CHAPTER ONE

Historical and Theoretical Guideline

Uncertainty and indeterminacy seem to be the names of the game.
Latin American experiences with regional Integration and regionalism
have been unstable and, according to “Europeanized” common sense,
unsuccessful. Yet without a doubt, Latin America is the “other” conti-
nent with a long tradition of modern regional integration, dating back
to the post=World War IT era. As early as 1948, the Central Americans
organized a functional cooperation in the realm of higher educa-
tion, with the creation of the Central American Council for Higher
Education (CSUCA). Then in 1951 they formed the Organization of
Central American States (ODECA), and in 1958 they went on to sign
a multilateral treaty of economic integration. In the rest of the conti-
nent, the 1960s witnessed a first wave of agreements, with the Latin
American Free Trade Association (ALALC, 1960), the Caribbean
Free Trade Association (CARIFTA, 1965), and later the Andean Pact
(GRAN, 1969).1n 1973, CARIFTA became the Caribbean Community
(CARICOM) but elsewhere the 1970s were a decade of crisis and stale-
mate. A second wave of agreements built up in the 1990s, most notably
with the Common Market of the South (MERCOSUR, 1991) and the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA, 1994).

Going back further in history, we would see that the reference to
an imagined united Latin America has been recurrent ever since the
continent gained its independence at the beginning of the nineteenth
century. Throughout this period, Central America has made at least
twenty-five attempts to reunite and twice, in 1907 and 1942, planned
to unify its education systemns.

. This “other” continent of regional integration today offers a very
rich picture, with five major regional groupings in North America
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(NAFTA), Central America (Central American System of [ntegration,
SICA), the Caribbean (CARICOM), the Andes (Andean Community
of Nations, CAN), and the Southern Cone (MERCOSUR), The dif-
ferent countries of the Hemisphere are also tied up by a myriad of
bilateral and multilateral agreements, and to make things even more
complicated the global architecture is constantly evolving, as some
competing interregional projects are discussed (Free Trade Area of
the Americas, FTAA; Bolivarian Alternative for the Americas, ALBA;
South American Union of Nations, UNASUR). The regional integra-
tion processes also suffers recurrent crises and reactivations. Consider
two examples, the Andean Community (CAN) went through four
major crises in thirty years, each one being a motive of dark predictions
about its future. In 1976, seven years after the onset of the integration
process, Chile left the group. Then in 1986, the debt crisis paralyzed
the progress of trade liberalization, and between 1991 and 1994, Peruy
stepped back from the Custom Union, in the midst of Fujimori’s
authoritarian drift. Finally in 2006 it was the revolutionary Venezuelan
president Hugo Chavez’s turn to abandon the CAN. Each crisis has
been followed by a reactivation, putting the process on a new path
more or less every ten years. Central America, once considered “the
underdeveloped world’s most successful regional integration effort”!
because of an impressive growth of intraregional trade between 1960
and 1965, has suffered numerous setbacks and crisis during the second
half of the 1960s. Wynia recalls that

since 1966 administrators have faced annual threats of with-
drawal and numerous unilateral violations of regional treaties.
For example, in 1966 the Hondurans threatened withdrawal until
they were granted special treatment under the regional industrial
incentive agreements and in 1967 Costa Rica precipitated a minor
crisis when it enacted a dual exchange rate. In 1968 the frus-
trated administrators of the SIECA (Central American Economic
Integration Secretariat) confronted another serious challenge
when the Nicaraguans defied regional accords by unilaterally pro-
mulgating internal consumption taxes on common market goods
to relieve their fiscal problems. Consequently, the task of holding
the integrative structure together, not expansion, has been the
principal concern of its leadership since its initial achievements of
the early sixties.> During its shorter history, MERCOSUR has
also been muddling through great difficulties, as have SICA and
CARICOM.

As Haas puts it: *
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Against this backdrop, it is no surprise that scholars have had trouble
capturing such a complex reality. Prefacing an interesting collection
of essays, Leon Lindberg and Stuart Scheingold confessed in 1971 a
sense of perplexity, mentioning that they were “in search of an increas-
ingly elusive dependent variable.”? Ten years later, revising a series of
books on Latin American integration, Axline pointed out that “one of
the most remarkable features of Latin American regional integration
has been its capacity to survive and remain active and dynamic in the
face of numerous obstacles, shortcomings, and failures.” Almost three
decades later, this assessment remains remarkably valid. The impressive
reactivation of regional integration during the first half of the 1990s
had lost steam as the twentieth century came to an end and the pro-
gress made was reversed as the Continent entered the twenty-first one.
The new and very promising MERCOSUR faced a severe challenge
with the 2001 Argentine crisis, while the Central Americans decided
to negotiate separate Free Trade Agreements with the United States,
and the Andeans were weakened by the Venezuelan defect. Yet, the
MERCOSUR quickly recovered, Central America opened a collective
negotiation with the European Union and the Andean Community
managed to welcome back Chile as an associate member.

All these ups and downs make the exercise of theorization and pre-
diction very risky and are an invitation to modesty. They also pinpoint
one of the mysteries any inquiry about integration in Latin America
should try to unveil: consistency despite instability, resilience despite
crises.’

We will bump into more intrigues later in this introduction, but
before I even proceed to give some indications on how this book intends
to study regional integration in Latin America, it is necessary to clarify
what I am going to talk about, do some conceptual benchmarking, and
give some definitions.

In Search of a Definition

Some authors have defined integration in very simple, logical, and
therefore acceptable terms as “A process of bringing or combining parts
into a whole.” Nevertheless, based on European experience, classical
definitions of integration have tended to put the emphasis on a method,
the way states relinquish parcels of sovereignty and aggregate political
authority, and an objective, conflict resolution and peace-building.
As Haas puts it: “The study of regional integration is concerned with
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explaining how and why states cease to be wholly sovereign, how and
why they voluntarily mingle, merge, and mix with their neighbors
s0 as to lose the factual attributes of sovereignty while acquiring new
techniques for resolving conflict between themselves.””

Most of the founding fathers of regional integration’s classical theory
were basically concerned with exploring ways of pacifying interna-
tional relations. Some more recent scholars have added a concern about
market forces. For Walter Mattli, for instance, “Integration is defined
as the voluntary linking in the economic domain of two or more for-
merly independent states to the extent that authority over key areas of
domestic regulation and policy is shifted to the supranational level.”8
The ends have changed, but the definition remains centered on states
relinquishing sovereignty.

As for realists like Stanley Hoffman, they questioned that there
could be a “beyond the Nation-State” and preferred to look at regional
groups as international regimes hence they did not need a definition
of regional integration.” Raymond Aron was quite cynical about what
he called “clandestine federalism,” referring to the wishful thinking of
theorists who considered that a common market would “magically”
lead to political integration."” In short, Haas and his colleagues focused
on the states’ pooling of, or ceding sovereignty, and so did the realists,
although the functionalists and the realists admittedly diverge radically
on the way they gauged the “fate of the Nation-State.”

Other scholars paid more attention to non-state actors. To be sure,
Haas was initially concerned with the way “actors in several distinct
national settings are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations,
and political activities toward a new and larger center, whose insti-
tutions possess or demand jurisdiction over the pre-existing national
states,”!! but he later focused almost exclusively on governments. It
was Karl Deutsch and his team who adopted a more sociological def-
inition, referring to regional integration as the “attainment, within a
territory, of a ‘sense of community” and of institutions and practices
strong enough and widespread enough to assure, for a ‘long’ time,
dependable expectations of ‘peaceful change’ among its population.”
And by “sense of community,” he meant “a belief on the part of
individuals in a group that they have come to agreement on at least this
one point: that common social problem must and can be resolved by
process of ‘peaceful change.””? Donald Puchala also adopted a socio=
logical approach, considering regional integration as “the merger of
peoples into a transnational society and polity.”'* Although in a semi-
nal 1972 piece of work, he complained that “more than fifteen years of
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defining, redefining, modeling and theorizing have failed to generate
satisfactory conceptualizations of exactly what it is we are talking about
when we refer to ‘international integration.””** He dared to define
international integration as “A set of processes that produce and sus-
tain a Concordance System at the international level.” A concordance
system he explained as “An international system wherein actors find
it possible to harmonize consistently their interests, compromise their
differences and reap mutual rewards from their interactions.”"” Bruce
Russet also emphasized not just collective war-avoidance strategies but
more broadly mutual problem solving. The process of integration was
for Russet “the process of building capacities for responsiveness relative
to the loads put on the capabilities.”’® In a similar vein, Leon Lindberg
posited that “political integration can be defined as the evolution over
time of a collective decision-making system among nations.”"

