taking place since the redemocratization process in the
1980’s, in the Andean region political integration has been harmed by political
instabilities, border disputes and economic assymetries. We argue that due to the
peaceful solution of border disputes, political stability, and economic development
transgovernmental networks were able to develop in the Southern Cone. We also argue
that the development of these transgovernmental networks was a relevant factor for the
success of the regional integration process in the Southern Cone. Moreover, it is
observed that the Southern Cone aims to contribute to the stability of the Andean region
by putting political weight into the creation of the Union of South American Nations
(Unasul). Particularly with the forum to debate and coordinate security and defence
issues, the South American Defence Council may represent a step forward in solving
the remaining border disputes and enhancing the relationships between the Andean
countries. In the South American case it will be observed that unlike in Europe issues of
security and defence are still dominated by the military. In this sense we argue that
while in Europe the security and defence integration is carried out by a civilian
transgovernmental network (Diplocom), in South America it has been mainly achieved
with a military transgovernmental network (Milicom). These networks in Europe and

South America will be scrutinized in chapters 3 and 4 respectively.

1.3 Limits of this study

In order to clearly delineate the contours of this research it may be useful to outline what
falls beyond the scope of this dissertation. To start with, this study only focuses on the
political dimension of the integration process. The economic and commercial aspects of
the integration processes will be mentioned only when necessary. More specifically, this
study is interested in the security and defence aspects of political integration. Security

and defence has always been understood as being within the exclusive domain of
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States and strongly bounded by sovereignty, however the evolution of political
integration in Europe demonstrates that even in this area of “high politics” decisions can
be taken jointly (even without unanimity) using the CFSP/ESDP as an institutional
framework. Also, the different levels of governance have to be taken into account when

we analize security and defence within the EU.

In focusing on security and defence aspects of political integration this study also
considers that security and defence is just one resource in the wider range of
instruments in joint foreign policy making. In this sense we leave aside other diplomatic
or coercive foreign policy measures such as aid conditionality, trade agreements and
multilateral negotiations, collective demarches and declarations, or sanctions, all of
which may complement or substitute the joint action in security and defence. We will
mention those aspects of joint foreign policy making where necessary in order to
describe the evolution of political integration in Europe and South America. These
limitations are not be interpreted in such a way as to imply that security and defence
should or even can be analyzed separately from the other aspects of political
integration. In the research questions raised in the last section we observe the general
impact of transgovernmental networks on political integration, yet links between security
and defence and other political instruments are only touched upon when they are
relevant to understand the role of transgovernmental networks in the integration

process.

Whether the EU is therefore incomparable with other integration processes depends on
what question is being asked and the related research design (Caporaso, Marks,
Moravcsik and Pollack, 1997). Some defend the notion that the uniqueness of the EU
resides in its history, institutional complexity and unique form of political authority
(Rosamond, 2000: 16; Wallace, 1994: 9). However, over-emphasizing exceptionality
and historical contingency seems like a way to present an insurmountable obstacle in
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order to prevent fruitful comparisons and foster a hermetic body of theories which are
exclusively created to analyze each integration process individually. This study does not
share the opinion that each integration process should be analyzed by a hermetic body
of theories. We defend the idea that inter-regional comparison is possible once we
bridge the theoretical divide between IR and EU Studies. In order to reach beyond the
divide of IR and EU Studies we draw on the neoliberal — constructivist debate in IR
Theory and the analytical frameworks of new institutionalism and multilevel governance
in EU Studies’. This study also compares two integration processes that are not located
in Europe, namely the Mercosur and the Andean Community. We also rely on a within-
case comparison when we observe how diverse institutional settings in the European

Union are influenced differently by transgovernmental networks.

Inquiring into the influence of transgovernmental networks in the political outcomes of
integration nonetheless relates to the broader questions of actorness and presence.
The policy outcomes reached as a result of the interactions of national representatives
enmeshed in transgovernmental networks reflect how and if the regional integration
process interacts with the rest of the World — ie: the tools and norms it uses in its
international relations and which issues or areas of the regional organization will be
present. In EU Studies these questions raise a hot theoretical and methodological
debate on how to generalize the premises of European integration and the type of
power the EU represents: civilian, normative, transformative, post-modern or super-

power.