These few classical definitions are interesting because they indicate
that since the beginning scholars have been concerned both with what
we will call integration from above and from below. Indeed, as we
shall see in a moment, integration is not only about formal institutions
or governments negotiating some kind of dispute settlements or trying
to foster commercial ties; it is also about communities or civil societies
interacting on a transnational and most of the time informal basis.

Are some of these classical definitions fit to travel to Latin America?
Do they accurately help to describe what we are witnessing in this
continent? Do they even help to raise good questions? There is wide
scope to doubt that. Let me make two quick points. To begin with,
Latin America being a relatively pacified continent, the motives to ini-
tiate an integration process can hardly be found in a common will to
build peace or prevent war. Although we will have the opportunity
to discuss this point in more detail referring to Central America or
MERCOSUR, the linkage between regional integration and peace-
building is not relevant as regards Latin America. Furthermore, despite
the fact that some states in Latin America did agree at some point to
build institutions with supranational powers, imitating the European
ones, they would never really have accepted losing control of the inte-
gration process. Therefore, the question is not so much how and why
states cease to be wholly sovereign, but rather how and why decid-
ing to cease to be wholly sovereign they make sure not to lose con-

trol? Bearing in mind these limitations, the classical definitions are
not disposable materials either. Regional integration, after all, is about
international cooperation and collective decision-making, and it is a
legitimate exercise to try to identify the actors involved and investigate
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their motives, the methods used and the objectives targeted. As we shall
see later, we simply need a looser definition of regional integration.

Is the more recent literature about New Regionalism of more help?
finitions better suited to aide our investigation of Latin
ation? Let us start by recalling that a theory of region-
convincingly elaborated by Andrew Hurrell, who
p the notion of ‘regionalism’ into five different

Does it offer de
American integr
alism had been quite
suggested “to break u
categories”'® (table 1.1).

Hurrell’s typology is interesting because it grasps a fundamental dis-
tinction between societal interaction and interstate cooperation, or
informal and formal regionalism. It also highlights the fact that regional
economic integration is but one subcategory of regional cooperation.
And finally, it does not neglect the perceptions of the actors.

As regards “new regionalism,” according to Soderbaum it is “charac-
terized by its multidimensionality, complexity, fluidity, non-con formity
and by the fact that it involves a variety of state and non-state actors,
who often come together in rather informal multiactor coalitions.”"”
This is a statement Deutsch or Puchala would not have much criti-
cized, as they would have recognized that times are different. Without
a doubt, the international context has changed and with it the actors,
their patterns of cooperation and their main concerns. As Jean Grugel
and Wil Hout put it, “in contrast to that earlier period, ‘new regional-

ism’ is principally a defensive response to the economic marginalization
of much of the South in the 1980s, its political reconfiguration during
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the political and economic turmoil at the end of the cold war, and a fear
of. or reaction to, the trend towards a globalized economy.”*’

But does a regionalism of a new kind necessarily require a different
approach? The New Regionalism literature has drawn our attention to
all these changes. And since the scholars who keep on studying regional
integration hardly bother to give definitions anymore, except Mattli,
the New Regionalism theorists appear to better account for the post—
cold war globalized world. Nevertheless, with regards to definitions,
the added value of New Regionalism seems dubious.

Consider Bjorn Hettne’s distinction between  five levels of
“regionness” (table 1.2). In a way it is a reminiscence of Haas™ typol-
ogy that presents the same evolutionary bias, although he warns not to
take evolution too literally. Moreover, each of his categories has been
described by classic authors. He himself admits that in security terms,
his last two categories correspond to what Deutsch calls “pluralistic
security community” and “amalgamated security community.”?!

The New Regionalism literature is also so diversified that it is
impossible to find what the different theorists have in common, except
precisely a fuzzy reference to New Regionalism. Perhaps among the
different theoretical contributions, the constructivist approach is the

one that has proven to be most innovative, and capturing genuinely
new dimensions of regionalism. Regions are indeed social construc-
tions and/or political projects, and so is free trade.?? As Bull and Bods
put it, “regions are always in the making, constructed, deconstructed

Table 1.2 Bjorn Hettne’s five levels of regionness
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f"‘;’fei f‘\uthor's elaboration of Bjorn Hettne, “The New Regionalism Revisited,” in Frederik Séderbaum
nd Thimothy Shaw (eds.), Theories of New Regionalism, New York, Palgrave Macmillan, 2003, pp. 28-29.
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and reconstructed through social practice and discourse; and not only
states, but also non-state actors, participate in the process of construct—
ing the region and giving its specific content.”?? Among the non-state
actors, they study the role of regional development banks and conclude:
“Every act of regionalization is a political act committed by region-
alizing actors who seck to promote their vision and approach on to
the regional agenda.”** I would add that this construction, the way a
region is “imagined” or promoted, can not be completely detached
from previous experiences. Any social construction is a product of past
experiences, successful as well as unsuccessful ones, Likewise, the way
a region is invented cannot be detached from its “objective” existence.
I would therefore suggest distinguishing between a region as set of
linkages (being historical, political, economic, and cultural) engender-
ing interdependence, and regionalism as a politics of cooperation.

Nye used to define a region as a “limited number of states linked
together by a geographic relationship and by a degree of mutual
interdependence.”? By mutual interdependence, he had in mind secu-
rity concerns. In a previous work I tried to define interdependency
more broadly, including mutual political influences and common
parallel adjustments to modifications of the international context,
deriving from parallel historical trajectories. Latin America, in that
sense, is a region because the different countries share a lot of com-
mon features, and the waves of political change have always been the
product of convergence and/or diffusion.2" By contrast, there are cer-
tain periods in history when the linkages and the subsequent interde-
pendence are on the rise, be it the consequence of deliberate state-led
strategies or unintended consequences of civil society actors’ activism,
[ will define these processes indifferently as regionalization or regional
integration. If my overall preference goes to the notion of regional
integration in this book, it is simply to indicate continuity from the
first 19505’ experiences to present day ones, and to refuse the excessive
dichotomy between “old” and “new” regionalism. There actually are
waves of regional integration or regionalism but no such radical gaps
between them. In addition, long term processes have to be taken into
account, as they are a historical dimension that constitutes a blinding
omission by the New Regionalism literature. '

In this book, regional integration is thus defined as a histori-
cal process of increased levels of interaction between political units
(subnational, national, or transnational), provided by actors sharing
common ideas, setting objectives, and defining methods to achieve
them, and by so doing contributing to building a region. There at€
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three corollaries to this definition: (1) the process can encompass a
great diversity of actors (private and public), levels (from below and
from above), and agendas; (2) It can result from a deliberate strategy
Or emerge as an unintended consequence of a social Interaction; and
(3) not least, it can entail institution building.

The next section of this introduction sums up the history of Latin
American integration, emphasizing its main characteristics, namely its
instability and the gap between objectives, means, and outcomes. It also
insists on the international environment and the importance of critical
Jjunctures and subsequent timing and sequences of regional integration.
Then I will return to theory and revise the theoretical instruments best
suited to make sense of this historical evolution. The introduction will
close with a presentation of the book’s central focus.

Historical Paths of Regional Integration and

Disintegration in Latin America

Ever since the Continent was conquered, the issue of tracing borders
has been a complex one. Although the overall unification of Spanish
conquests was out of reach, the administrative organization of the newly
possessed territories around the Viceroyalties of New Spain and Peru in
the mid sixteenth century was an act of regional integration. This first
showcase was hardly a convincing one compared to the consolidation
of the Portuguese or English speaking colonies. The Viceroyalty of
Brazil would never be dismantled.

During three centuries, the administrative organization of the col-
onies remained more or less stable, The Spanish authorities managed
to organize trade routes and preserve political stability in the colonies,
but they had a hard time preserving some homogeneity in the empire
and could not prevent the progressive consolidation of particulari-
ties in the different regions. Admittedly, the task was immense. The
Viceroyalty of New Spain stretched from California to the Philippines
and from Guatemala to Florida, including the vast territory of Mexico.
The Viceroyalty of Peru covered all South America, except Brazil.

oreover, the prohibition of trade between colonies was an incentive
to localism. Nonetheless, despite their isolation and the obstacle of strict
tules governing commerce, the colonies managed to develop illegal

trade routes and initiated a process of regional integration from below, 27

_Irl the Caribbean, the Andean, the Atlantic, and the Pacific regions,
Smugeling and trafficking contributed to the construction of a sort
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of common market, relying on a local currency to allow transactions.
Other mechanisms helped to build a Latin American region, such as
the situados, a redistributive device, aimed at channeling resources from
rich to poor regions. Typically a gold or silver producing region (e.g.,
Mexico or Peru) would subsidize garrisons in the Caribbean islands or
on the frontier regions such as Chile.