7 For other perspectives on how to bridge the theoretical divide between IR and Integration Studies see: Verdun,
A., (2003) An American/European divide in European integration studies: bridging the gap with international
political economy, in: Journal of European Public Policy 10:1, pp. 84-101; Tonra, B. and Christiansen, T. (2004). The
Study of EU Foreign Policy: Between International Relations and European Studies. In Tonra, B. and Christiansen,
T., (eds.) (2004) Rethinking European Union Foreign Policy. Manchester: ManchesterUniversity Press, pp. 1-9. See
also: Hix, S. (1994). The Study of the European Community: The Challenge to Comparative Politics. In: West
European Politics 17, 1: 1-30.
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Questions about actorness and presence bring us to the impact of policy outcomes both
in the international evironment and in the internal integration dynamic. Since the notion
of “civilian power” was brought to light by Francois Duchene (1972), the concept has
been under heated debate with some defending the “normative” or “ethical” impacts of
the EU policy outcomes in the international environment (Manners, 2002; 2008; Diez,
2005; Aggestam, 2004), while others challenge this view by arguing about the self-
serving nature of EU political outcomes (Bailes, 2008; Youngs, 2004). This study does
not take part in this discussion, arguing only that the policy outcomes of the integration
process have an impact of the international environment. This study also defends the
idea that the policy outcomes have an impact in the institutionalization process by
relating institutions with political cooperation (Smith, 2004; Keohane and Martin, 1995;
Smith, 2000). These effects are related not only to successful integration attemps but
also failed attempts play a role in devising new forms of cooperation/institutionalization.
Learning from past mistakes on a trial-and-error basis is also an important characteristic
of political integration in both Europe and South America. Moreover, the
institutionalization of habits and customs of transgovernmental networks play an
important role in fostering integration (Kirchner, 2003; Smith, 2004; Nuttall, 1992).

1.4 The rest of the dissertation

In seeking to elucidate the role of transgovernmental networks in integration processes
this dissertation will proceed as follows. In the second chapter the theories of European
Studies and International Relations will be assessed in order to observe the evolution of
theoretical thinking on regional integration processes. In this chapter we will also
present the progressive convergence between both theoretical fields which enables the
argument for the development of a comprehensive theory to compare political
integration in different parts of the world (and not understand each of them as sui

generis). In the last part of the second chapter we will also present two models to
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observe political integration in Europe and in South America based on the theoretical
convergence. Based on a comparison of these models and guided by the research
guestions presented above we will draw the causes of integration which are common in

both regions.

The third chapter starts with a discussion about the definitions of transgovernmental
networks and socialization processes. We also include a brief presentation of social
network theory, its basic concepts, and how this approach will help us to understand the
establishment and development of transgovernmental networks. Then we proceed with
the first case study of the European Union. In this case study we will assess how the
transgovernmental networks influenced the creation of the European Political
Cooperation (EPC), its codification with the Single European Act (SEA), and its
institutionalization in the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). The institutional
settings of political cooperation in the contemporary European Union will also be
observed by looking at the within-case variance and clarifying the role of
transgovernmental networks in the Council Working Groups (CWG), Political and
Security Committee (PSC) and in the Committee of Permanent Representatives
(COREPER).

In the fourth chapter we will assess the existence of and measure the influence of
transgovernmental networks in South American politics. Differently from the EU, South
American networks are stronger among the military (Milicom). This will have an impact
on the integration process, and it will be shown that the military have a strong influence
on the paths of security and defence cooperation in South America. However, the
military in the region are still feeling the backlash of their participation in the
dictatorships and thus facing increasing controls, budget cuts and a loss of prestige.
Institutionalization is also viewed as a way to control and constrain those

transgovernmental networks by assuring civilian control over the military. In this chapter
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we will focus on the development of Mercosul as the most successful integration
experience in the region by contrasting it with the Andean Community and the
developments of the Union of South American Nations (Unasul). We will also observe
the importance of Confidence Building Mechanisms (CBMs) and the development of
institutional settings for political coordination in Mercosul and especially the South

American Defence Council (CSD) of Unasul.

The fifth chapter presents the conclusions of this dissertation. The conclusion chapter
will be divided into general theoretical implications, future research possibilities, and
policy prescriptions. From the theoretical perspective we expect that this dissertation will
help to shed light on the emergence and development of regional institutions. Besides,
this dissertation is also contributing to the debate about whether the South American
experience is similar to the European integration process or not. It also contributes to
broadening the literature on the political implications of integration for South America.
This dissertation also aims to be readable to policy-makers in order to present new
insights on not only how to foster cooperation but also on the role and impact of this
political “steering community”, namely transgovernmental networks. This leads to
guestions of sovereignty, which is praised by South American governments. It also

brings us to a reflection on democracy, accountability and regulation.

1.5 Case study selection

There are a number of regional integration processes in the world; some of them were
already extensively studied such as the African Union or the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN), so why did we select the European and South American
experiences as case studies? There are many reasons for the case study selection, as
we will present here. We suppose that transgovernmental networks have an impact on

institutionalization processes. Europe is the most institutionalized regional integration
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process in the World, and therefore it is quite obvious to choose the EU as one of the
case studies. According to the literature, South America has integration processes
which are most similar to the EU. Also, South America has integration processes with
different characteristics and functionality, thus offering us the possibility for intra-
regional comparison. Nevertheless, the literature on political integration in South
America is very scarce, and therefore the research would be contributing to spreading
the knowledge on political integration in the subregion. Besides the above mentioned
reasons for case selection there are some other scientific explanations for why we

specifically decided to choose these two case studies.

Following the case selection criteria proposed by van Evera (1997: 77), in both case
studies we have 1. data richness; 2. extreme values on the independent variable; 3.
large within case variance in values on the study variable; and 4. the cases are
appropriate for controlled comparison and the method of agreement. In the first criterion
we observe the large number of publications and data available for the study of
European integration and the access to policy-makers to carry out interviews. In the
South American case we do not have as much literature available as in the European
case, but we do have good access to policy-makers in order to conduct interviews.
Those factors are extremely important because we will infer and test our causation
using process tracing and the delphi method. The second criterion refers to the extreme
values on the level of integration in both cases. Those values are higher in both cases
than in other regional organizations around the World, therefore it will be possible to
observe that if we have higher values on the dependent variable the causes should be
present in a higher level as well. In the third criterion we observe a large within-case
variance in the value of the study variable (transgovernmental networks). We observe
that transgovernmental networks in both cases are composed of sub-units of
governments’ bureaucracy. We also note that those sub-units form alliances with each
other in order to favor or facilitate policy objectives. In this sense the previous personal

contacts between the persons involved in the network play an important role. When
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those networks are embedded in an institution the socialization processes move into
norms and values and peer-pressures play a fundamental role. We also observe that
the nature of those networks can vary according to the region or field. For instance, we
observe a European diplomatic community playing an important role in issues of
foreign, security and defence policy in the EU. On the other hand, in South America we
observe a strong relationship between the military in the region that helps to foster
integration in the field of defence. The transgovernmental network can also vary
according to the field under negotiation, for instance environment, labor or economic

issues.

In the European case it is easier to spot the variances between the independent and the
dependent variables across time, thus shedding light on the causation. This is possible
due to the fact that in Europe institutionalization is observed in a larger time span.
Therefore the dependent variable is supposed to show a high value when the
independent variable is also at a high level. In the fourth criterion we choose the case
studies due to the appropriateness of allowing their pairing for controlled comparison
and Mill's method of agreement. Because both cases have similar values on the study
variable but have different characteristics, it makes it easier to spot the candidate
causes because they will announce themselves as similarities in the characteristics in

both cases.