At the beginning of the eighteenth century, Spain experienced
a change of dynasty in power from the Habsburg to the Bourbons.
Among the liberal reforms that followed this political watershed was
the reorganization of the colonial administrative divisions. A third and
a forth Viceroyalties were created with New Grenada (1717, capital
Bogot3), and Rio de la Plata (1776, capital Buenos Aires). At a lower
level, the Bourbons exported to Latin America the French system
of intendencies, creating about forty of them, gathering the classical
audiencias.

As far as the way borders made sense, Latin America reached the
period of independence with mixed feelings. Three centuries of iso-
lation had developed a feeling of belonging to a region, with limited
contacts with the neighbors and the rest of the world, and a commercial
dependence vis-a-vis Spain. Nevertheless, the administrative territorial
division and the bureaucratic rules were responsible for many obstacles,
feeding a major frustration among the elites who eventually would lead
the independence movement.

Toward the end of eighteenth century, the echoes of the American

and French revolutions were welcomed among the educated elite. Some

intellectuals dreamt of a Latin American revolution, and suggested not
only liberation but also a unification of all territories.

The Venezuelan Francisco de Miranda (1750-1816) was a precursor.
As early as 1790, he considered Hispanic America as a “Nation,” and
suggested the formation of a single independent state with all Spanish
speaking territories of the continent. Others were not sure about who
to include in a united continent. The famous Chilean lawyer, born 1n
Peru, Juan Egafia (1768-1836), afraid of a possible European invasion
following Napoleon’s takeover of Spain, had a “Plan for the defense of
America,” consisting in a Federation that included the United States,
Spanish-speaking countries of America, and even Spain. In Central
America, the Honduran José Cecilio de Valle (1780-1834) also had in
mind a Federation including all American territories, in view of devel:
oping trade relations.

Of course, the wars of liberation gave the unification dream somies
consistency. A call for unity was a classic response to external threati§
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Some countries were simply looking for allies in their defense strate-
gies, such as Chile in 1810 inviting Buenos Aires to establish a “General
Defense Plan.” Every great leader of the Continent started to refer to
his home town as patria chica (small country) and to the Continent as
patria grande. And they all envisioned an American Confederation.

It was Simén Bolivar (1783-1830) who best embodied this call for
unification, with his famous 1812 Cartagena Manifest and his military
campaigns. He did not ignore the difficulties of the task though. In his
Letter from Jamaica (1815), he made clear that his desire was to “see
America fashioned into the greatest nation in the world,” but that it
was only a “glorious idea to think of consolidating the New World into
a single nation.” And he added that “remote climates, different situa-
tions, opposed interests, and unequal character divide America.”?

At the same time, he inspired the famous uti possidetis juris principle
stating the respect of borders inherited from the colonial era, adopted
during the 1819 Angostura Congress. Bolivar was an idealist when he
had to legitimize the war efforts, but a realist when he was anticipating
the political order that would follow. He borrowed many references
from the French Revolution, but did not envision a genuine revolution
and the establishment of Republican regimes. Many of his followers
would try to build upon his ideas, forgetting his ambiguities. Bolivar
eventually managed to unite the territories he liberated, creating in 1819
a Grand Colombia, with Venezuela, Colombia, Panama, and Ecuador,
but he failed to rally support for his project of a great Hispano-American
alliance. Only Mexico, Peru, Colombia, and Central America attended
the First Congress of Latin American Plenipotentiaries, held in Panama
between June 22 and July 15, 1826. A defense treaty, “Treaty of Union,
League and Perpetual Confederation,” was signed, only ratified by
Gran Colombia.

The wars of independence had resulted in the revitalization of
colonial administrative divisions. In one case, that meant unifica-
tion. Central America, long united under the General Captaincy of
Guatemala during the colonial period, got its independence in 1821,
only to be absorbed for a while by Mexico’s Emperor Iturbide (1821—
1823), and later established a Federation that lasted between 1825 and
1838. But in the other regions, that meant separations. During the first
fifty years of independence, Latin America deepened its commercial
ties with Europe based on commodities export and consolidated its
political divisions while at the same time continuing to plan its reuni-
fication. Localism and nationalism were stubbornly setting obstacles to
a0y attempt to erase borders or relinquish sovereignty. In each country
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civil wars were raging, the product of rivalries between local power-
ful oligarchical families and of clashes between liberals and conserva-
tives. The former favored free trade and secularization of socie
latter were more protectionists and defensive of the role of the
Church in the new emerging political orders.

A process of regional disintegration was on its way, with Paraguay
detached from Buenos Aires (1811), Bolivia from Peru (1825), and
Urugnay from Brazil (1828). In 1830, Gran Colombia was dissolved,
leaving Venezuela, Colombia, and Ecuador as separate states, and so
did the Federation of Central America in 1838 (Costa Rica, Nicaragua,
Honduras, El Salvador and Guatemala). Finally, in 1839, the Peruvi
Bolivian Confederation disappeared, after Chile’s declar
the same time, some countries such as Mexico, Argentina, Colombia, or
Venezuela managed to preserve their unity building Federal systems,

Against this backdrop, many diplomatic summits were held to try
and solidify a continental solidarity. In 1847—1848 in Lima, Peru, the
Second Congress of Latin American Plenipotentiarie

s took place,
also known as the First Congress of Lima, with Colombia, Ecuador,

Bolivia, Chile, and Peru, The purpose of the summit was to study a
Confederation plan. None of the participants ever ratified the Treaty
of Confederation they signed. In 1856, two treaties were signed, one
in Chile by Peru, Chile, and Ecuador (Continental Treaty), and one in
Washington by Costa Rica, Salvador, Guatemala, Mexico, Peru, and
Venezuela (Treaty of Alliance and Confederation). Then in 18641865,
the Third Congress of Latin American Plenipotentiaries was held, or
the Second Congress of Lima, with Venezuela, Colombia, Chile, El
Salvador, Ecuador, Peru, and Bolivia. During this Congress, another
defense treaty was signed. Another Latin American Summit was held
in Caracas in 1883, with the 2 mbition of revitalizing Bolivar’s thoughts.
Colombia, Bolivia, Peru, E] Salvador, Mexico. and Argentina sent dip-
lomats. Also worth mentioning are a series of juridical congresses, held
in Lima (1877-1880) and Montevideo (1888-1889) that, in addition to
previous Congresses, made important contributions to the harmoniza-
tion of principles and practices (international arbitration, extradition,
abolition of slavery, etc) The balance of Hispano-Americanism was
rather poor, though. Many declarations had been signed that never got
enforced, and no progress was made toward free trade or political uni-
fication, although a continental cooperation on non-political matters
did prosper,
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attend a Congress in 1882. The project was “different from that con-
ceived by Bolivar. It was restricted to nonpolitical cooperation, primar-
ily in economic relations.”??

Paradoxically, Pan-Americanism would also give new strength to
Latin American solidarity at the beginning of the twentieth century,
adding a new component to the project: anti-imperialism. To be sure,
tensions between North and South America began when President
Monroe ordered the invasion of Florida in 1817, Bolivar’s army had just
conquered the island of Amelia and established the Republic of Florida.
The United States would then buy the region from Spain. Later came
the famous 1823 Monroe doctrine, welcomed with cautions by Latin
American leaders, anxious to secure protection from Europe but afraid
the United States could seize any opportunity to establish military
domination over the continent. Starting in 1845 with the annexing of
Texas and later the 1848 peace treaty with Mexico, with the latter los
ing about a third of its territory, the history of U.S. military aggression
in Latin America, in the name of the Manifest Destiny, is notable.?°

The First International American Conference (October 2, 1889—
April 19, 1890) was a successful experiment of collective diplomacy
for Latin America, as the representatives managed to block a U.S.
sponsored plan to impose a custom union, although they accepted
the creation of a Commercial Bureau of American Republics.
Nevertheless, this success did not convert into solidarity. When the
Cuban José Marti, one of the most famous spokespersons of Latin
American interests during the conference, led a liberation war in his
island and eventually got killed in 1895, and when the United States
invaded the island three years later (Spanish War), there were no signs
of a collective reaction in Latin America.