We recognize the importance of fulfilling the scientific parameters for case study
selection; however we also highlight the importance of the case studies for the real
world politics. In this sense the case studies are also selected according to real world
problems. Both in Europe and in South America integration processes have paved the
way for a more cooperational environment, avoidance of war and the fostering of
democracy. As we will see in the next two sections, the choice for Europe and South

America as study cases has a very ideational component: the idea that fostering
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cooperation with the development of institutions leads to a stable peace. The European
example is emblematic. After two World wars and widespread bloodshed the Europeans
learned to manage their relationship in a civilized way with the help of institutions.
Before the dawn of the European integration the Europeans had never had 60 years of
continuous peace among themselves®. This 60 years of peace was not easily managed,
and it included periods of euro-optimism, euro-pessimism, euro-scepticism and even
paralysis. Despite its difficulties the Europeans remained faithful to the idea of its
integration founding fathers, never gave up on the process, and adapted it to the
challenges of the times, and most of all the political will. On the other side of the Atlantic
Ocean, notwithstanding its constant diplomatic crises South America has enjoyed a less
conflictive environment and longer periods of peace®. Also, the conditions for integration
are strong in the region as there are only two major official languages (Spanish and
Portuguese), and they are very similar; the countries in the region enjoy not only similar
legal and political systems but also have strong similarities (and compatibility) in their
values, religion, and cultural heritage, etc. However, despite all those similarities the
successful integration processes in South America only started to develop in the 1990’s
with the redemocratization period experienced by most of the countries in the region,
and therefore the role played by democracy and rule of law is strongly emphasized.
Nonetheless, the region is still marked by past military dictatorships, strong personality
politics, and a weird combination of inflamed and empty rhetoric. In this sense regional
institutions in South America can be very useful to not only promote peaceful
settlements of disputes and stability in the region but also to foster democracy and
reinforce political commitments among its member-states and beyond, and also

maximizing the economic gains of integration to the region.

8 Considering conflicts involving more than one member of the current formation of the European Union.

° It is not our task to reflect on why South Americans have enjoyed a more peaceful environment than the
Europeans. Actually this fact can be explained in many ways, the most popular explanations put emphasis on the
young age of South American nations compared with the Europeans and its lack of capabilities to wage a full scale
conflict.
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1.5.1 Regional institution in Europe

After the Second World War, western European countries realized that Europe needed
a strong institutional setting with supranational powers in order to assure that relations
between them would be peaceful while cementing the economical interdependences of
the member-countries. As a result we can argue that first and foremost the European
integration was, from the beginning, a project designed to preserve peace and avoid
another intra-European conflict. The integration was even more stimulated with the
dawn of the Cold War, the Soviet atomic bomb, the spread of euro-communism, and the

importance of a strong, revitalized Western Germany for the security of the West.

With a devastated economy, Western Europe was a weak adversary to the Soviet
expansionism, and therefore the US not only supported the plans for a united Europe,
but also financed the economic recovery of Europe with the Marshall Plan®®. The
Schuman Plan in 1950, was the first step towards the development a supranational
European institution'!. According to the plan, the French and German coal and steel
industry (also used as war industry) were to be placed under a common High Authority.
This Plan led to the creation of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) and
was signed by France, Germany, Italy and the Benelux countries (Belgium, Netherlands

and Luxemburg).

B 19 organize the financial aid the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) was created, which in
1960, was transformed into the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).

1t is worth remembering that the Council of Europe was created in 1949 and also influenced the further
development of the European integration, especially with the signature of the European Convention of Human
Rights. However, the Council of Europe has a broad membership and the political objectives of the Council of
Europe and the European Union are quite similar, and some of its institutions are intertwined (like the Convention
of Human Rights, the European Court of Justice, and the European Court of Human Rights).
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With further plans to enhance economical development and the increasing importance
of nuclear energy, the Europeans created two further institutions. The European
Economic Community (EEC) was designed to promote the development of a customs
union, thus fostering economic relationships among its member states. The European
Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) was designed to promote cooperation in the area
of nuclear power. Both communities were created with the Treaty of Rome in 1957, and
they represent the cornerstone of the European integration process. Those three
communities (ECSC, EEC and Euratom) were merged ten years later, in 1967, under

the name of European Communities (EC).

In this dissertation the beginning of European economic integration is taken as given.
The main reason for this is that we are interested in analyzing the political integration in
Europe, and until the creation of the European Political Cooperation (EPC) very little
was achieved in this area. We will of course refer to the previous attempts to coordinate
the foreign policies of member states in areas other than economic affairs in order to
observe the emergence of transgovernmental networks and its impact in this area. As a
result we will observe the trial-and-error character of the political cooperation in Europe,
pointing to the learning processes taken from the failed experiences of the European
Defence Community (EDC), the European Political Community (both in the 1950’s), and
the Fouchet Plans (in the 1960’s). In this sense we will observe how those failed
experiences impacted the creation of transgovernmental networks and how those
networks influenced the agreement over the European Political Cooperation (EPC), thus

shaping its institutional design.

Our study in the European case starts with the 1969 Luxemburg Report (also called the
Davignon Report). This report created a loose institutional form to discuss and
coordinate the foreign policies of its member states. This “talk-shop” was named
European Political Cooperation (EPC). With the establishment of the EPC it was
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recognized that a forum to debate and coordinate foreign policies was utterly important

in order to avoid internal disruption due to extremely different political views.

The loose EPC framework developed in such a way that by the mid-1980's it was a tool
of preventive diplomacy in the East-West relations, the Middle East and Southern
Europe, thus giving voice to the member states (actorness) in the international arena.
As a result, in the EPC we can observe how community-building practices, norms,
values and rules of behaviour developed and were further codified in reports and acts
(such as the Copenhagen Report of 1973, the London Report of 1981, and especially in
the Single European Act of 1986); and institutionalized (1993’ Maastricht Treaty,
Amsterdam Treaty, and the Lisbon Treaty) as the Common Foreign and Security Policy
(CFSP) and the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP).

1.5.2 Regional institution in South America

The most important steps towards the development of a sustainable regional institution
in the Southern part of South America were taken in 1985 by the former Presidents of
Brazil, Jose Sarney, and Argentina, Raul Alfonsin. The Foz do Iguacu Declaration
established the Brazilian-Argentinian Integration and Cooperation Program (PICAB).
This Declaration was the fist major international contract between the two former rivals
after the redemocratization process in both countries. It laid down the basis for the
institutionalization of the region and cemented the peace between the two most
powerful countries in the region. In this sense, the Foz do Iguacu declaration can be
compared to the 1957 Rome Treaties which laid down the foundations of the European

integration process.
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While in Europe the integration process started after the experience of two devastating
World Wars and under the shadow of the communist threat, in South America'® the
process was mainly an answer to economic concerns, and it was especially designed to
achieve civilian control and gain leverage over the military establishment after decades
of military dictatorships (Sotomayor, 2004; Oelsner, 2009). In South America, the idea
of regional institutions was related to the increase of the levels of economic

development and to political oversight of the military establishment.

These ideas of enhancing cooperation among South American countries with the
development of regional institutions following the European model were carried further
by the elected Presidents of Brazil, Fernando Collor de Mello; and Argentina, Carlos
Menem. Despite many internal troubles caused by economic crises and political
instability — including a failed military coup d’Etat attempt in Argentina in December
1990 - both Presidents together with the Presidents of Paraguay and Uruguay, signed
the Assunsion Treaty in 1991 that created the Southern Common Market (Mercosul).
Also in 1991, both Presidents signed the Agreement for the establishment of the
Brazilian-Argentinian Agency for Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials (ABACC).
Those two institutions, following the European institutional model while keeping the
South American specificities, offered the basis for sustainable political cooperation
among the two most important countries in the region. This axis relationship between
Brazil and Argentina can be compared to the French-German relationship for the
development of the European Union. In this sense it is correct to argue that the efforts
to organize the relationships between the two regional leaders led to reactions in the
whole region, firstly through agglutination processes as happened in Mercosul and in
the European Union (Cervo, 2008).