The first three decades of the twentieth century saw the emer-
gence of new political parties, actively involved in the anti-imperialism
movement, and spreading renewed projects of political unity through-
out the continent. The Peruvian American Popular Revolutionary
Alliance (APRA), the Mexican Institutionalized Revolutionary Party
(PRI), or the Bolivian National Revolutionary Movement (MNR),
defended the idea that solidarity was to serve projects of revolutionary
change. However, although they kept alive the myth of Latin American
brotherhood, they failed to launch a continental political movement of
major importance.

Nine other International American Conferences would follow the
18891890 one, in Mexico (1901-1902), Rio de Janeiro (1906), Buenos
Alres (1910), Santiago de Chile (1923), La Havana (1928), Montevideo
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(1933), Lima (1938), Bogota (1948), and Caracas (1954). Of special
importance were the ninth one in Bogota, for its approval of the Charter
of the Organization of American States (OAS), and three special con-
ferences, one on the Maintenance of Peace (1936 in Buenos Aires),
one on Problems of War and Peace (1945, Chapultepec, Mexico), and
finally one for the Maintenance of Continental Peace and Security
(1947 in Rio de Janeiro) where a Treaty of reciprocal assistance (Rio
Pact) was signed.

The aftermath of World War II is a milestone in the history of
regional integration, not only because the Inter-American system is
put in place with ics political (OAS) and security (Rio Pact) pillars. The
fact that Latin America belonged to the winning alliance had impor-
tant consequences, the least important of them not being its massive
participation at the 1945 San Francisco Conference that gave birth to
the United Nations Organization (UNO/UN). Twenty out of the fifty
participants were Latin Americans and they proved to be quite influen-
tial pushing human rights issues.®! A collective Latin American inter-
vention made it possible, with the support of the United States, to
defend the seating of Argentina, accused by the Soviet Union of hav-
ing supported the Axis during the war. Latin American representatives
were also very active in the defense of a wider scope of intervention for
the Organization, including economic and social cooperation.

Three years later, the creation of the UN Economic Commission for
Latin America and the Caribbean (CEPAL) reflected Latin America’s
lack of confidence in the Inter-American economic and social council
created in 1945 in the Chapultepec Conference. The historical con-
text, the first steps, and the writings of CEPAL have been described
many times.” Suffice to mention that the initial UN intentions were
to provide international economic cooperation to an underdeveloped
region. This rather modest technical role notwithstanding, CEPAL
progressively became an influential think-tank, under the leadership
of Argentine economist Ratil Prebisch. His thesis, and the one of Hans
Singer, pointed out that the terms of trade between commodities and

manufactures were subject to 2 downward trend. If Latin America was
to launch its economic development, it had to stimulate its industrial-
ization process.* In 1949, in what Hirschman described as CEPALS
manifesto, Prebisch mentioned that Latin America should be better |
off unifying its markets, as it would raise the industrial productivity: ||
The next year, the study on the economic situation of Latin America

emphasized the necessity of economic regional integration and tariff
protection.>*
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The so-called Prebisch-Singer thesis was hardly convincing dur-
ing the Korean War, as the prices paid in the international markets
for Latin American raw products were rather high. Conversely, in
the second half of the 19505, the deterioration of terms of trade gave
some more credibility to Prebisch’s thesis, and in 1955, the creation
of a trade committee allowed CEPAT to elaborate projects of regional
integration. The “CEPAL doctrine” considered that Latin America
should pursue a strategy of industrialization, based on import substi-
tution and protectionism. To take advantage of economies of scales,
Latin America should also constitute 2 Common Market.*® This
doctrine was diffused by the numerous técnicos, mostly young bureau-
crats working in ministries of Economy of different countries, formed
by CEPAL.

As the 1950s came to a close, a whole new generation of politi-
cal leaders took over, displacing the old dictators (Vargas in Brazil,
Perén in Argentina, Trujillo in the Dominican Republic, Odria in
Peru, Pérez Jiménez in Venezuela) who strongly opposed any pro-
ject of integration. New civil presidents such as Arturo Frondizi in
Argentina, Juscelino Kubitschek in Brazil, Alberto Lleras C
Colombia (who had been the first general secretary of OAS), or Romulo
Betancourt in Venezuela, were much more enthusiastic about integra-
tion. Some of them belonged to the Christian Democrat family, with
ramifications in Europe, where this political sensibility was actively
promoting integration. The end of the 1950 also witnessed a change
in the way the United States considered Latin American integration.

Because he supported many dictators, Vice President Richard Nixon
was welcomed with fierce hostility by students and workers in Lima
and Caracas during his 1958 Latin American tour.”® The U.S. adminis-
tration realized how unpopular they were on the Continent. Brazilian
president Juscelino Kubitschek seized this opportunity to suggest the
launching of a major cooperative strategy to fight poverty. Operation
Pan America did not receive much support from President Eisenhower,
but the 1959 Cuban revolution convinced the U.S. administration
that a change of policy was an urgent task. As a result, the United
States accepted the idea of creating a bank, and in April 1959 the Inter-
American Development Bank (IADB) was founded. Later in March
1961 President Kennedy presented his Alliance for Progress initiative.
A ten year effort was approved during a Montevideo Inter-American
Conference in August 1961. Last and not least, the end of the 1950s saw
six Buropean countries dramatically shifting their regional integration
process launched in 1951 with the Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)

amargo in
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The Treaty of Rome, March 25, 1957, gave birth to the Economic
European Community (EEC) and sent a mixed signal to the world.
France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, Netherlands, and Luxemburg were
leading the way, as far as integration and peace-building are concerned,
but they were also building a bloc that could result in trade diversion.
This new historical context offered Latin America both new opportu-
nities and a model to get inspiration from.
The first region to jump on the bandwagon was Central America.
As we shall see in more detail in chapter two, a new climate of
solidarity resulted from the global change in the post—World War II
international context. As early as 1948, as mentioned earlier, the
Central Americans initiated their cooperation in the field of higher
cducation and went on to create in 1951 the Organization of Central
American States (ODECA). This political initiative would not be as
successful as the Central American Common Market (MCCA) cre-
ated in 1960. The same year, eleven Latin American countries signed
the Treaty of Montevideo giving birth to the Latin American Free
Trade Association (ALALC).”” A twelve year period was scheduled
to remove trade barriers. At the end of that period, only 10% of the
products had been the object of talks. The negotiations on the basis of
lists of products proved inefficient, and in 1969 the program had to be
rescheduled. That year, a group of six less developed Andean coun-
tries decided to go their own way, as they complained the big players
(namely Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico) were the main beneficiaries of
trade liberalization. Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Chile, Peru, and later
Venezuela (1973), embarked upon their own paths. The Andean Pact
signed in 1969 was much more than a free trade agreement. Modeled
after the EEC, the Andean Group (GRAN) was a highly institution-
alized arrangement that would not prove very efficient either. Finally,
in 1969, a group of Caribbean countries created the Caribbean Free
Trade Association (CARIFTA), replaced in 1973 by the Caribbean
Community (CARICOI\II).SR A few years later, the same less-more
developed divide would affect CARICOM as the poorer castern
Caribbean states that had already created the East Caribbean Common
Market (ECCM) in 1967, formed in 1981 the Organization of Eastern
Caribbean States (OECS).”

An important dimension of this first wave of postwar regional inte-
gration was the policy of industrial complementarity, which was sup-
posed to promote industrial specialization among the member countries
of a regional grouping. This policy clearly failed, both for internal
reasons (opposition of authoritarian governments to cede parcels of
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sovereignty) and external reasons (opposition of the United States to
what it considered an interference with free market forces).