2tis important to highlight the difference between the terms South America and Latin America. South America
refers to the geographical area between the Isthmus of Panama and the Tierra del Fuego. Latin America refers to
American countries that speak languages derived from Latin, mostly Portuguese and Spanish, but also French. Thus
the term Latin America excludes Canada, the United States, most of the Caribbean, Surinam and Guyana. In this
sense those two terms are not used interchangeably here.
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Therefore it is correct to say that in both South America and in Europe the development
of regional institutions were the means found by the regional leaders to produce
sustainable cooperation and stable relations in the long term. The two institutional
settings in South America and Europe, despite their similar development path, share
more differences than similarities. Those differences are due to the contexts in which
those institutions were created. In this sense we observe completely different inputs in
both institutional settings. If we also take a more constructivist approach, the values,
norms and identity-formations are quite different in Europe and in South America. While
the Europeans were prone to give away part of their sovereignty to supranational
institutions, the principle of sovereignty is very strong in South America, thus making the
development of a supranational institution in the region almost impossible (Kacowicz,
2005), and the level of interdependence and the influence of external actors in the

region are very different in Europe and in South America.

In this sense we will observe the development of Mercosul as the most successful
integration process in South America, and the prospects that Unasul (Union of South
American Nations) will develop as the main locus of political and military cooperation.
The choice of Unasul is a complementation to Mercosul's analysis. As will be seen in
chapter 4, Unasul is an attempt to merge the two South American subsystems, namely
the Andean Community and the Southern Cone. The main locus of political coordination
in Unasul is the South American Defence Council (CDS), and therefore we will observe
the impact of transgovernmental networks to the development of those institutions and

its policies and how far those institutions potentialize socialization processes.
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CHAPTER 2

Theorizing political integration: towards a converg ence of European Studies and
International Relations
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This second chapter oversees the theories being used to analyse integration in both
International Relations and European Studies. In the last part of the chapter we will use
the convergence of both fields to elaborate on a new theoretical model that might
account for not only the dynamics of integration in Europe and Latin America but which
could also be used in other parts of the world as well.

There is a discussion among students of European political™®

integration on which body
of theories, or more properly schools of thought, provides better insights into the
European Political Integration in general and the evolution of the Common European
Foreign Policy in particular. While many hold that the EU is unique and should be
studied within the field of European Integration Theories, others defend the analytical

value of theories of International Relations.

In one hand, scholars working on the European political integration from an IR
perspective have mainly focused on empirical questions of decision-making, policy-
making and regional or issue-area specific governance processes in the EU (Wessels,
1997; Nutall, 1992; Holland, 1991 and 1997, Ginsberg, 1989; 1999), with special
emphasis on foreign policy (White, 2001; Carlsnaes, Sjursen and White, 2004;
Keukeleire and MacNaughtan, 2008), “security community” or zone of peace (Adler,
1997; Kelstrup and Williams, 2000, Schimmelfennig, 2003), identity and order (Kelstrup
and Williams, 2000) and regionalization/regionalism (Telo, 2001). Even though some of
these works also suggest to combine EU Studies with IR Theory (especially Kelstrup
and Williams, 2000; Adler; 1997; Schimmelfennig, 2003 and Telo, 2001) most of IR
Research remained empirical and did not develop new theoretical concepts. In this
sense, the empiricism in the IR perspective on the EU avoids the development of a

general theory to compare different regional integration processes around the world. On

B In this dissertation | use the terms “political integration” and “foreign policy integration” interchangeably. |
understand that integration of national foreign policies into the EU sphere started with the EPC (European Political
Cooperation) and culminated in the CFSP/ESDP (Common Foreign and Security Policy and European Security and
Defence Policy). | also understand that this political integration includes the role played by the EC in cross-pillar
issues.
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the other hand the EU Integration literature fails to grasp the specific circumstances of
foreign policy by mainly focusing on the internal development of the EU and forgetting
about its external relationships (Hix, 1997; Nugent, 1989; Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2006;
Rosamond, 2000; Beach, 2005; Moravcsik, 1998). While those studies shed some light
on how European integration has changed expectations among its member states and
societies, they do not grasp the emerging actorness of the EU and fail to see that the
EU is more than just an arena for the coordination of the national foreign policy making
of member states (Hill and Smith, 2005: 5).