During the 1970s, Latin American promoters of integration had to
admit that the process did not go as planned. As a political construc-
tion, an instrument of development or a simple device for trade pro-
motion, regional integration failed to fulfill the initial aspirations.*?
For CEPAL'’s general secretary, “The problem of Latin America is that
the proper strategy to melt the different nationalisms into a single
Latin American nationalism has not been found.™!' Paradoxically,
these failures coupled with the impression that the United States
diplomacy under Nixon was clearly neglecting Latin America, led to a
reactivation of “Latino-Americanism.” In April 1969, the Conference
of Latin American Foreign Ministers approved the so-called Consensus
of Vifia del Mar. As one participant put it: “Never before had the for-
eign ministers of the entire continent met to discuss the problems of
Latin America in its relations with the United States—without the
latter being present—and to agree on a common position.” The
Consensus emphasized such principles as the affirmation of a Latin
American personality as “irreversible and legitimate,” juridical equal-
ity among nations, non-intervention and unconditional cooperation.
Eventually the Consensus led to the creation of a Special Commission
for Consultation and Negotiation (CECON) that proved unable to
convince the United States to lower its tariffs.

The early 1970s offered a very adverse context, international (rise
of oil prices) as well as domestic (breakdown of democratic regimes
in countries such as Bolivia, Chile, Uruguay, Peru, Argentina, and
Ecuador). Nevertheless, the military regimes were concerned with
security and modernization and were eager to secure some regional
cooperation. In 1969, Brazil, Argentina, Bolivia, Paraguay, and
Uruguay signed the River Plate Basin Treaty, agreeing to join efforts
to provide a full integration of the regions drained by the rivers, and in
1978 Bolivia, Brazil, Ecuador, Guyana, Peru, Surinam, and Venezuela
signed the Amazon Pact, with similar preoccupations in the Amazon
River basin. As far as regional economic integration is concerned,
the 1970s were a period of readjustment and “revisionism’™? leading
to the creation of the Latin American Economic System (SELA) in
1975, and the signing of the 1980 Montevideo Treaty, refreshing the
1960 one and replacing ALALC with the Latin American Integration
Association (ALADI). SELA was conceived as a “permanent regional
body” to “promote intra-regional cooperation in order to accelerate
the economic and social development of its members” and “to provide
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a permanent system of consultation and coordination for the adoption
of common positions and strategies on economic and social matters
in international bodies and forums as well as before third countries
and groups of countries.”™* Twenty-six countries became members of
SELA, based in Caracas, Venezuela. As regards ALADI, it is a much
more modest and flexible organization than ALALC was, with a lower
commitment toward free trade.*> The new association did not impose
a specific methodology of negotiation, nor any schedules or deadlines.
Other integration schemes, most notably the Andean Group (GRAN)
and the Central American Common Market (MCCA), underwent the
same evolution, trying to readjust and downgrade their objectives.

During the 1980s, the political context changed dramatically with
the wave of democratization progressively submerging the whole
continent. In parallel, the Latin Americans addressed collectively two
serious crises, setting the basis for deeper cooperation and an impressive
reactivation of regional integration attempts.**

The first crisis was the so-called debt crisis that started to hit the
continent in 1982, putting in jeopardy the transitions to democracy. In
June 1984, Mexico, Argentina, Brazil, and Colombia took the initiative
to organize a Conference in Cartagena (Colombia), in order to call the
attention of the creditor countries on the potentially very devastating
social and political consequences of the crisis. A collective treatment of
the debt crisis was hard to carry on though. Each country had a partic-
ular debt structure and was tempted to defect and negotiate a debt relief
deal of its own with its creditors. Indeed, in 1984, Brazil, Peru. Ecuador,
Mexico, Venezuela, Argentina, and Chile successively struck a deal to
alleviate their debt burden. Nevertheless, the “Consensus of Cartagena”
had a deep impact on the way the debt problem would be addressed by
the creditor countries, the banks, or the multilateral organizations. The
heavily indebted Latin American countries accepted reimbursement,
but not at any social and political cost. As a consequence, in 1989, the
Brady Plan would call on the banks to be flexible.

Another diplomatic initiative has been even more successful.
In 1983, Mexico, Venezuela, Colombia, and Panama gathered in
the Island of Contadora and offered their mediation in the Central
American conflict. Joined in 1985 by Argentina, Brazil, Peru, and
Uruguay, they wrote an Act of Contadora for peace and cooperation in_
Central America that received worldwide support. The Act was never
accepted by the Central Americans, except the Sandinista government
of Nicaragua, but served as an inspiration for the 1987 Arias peace plan
that would eventually bring peace to the region. These two diplomatic
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initiatives both ran into fierce resistance from the Reagan administra-
tion, but definitively installed a new climate in Latin America. The new
democratic leaders of the continent were ready to build some kind of a
club of democratic regimes, looking for ways to collectively consolidate
their fragile transitions. They were also keen to institutionalize their
collaboration. In 1986, the ministers for Foreign Affairs of the eight
countries which worked together to solve the Central American crisis
decided, in a Rio de Janeiro meeting, to create a permanent group.
The Rio Group held its first presidential summit on November 29,
1987, in Acapulco (Mexico) and adopted a Compromise for Peace,
Development, and Democracy that put the emphasis on the existence
of a community of interests and values between Latin American coun-
tries. A Permanent mechanism of consultation was put in place and the
Group decided to welcome other Latin American countries and meet
on a yearly basis. The collective treatment of common problems was
giving way to a loose political association.

During the 1990s, this new political climate, anticipating the
economic benefits of regionalism in the context of globalization,
Europe’s consolidation as a block and the United States’ new pro-
ject (President Bush’s Enterprise for the Americas initiative), led to a
proliferation of new initiatives (table 1.3). In 1991, Argentina, Brazil,
Paraguay, and Uruguay agreed to open a Common market of the
South (MERCOSUR), in the same year the G3 was formed (Mexico,
Colombia, and Venezuela), and the Central Americans put their inte-
gration process on a new track with the SICA. The next year, the
North American Free Trade Agreement was signed, and then succes-
sively in 1994 and 1996, the Caribbeans and the Andeans reactivated
their integration processes. Finally, during the 1994 Miami Summit of
the Americas, a negotiation was opened that should have led to a Free
Trade Area of the Americas in 2005. This project, as we shall see, got
paralyzed in the years 2002-2003.

This last wave of regional integration is very different from the pre-
vious ones. During the 1990s, the new free trade agreements distanced
themselves from the protectionist ones of the previous generation. They
envisioned integration as a way to boost their insertion in the global
economy. Regional integration is no longer a device aimed at acceler-
ating the industrialization of Latin America. Planning of import sub-
stitution is no longer the objective, as Latin America turns neoliberal
and embraces the Washington consensus. CEPAL imported the Asian
Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC)’s principle of “open region-
alism” to describe the tentative reconciliation between regionalism
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Table 1.3 The 19905’ wave of integration

Regional Group Date Members

G3: Group of 3 1991 Colombia, Mexico, Venezuela

MERCOSUR: Comnion 1991 Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay

Market of the South

SICA: Central American 1991 Guatemala, Belize, Costa Rica, Nicaragua, Honduras,

Integration System Panama, El Salvador

NAFTA: North American 1992 Canada, México, United States

Frce Trade Agreement

ACS: Association of 1994 Antigua and Barbuda, The Bahamas, Barbados, Belize,

Caribbean States Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominica, Dominican
Republic, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana,
Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama,
St Kitts & Nevis, St Lucia, St Vincent, the Grenadines,
Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, Venezuela
Associate members: Aruba, France, Netherland
Antilles, Turks and Caicos

CAN: Andean 1996 Ecuador, Bolivia, Peru, Colombia, Venezuela

Community

Source: Author’s elaboration,

and multilateralism."” This new regionalism is also opened as far as
membership is concerned and indeed many regional arrangements wel-
comed new members or associate members during this period. As we
shall explain later in chapter three, this wave of regionalism is also
different from a political point of view. The new treaties are no longer
politically “neutral™ as they clearly aim to contribute to the consolida-
tion of democracy. The last wave of regional integration agreements is
very much related to the major political shifts of the period, most nota-
bly democratization and the implementation of neoliberal reforms.

What is the current situation of the five main regional integration
processes? The rest of this book will give many details, but for now five
features can be highlighted.

First, if we exempt NAFTA, instability is definitely a structural char-
acteristic of Latin American or Caribbean integration. Table 1.4 only
mentions the main crises the groupings have had to grapple with, but
many observers mention a state of permanent crisis to describe regional
integration in Central America, the Andes, or MERCOSUR_8

Second, in terms of commercial interdependence or economic
convergence, the balance is rather poor. Without a doubt economic

R
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Table 1.6 Interregional agreeme]i

Group

- Free Trade Area of South
America (FTASA)

- Initiative for the Integration
of Infrastructure in South
America (IIRSA)

_ Community of South-
American Nations (CSN)

- Union of South American
Nations (UNASUR)

Free Trade Area of the
Americas (FTAA)

_—
Source: Author’s elaborartion.
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Table 1.6 Interregional agreements
|
Group Year of Promoter Members
Proposal
la
Uruguay _ Free Trade Area of South 1993 Brazil (Franco)
Alijqferi‘ca (FTASA) ‘ Argentina, Bolivia,
ica, Nicaragua, Honduras, _ Initiative for the I.ntegratxon 2000 Brazil (Cardoso) Brazil, Chile,
of Infrastructure in South Colombia, Ecuador
America (IIRSA) Guyana, Paraguay,
ALeS _ Community of South- 2004 Brazil (Lula) Peru, Surinam,
American Nations (CSN) Uruguay, Venezuela |
Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, _ Union of South American 2007 Venezuela (Chavez)
a, Dominica, Dominican Nations (UNASUR) | |
mda., Guat-emala, Guyana, Free Trade Area of the 1994 United States 34 members: All I
Aexl.co, Nicaragua, Par{ama, Americas (FTAA) (Clinton) American countries
st Vincent, the Grenadines, ‘
but Cuba

bago, Venezuela

France, Netherland Source: Author’s elaboration. |

lombia, Venezuela

integration has not triggered in Latin America a process similar to the |

European one, where intraregional trade reaches more than 60%. The |

region where intraregional trade has reached the highest level is Central (19

America, with an intraregional to total trade ratio of less than 30%.% |
Third, institutionalization remains weak, with a large gap between

the abundance of laws and the low level of compliance, and a mismatch

lso opened as far as
1al arrangements wel-

1g this period. As we between scope and level of integration.
f regionalism is also Four, adding to these difficulties or limitations, the different regional
treaties are no longer groupings have had to meet the challenge of possible implosions or dilu-
L Cte) the COHSOlidaﬁ tions, as a great variety of negotiations at different levels are concluded |
gration agreements 1s by the signature of bilateral, multilateral, or interregional agreements.
he period, most nota- Membership is no longer exclusive, with cases of overlapping member-
COlib.CIal reforms. - ships, and strategies of “polygamy” spreading (tables 1.5 and 1.6).%
1 regional integration And finally, five, external actors such as the European Union or
tails, but for now five the United States play important but contrasting roles. The former
has always been keen to export its model of integration and has, |
itely a structural char- over the years, pressured the Central Americans, the Andeans, or the
ration. Table 1.4 only MERCOSUR ans to show proofs of a deepening of their integra- |
1 to grapple with, but tion process prior to any interregional negotiation. The latter’s pt;licy ‘

!las changed from frank hostility to CEPAL's conception of planned
Integration in the 1950s, to supporting the creation of free trade areas

n the 1960s, and then to an invitation to join a hemispherical initiative |
in the 1990s, before going back to bilateralism in the 2000s.

is to describe regional
ERCOSUR.*®

ndence or economic
ut a doubt economic
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More recently, Venezuelan president Hugo Chévez has challenged
the neoliberal orientation of the current integration schemes and
has proposed a “Bolivarian alternative for the Americas” (ALBA).
Meanwhile, external powers are offering negotiations. The United
States has signed bilateral free trade agreements with Chile, Central
America and the Dominican Republic, Peru, Colombia, and Panama.
The European Union, after signing with Mexico and Chile, is negoti-
ating with MERCOSUR., CA N, and SICA.
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My intention in this section is not to present and discuss the main = Onset of a ]
theories elaborated in the past fifty years to study regional integration.
There are some excellent collections or readers doing the job,*? 50 I can
allow myself to get straight to the task of selecting the theoretical tools evoked integration from g
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dition of never ending intents to describe the overall processes of simply answered that the
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process and usefully applied to Latin America. Nevertheless, each pro- Or linguistic assimilation; |
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own standards; (3) It should be clear by now that this book does not use
a deductive approach, my concern is primarily to explore theoretical
ways of explaining Latin American integration or disintegration, not
to validate, enrich, or invalidate some existing theories. In so doing, if
it is possible to make general statements and suggest some theoretical
upgrading, I will do so.

This book strongly argues for midrange theorization and tries to
explain what is “out there in the empirical world,” as Puchala put it.>
In order to do so, it claims to use cross-fertilization from different
schools, although it can probably be included in the skeptical school
of integration, the one that calls for “the development of both a the-
oretically and empirially based awareness of the dialectical interaction
between the limits and possibilities of integration in a given moment
in time.”>*

To make sense out of Latin American experiences with regional
integration, three main classical questions can help build a frame-
work of analysis: how and why is a regional integration process
launched? How does it evolve? And how can its politics and policies
be characterized?

Onset of a Regional Integration Process

Except Central America, with its short-lived Federation, Latin America
evoked integration from above during more than a hundred and fifty
years before actually initiating a process, starting again in Central
America after Word War II. Given this long historical lag between an
imagined political unity and the first materialization of the project, we
obviously have to start by asking why it took so long.

Although they were not concerned with explaining the historical
lag mentioned above, classical neo-functionalist authors would have
simply answered that the “background conditions” have long been
adverse. In their study of Latin American Free Trade Association
(ALALC) in the 1960s, Haas and Schmitter noticed that the distri-
bution of pattern variables was not very favorable. ALALC’s results
were “mixed” in all four background conditions, size of units, rates, of
transaction, pluralism, and elite complementarity.®® Karl Deutsch was
more cautious as he referred to “such helpful but non-essential condi-
tions included previous administrative and/or dynastic union; ethnic
or linguistic assimilation; strong economic ties; and foreign mili-
tary threat.”>® More recently, Walter Mattli has also insisted both on
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demand conditions (the potential for economic gains and the demand
for rules by market players) and supply conditions (a leading country
and committed institutions).”

Most of the time the studies of conditions suffer from serious flaws,
they tend to use the European experience as a yardstick to measure the
chances other integration processes have to follow the same path, or
they tend to rationalize ex post with dubious causal links. In order to
address the questions “Why did it take so long?” or “Why did it finally
happen?,” I claim that a mixture of constructivism and historical insti-
tutionalism is a much better tool.

First, the constructivist approach is of great help in clarifying the
terms used in Latin America. When the Latin Americans spoke of a
single nation desperately looking for its reunification, there seems to
have been a misunderstanding that would have lasting effects. Since
the Latin Americans essentially had a feeling of belonging to their local
towns during the colonial era, the discourse about a nation could not
be anything but an invention.

It is of interest to recall the classical explanation offered by Benedict
Anderson of Spanish America’s failure to “generate a permanent
Spanish-America-wide nationalism.” The “pilgrim creole function-
aries” and “provincial creole printmen played the decisive histori-
cal role,” the former by contributing to create a meaning from the
colonial administrative units, the latter by forming an “imagined
community among a specific assemblage of fellow-readers.” The fail-
ure, for Anderson, “reflects both the general level of development of
capitalism and technology in the late cighteenth century and the ‘local’
backwardness of Spanish capitalism and technology in relation to the
administrative stretch of the Empire.”8

If there was no “Spanish-America-wide nationalism,” there was
hardly any other nationalism. The wars of independence were processes
of state-building without any nation to rely on. There were no nations
in Latin America, if by nation we refer to an “imagined political com-
munity—and imagined as both inherently limited and sovereign,”®
, and a product of a long history. The only exception could be Central
America, but elsewhere patriotism was more the force driving the fight
for independence.®® Bolivar himself was very confusing, referring alter- ¢
natively to nations, patrias, and countries.

If there was no nationalism, there were territorialized identities.
Caballero refers to a “binary identity” being consolidated during the
period of independences, with references to patria chica (emerging state)
and patria grande (Latin America as a whole).* 1 would add that patrid
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chica, being locally rooted and because of the historical domination of
local caudillos (Spanish America) or coroneles (in Brazil), Latin America
developed a “ternary identity,” based on local, national and regional
(transnational) feelings of belonging. There was a hierarchy between
these three identities, with the local being stronger than the national,
itself being stronger than the regional. Such a hierarchy was not the
product of a geographical determinism but much more of a historical
process.