We therefore agree that the EPC/CFSP is not well served by theory (Hyde-Price, 2004:
99), and consequently the “state of the art” of the European political integration is still at
the pre-theoretical stage (Holland, 1994: 129; Hill 1993, Tonra and Christiansen, 2004),
although the beginning of the 2000’s presented us with some bright insights and may
represent the beginning of a generalizable theory of political integration (Tonra and
Christiansen, 2004; Smith, 2004; Kelstrup and Williams, 2000; Diez, Albert and Stetter,
2008).

This chapter aims to present an overview of the main theoretical and analytical
frameworks that try to explain the dynamics and outcomes of the European political
integration. The first approaches to European Integration** constituted a big challenge
to IR theory, which at that time was dominated by realism. The first EU approaches
stressed that anarchy could be overcome and that a focus on power relations could be
replaced by a focus on governance. They also stressed the potential of cooperation and
learning. IR Theory reacted by explaining that EU integration was “low politics” of a non-
state actor, and therefore when it becomes “high politics” or turns into a state then
realism would be a strong explanatory theory. However, the emerging overlap between
neorealism and neoliberalism has been very well caught in the EU literature. The

neoliberal emphasis on the role played by international institutions and the

% For instance: Haas, 1958; 1964; Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970; 1971; Lindberg, 1963; Mitrany, 1966 and
Pentland, 1973.
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developments in the EU challenges the neorealist focus on relative gains. (Smith, 2000)
In this sense, overlapping approaches between European Studies and International
Relations are observed in this chapter. In the final part we will propose an analytical
model for the study of political integration which draws from the inflexion between IR
and European Studies since the 1990°s and which might be applied to other integration

processes around the world.

2.1 European integration Studies

The field of European integration studies is puzzled by two main questions: 1. What is
understood by integration? and 2. Is European integration uniqgue and can it not be
replicated anywhere else in the world? (@hrgaard, 2004: 26; Long, 1997: 187, Eilstrup-
Sangiovanni, 2006: 7-10, Rosamond, 2000: 10)

Karl Deustch, one of the first integration scholars, defines integration as “the probability
that conflicts will be resolved peacefully”. As such, integration appears to achieve some
sort of a final state of a process, thereby leading to a situation where conflicts among
members are settled by peaceful means. (Deutsch, 1957: 69). Another classic scholar,
Ernst Haas, argues that integration as a condition fails to offer a clear distinction
between the situation before the integration started and the situation during the process.
Therefore, for Haas integration as a condition does not shed light on the role of social
change. In this sense, Haas defines integration as “the process whereby political actors
in several distinct national settings are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations
and political activities towards a new centre whose institutions possess or demand
jurisdiction over the pre-existing national states” (Haas, 1958: 627). As such, Haas sees
integration more as a process towards a new political community. The third perspective
advanced by Leon Lindberg argues that integration is “the development of devices and
processes for arriving at collective decisions by means other than autonomous actions
by national governments” (Lindberg, 1963: 5-6). This definition agrees with Haas’s view
of integration as a process, but it foremost refers to the practices of sharing and
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delegating decision-making and does not necessarily lead to a new “political

community” as proposed by Haas (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2006: 8).

Strong self-criticism of the European integration theorists refers to the fact that they
could not agree on a definition of both the process and outcome of integration, and
therefore it turned out to be impossible to compare their findings, meaning that what
represents a clear indication of integration in one model is viewed as irrelevant to the
other. This difficulty to agree on the dependent variable recalls the tale of a group of
blind men trying to discover what an elephant looks like. Each blind man touched a
different part of the animal and each concluded that the elephant had the shape of the
part he had touched. As a result they all reached very different conclusions about its
appearance and they began a heated debate (Puchala, 1972: 268). At the time of
Puchala’s critique, the field was dominated by a small number of “grand theories,” with
a small number of basic assumptions that completely disagreed with each other on how
to study integration. Nowadays, in the field of European integration studies the
competing “grand theories” gave way to “middle range theories” that are more flexible

and try to grasp specific processes and outcomes.

The second question to be answered is whether the European integration a
phenomenon which cannot be replicated. According 