The importance of the reference to an “American” identity cannot
be overstated. The wars of independence were a first “critical juncture”
or a founding event. United against the Spanish Crown, many Latin
Americans had to work together. In Peru, the center of the Spanish
Empire, as Luis Tejada recalls, many people from all over the continent
gathered to wage an ultimate fight, and this country was a representa-
tion of Latin America. Peru’s first presidents were from Argentina (San
Martin), Venezuela (Bolivar), Ecuador (La Mar), and Bolivia (Santa
Cruz).%?> He also mentions the armies of liberation, with soldiers from
all over the continent making a decisive contribution to what he calls a
“continental citizenship.” Americanism as a myth was born as a driving
force to regional integration.

We will have many opportunities to elaborate on the importance
of myths, but it is also necessary to stress the relevance of events and
the way they unfold. The historical gap between rhetorical references
to unity and failures, or lack of concrete steps to realize it can also be
illuminated by mentioning critical junctures, sequences, and timings,
placing the politics of integration in time.*> As we saw in the histor-
ical section of this chapter, the first sequence of calls for unification
took place at a time when the process of state- and nation-building
was not concluded. By and large, the never-ending process of nation-
building has prevented the identification with a supranational polity.
The elucidation of this gap between incomplete nation-building and
imaginary references to a supranational entity deserves close attention.
Historical institutionalism seems perfectly fit to contribute to this task,
as it “recognizes that political development must be understood as a
process that unfolds over time” and as it “stresses that many of the
contemporary implications of these temporal processes are embedded
in institutions—whether these be formal rules, policy structures, or
norms.”%

Historical institutionalism also helps us to underline the impor-
tance of initial critical junctures. Even classical authors like Haas and
SChmitter, as will be mentioned later, hinted that “creative crisis” could
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help jumpstart the integration process. Nye preferred to examine what
he called “catalysts.” His idea was to “focus attention on the role of the
relatively accidental and more historically unique factors in regional
integration.™ By doing so, he insisted on the external dimension:
“More attention must be paid to the external environment of world
politics in which an integration process takes place.”*® He particu-
larly mentioned military force (Bismarckian model of Zollverein) and
economic aid as possible catalysts. Creative crisis, catalysts, or criti-
cal junctures definitely deserve close attention, as they put a regional
integration process on a specific path. Using a path-dependence argu-
ment, we shall see that “early stages in a sequence can place partic-
ular aspects of political systems onto distinct tracks, which are then
reinforced through time.”®” The critical junctures ought to be put
in historical perspectives, and this proves much more enlightening
than take a snap shot and insist on initial conditions of strong or weak
interdependences.

Another variable that will prove of great explanatory capacity
throughout our analysis is the international environment or external
incentives. What is true for any process of regional integration is even
more so as regard Latin America.*® Therefore, it will prove useful to use
theoretical tools such as linkage politics,” double-edged diplomacy,”
or internationalization’" in order to capture the complex relationship
between domestic and international politics of integration.

Finally, we have to clarify the intentions of the integration entre-
preneurs. In order to do so, we shall use a double distinction: between
means and ends, and between politics and economics. In most cases
regional integration is described by many analysts as an instrument,
a process put forth to achieve an economic goal, be it a mere free
trade area or a more complex common market. Nevertheless, to focus
on integration as a bargaining over comparative anticipated benefits of.
free trade and defense of national interests is a very reductionist view.
Every integration process we are going to study has been the object of
a negotiation, and in each case a treaty has been signed. In this book,
we will not use a rationalist framework to study these negotiations, as
Moravcsik does.”” We will instead pay attention to critical junctures,
environments, and intentions.

The launching of a regional integration process cannot be sepa=
rated from superior political goals, such as building peace or defend=
ing democracy. Even if the envisioned regional integration is limited
to free trade and does not include a political dimension, it is always
device that is supposed to help fulfill political ambitions. As Duind
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demonstrated, free trade encompasses a certain vision of the world that
varies from one accord to another.”* We shall analyze in detail what can
be called a political instrumentalization of economic integration.

Initial objectives and representations are important because they put
the integration process on a specific track and contribute to shaping
institutional arrangements. But they should not be considered immu-
table. As the process unfolds, political objectives can be achieved,
modified, or abandoned, and what was originally conceived as an
economic instrument can become an end, until the process gets repo-
liticized. Hence there can be frequent permutations between means
and ends, and crossed instrumentalizations between the political and
the economic dimensions of integration.”

Ongoing Process

The point mentioned above about permutation of objectives and
crossed instrumentalizations allows me to introduce the issue of polit-
icization of integration, which is important in order to understand how
the process evolves.

With regard to classical theory, Latin America is somewhere between
Europe and Africa. When Donald Puchala suggests that regional inte-
gration theory must “center on the gradual reduction of national sover-
eignty by peaceful means,” “explain the phased emergence of regional
political authority” and “explain the developing consensus in values,
aspirations, policy preferences and general world outlooks among
national elites and even among mass populations,””® he is much too
concerned with the European case. Even Haas and Schmitter, although
writing on Latin America, had a conception influenced by the first
phase of European integration’’ as they considered that “politization
implies that the actors seek to resolve their problems so as to upgrade
common interests and, in the process, delegate more authority to the
center.””® But when Nye considers that “the problem in most under-
developed areas is one of premature ‘overpolitization’ "’ and describes
political elites in East Africa too busy building states and nations to
bother taking care of regional integration processes, he probably draws
a correct picture of Africa in the 1960s that would apply to Nineteenth
century Latin America, but not to the contemporary one. Yet, he makes
agood point when he deplores that neo-functionalism “places too little
emphasis on conscious political action,” and that “careful calculation of
Welfare benefits and economic interests when making decisions makes




30 Regional Integration in Latin America

sense only when the political framework within which interests inter-
act can be taken for granted.”®
Three dimensions deserve exploration. One is the range of issues the
actors agree to discuss and deal with at a regional level in the course
of the evolution of the regional integration process. Part of Haas and
Schmitter’s conception of politicization can be useful. They rightly
point out that a key aspect of regional integration’s evolution lies on the
capacity to include in the field of common action some “controversial”
topics. But instead of their definition of “controversial components” as
“sdditional fields of action which require political choices concerning
how much national autonomy to delegate to the union,”®' I find Stanley
Hoffman’s distinction between two kinds of politics more suited for
Latin American “realities”™ “politics which aims at or allows for the
maximization of the common good™ and “the politics of either do ut
des (strict reciprocity) or of the zero-sum game.” The alternative he
describes is of great importance: “Whether an issue falls into one or the
other category depends on its momentary saliency—on how essential it
appears to the government for the survival of the nation or for its own
survival, as well as on the specific features of the issue (some do not lend
themselves to ‘maximization of the common good’ or to ‘upgrading
the common interest’) and on the economic conjuncture.”®
The second dimension is precisely common interest. A key threshold
in an integration process is the consideration of regional common inter-
est or complementarities beyond classical defense of national interests.
Close scrutiny of intergovernmental negotiations can help determine
if such a consideration emerges. I will argue that such a threshold can
be crossed only in specific historical junctures. Crisis situations can
convince the actors they have to search for collective solutions and
activate political cooperation. Or in Haas and Schmitter’s terms, only
a “creative crisis which compels the members to fall back on their own
collective resources can be expected to trigger the behavior patterns
which will make the expansive hypothesis prevail.”# Whatever the
reasons are for the consideration of common interest, it remains very
fragile, and there is no irreversibility. Governments are constantly eval-
uating their commitments and can choose to step back whenever they
have the feeling of belonging to a group of “losers.” This will evidently

not hold true if the consideration of common interest is locked-in i’

efficient institutions.

Thus the third and most important dimension is the degree of insti=
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or the “community model,”® or the “guidebook to reality”®® that are

used to build an institutional project. The ideational theory is of great
help in understanding the shape and extent of institutions. But so is
the neo-institutional framework which provides a fairly good tool to
study the way regional institutional arrangements are transpositions of
domestic ones (isomorphism) or imitations of foreign ones (mimetism)
and remain more or less stable. Nevertheless, I do not believe the con-
cepts of “increasing returns” or “positive feedback " are of much help
and T will supplement the neo-institutional arguments with symbolic
ones, considering institutions as symbolic devices anchoring a reference
to an imagined regional community. In that sense, I am not very far
from Duina’s political-institutional explanation, when he considers that
regional-level arrangements “seldom represent abrupt or major depar-
tures from existing reality. They instead offer much continuity with
that reality, translating at the transnational level conditions and dynam-
ics present in most or all the member states before integration.”88

In parallel, some aspects of the neo-functionalist theories can be
used to explain the dynamics of institutional building. But likewise,
classical arguments such as spill-around®® have to be supplemented
with symbolic arguments to explain the expansion in the scope of
integration without an increase in the level of regional decision-
making, a structural characteristic of Latin American integration.
We will see that the Presidents can inflate their agendas of talks
and create agencies during their summits to send a message to their
constituency.

Politics and Policies of Integration:

Integration and Democracy

Looking for ways to describe regional institutional arrangements, I will
address the issue of democracy for two main reasons. First, because the
shape and content of the projects have been intimately related to the
types of political regimes. As we shall see in chapter two, the latest
generation of integration was born out of the 1980s’ democratic transi-
tions. The previous one in the 1960s cannot be apprehended without
a reference to authoritarian regimes. Second, because regional integra-
ton processes in the 1980s and 1990s have not only been conceived
a5 devices of democratic consolidation, but have also tried to meet
the challenge of their own democratization, in order to cope with a
$0-called democratic deficit.
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[n this book I use three different but compatible and complementary
theoretical orientations to address the issue of a regional integration
democratic deficit. [ first use the “standard version” of the democratic
deficit debate, to stress the importance of a parliament.?® I also use
a more participatory democratic theory to highlight the involvement
of civil societies. And I finally use an outcome-oriented democratic
theory to examine the classical “who gets what?” issue.”!

These different theoretical orientations will be of great help to
answer such relevant questions for Latin American experiences with
integration as: Does it make sense to have a regional parliament when
a regional political system is deprived of any other components of a
democratic polity, and against the backdrop of highly presidential
regimes in the member states? Can Parliaments deprived of any effec-
tive decision-making powers contribute to democratize the process of
integration? Can an integration process’ democratization progress from
below? What accounts for the choice between regulation and redis-
tribution? Does the integration process produce any regional public
goods? Are there any redistributive or allocative mechanisms?

These questions cannot be fully answered without taking into
account the hemispheric level of governance. The process of the
Summits of the Americas has entailed, since 1994, an effort of reg-

ulation that encompasses existing regional arrangements. In order to I

study this dimension of integration, I will use the theories of multilevel
governance developed to account for European decision-making, and
[ will supplement them with three other orientations. I will describe
the negotiations leading to the construction of a framework for gov-
ernance using both a cautious “rationalist framework”? and a more
cognitive approach focusing on the way national preferences can con-
verge. Finally, I also make use of symbolic arguments to assess the
importance of the diplomacy of summits.

The description of regional institutional arrangements will not be
done “objectively” in terms of success or failure, or in terms of degrees
of integration, as if there were yardsticks available. In 1981, Axline
mentioned that

the goals of Latin American integration have evolved along with
socioeconomic changes in the member countries, changes in the
nature of the world economic situation, and changes in think-
ing about economic development. This evolution, considered in
the context of different approaches to the study of integration,
has created a situation in which some of the principal effects of
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integration (increases in trade, investment) may be interpreted
as successes or as failures depending on the perspectives of the
analysis.”

This statement remains valid. The success of an integration process
ought to be measured according to its initial objectives as they are
stated in the treaties. Nonetheless, the official goals, as any speech act,
can have different purposes, and by setting objectives the agreements
can try to “do” something else, that we will have to explicate.”

The same relativist approach applies to the degree of integration. It
is worth recalling that Karl Deutsch evoked different “thresholds of
integration,” and applied two different tests to the presence or absence
of security-communities. One was “subjective, in terms of the opinions
of the political decision-makers, or of the politically relevant strata in
cach territory.” The other was “objective,” and consisted in measuring
the “tangible commitments and the allocation of resources” to prepare
for war. For Deutsch, countries might at one time cross a threshold
from a situation where war was considered an option to another where
it was no longer the case, but there was no irreversibility. As he put it
“integration may involve a fairly broad zone of transition rather than a
narrow threshold.” And he added “States might cross and recross this
threshold or zone of transition several times in their relations to each
other; and they might spend decades or generations wavering uncer-
tainly within it.”* This conception has all too often been neglected.

Finally, there is a dimension that will be highlighted often in the
study of the politics and policies of integration: the interaction between
internal and external dynamics. In Latin America, the external incen-
tives, being imitation, adaptation, import or imposition of models
(mostly the European one), have always been of major importance.
Some regional agreements are fully sustained by foreign assistance, and
the types of programs they choose to implement are the ones suscepti-
ble to receiving funding from international cooperation. Furthermore,
there is overwhelming evidence showing that the influence of the
United States has been determinant throughout the history of modern
Latin American integration. Sometimes, this influence is related to
domestic debates, as two recent examples clearly show.

On July 18, 2007, Assistant Secretary of State for Western
Hemisphere Affairs Thomas Shannon announced during a SICA con-
ference that he would support an anti-gang strategy.” A few weeks
later, U.S. Congress representative Charles Rangel headed a delega-

tion of congressmen who visited Peru and Panama where they made it
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clear that the free trade agreements with these countries would not be
ratified unless they included stronger labor and environmental stan-
dards. In 2007, the Democrats were obviously sensitive to AFL-CIO’s
protectionist pressures, but equally concerned with Hugo Chavez’s
petro-dollar diplomacy.

As far as the European Union is concerned, also meaningful is the
way it pressures the Central Americans and the Andeans to negotiate an
agreement as a block. SICA and CAN are summoned to conclude their
custom unions prior to any deal with the EU.

In a 1988 piece, Axline correctly pointed out that “the political
theory of integration has failed to account for the factors outside the
region that have influenced the process of regional cooperation.”””
Some progress has been made in the past twenty years though.
What appears to be most promising is considering the way internal
and external influences are intertwined. In other words. it is not
about isolating each variable, internal, and/or external influence,
but scrutinizes the way they interact. In that sense, I once again
find Francesco Duina’s constructivist approach very attractive. Even
though he insists much more on internal “power configurations”
than on external influences, he shows that both variables contrib-
ute to “social construction” of regional integration.”® The way José
Caballero relates regional integration to a “socially ‘enmeshed’ state”
1s also very illuminating.”

The previous discussion allows us to supplement my initial defini-
tion. Recall that regional integration has been defined as follows: a
historical process of increased levels of interaction between political
units (subnational, national, or transnational), provided by actors shar-
ing common ideas, setting objectives and defining methods to achieve
them, and by so doing contributing to building a region. There are

three corollaries to this definition: (1) the process can encompass a
great diversity of actors (private and public), levels (from below and
from above) and agendas; (2) it can result from a deliberate strategy
or emerge as an unintended consequence of a social interaction; and
(3) not least, it can entail institution building.

['am now able to be more precise. Concerning the onset of the pro-
cess, I found that
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* the initial objectives and methods can be diverse, economic as well
as political;

* they rely on a convergence of ideas among a variety of actors;

e there can be endogenous as well as external incentives.

Concerning the evolution of the integration process, we can add that

» there can be permutations of objectives and cross instrumentaliza-
tions between economics and politics;

» the process entails politicization and the consideration of com-
mon interest in specific historical junctures, but there is no
irreversibility;

o institution building is crafted by ideas and models;

» mismatches between scope and level of integration can fulfill a
symbolic function.

Finally, with regard to the policies and politics of integration, regional
integration processes are no exception in the context of a worldwide
demand for democracy and accountability in international organiza-
tions. The issue can be raised at two levels:

« In the different regional arrangements, there are attempts to reform
the institutions so that they can be more representative, participa-
tive, and redistributive/allocative.

» At the interregional level (Latin America/United States and
Latin America/European Union), multilevel governance is being

build.

This historical and theoretical framework will serve as a roadmap
for the following exploration. This book is divided into four parts:
(1) Concerning the intentions of integration entrepreneurs, it exam-
ines two ways economic integration can be and has been politically
instrumentalized (building peace and democracy); (2) It then proceeds
to study the process of institution building and discuss the hypoth-
esis of institutional isomorphism in trying to explain the mismatch
between scope and level of integration; (3) It tackles the issue of the
institutional arrangements’ democratic deficit, examining the role of
regional parliaments, the way civil societies are (or are not) associ-
ated with decision making, and the production and distribution of
regional public goods; and (4) It questions the compatibility of regional
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integration processes with the consolidation of multilevel governance
at the hemispheric level.

Each chapter includes a theoretical exploration, a reference to the
European experience when and if it is relevant, and a comparative
analysis building on case studies. The ultimate goal is to reach a better
understanding of Latin American integration

and suggest some theo-
retical lessons that, hopefully,

will trigger further discussions,!?




