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Summary 

Regionalism moves in waves, but some dimensions of regional integration, such as delegation of 

authority, seem to increase no matter what. Standard European integration theories do not have 

an explanation for this phenomenon, most cases do not fit its theoretical expectations. My 

dissertation inquires on the increasing trend towards delegation of authority in Regional 

Economic Organizations (REOs) over the past four decades and addresses on why do some REOs 

adopt high levels of delegation despite they have no functional need or material incentive to do so. 

My argument builds on elements of sociological and historical institutionalism. I argue that high 

delegation in this set of ‘deviant’ cases is best explained by a sequence of institutional design 

diffusion by mimicry, decoupling, and institutional inertia. I claim that delegation levels in these 

cases can be explained by the presence of institutional design diffusion by mimicry, in which 

features are imported only under a formal logic. Following, I argue that mimicry leads to 

decouplings, i.e., delinking of imported features from their subsequent implementation. Lastly, I 

argue this sequence generates path-dependent dynamics of institutional inertia. In other words, I 

assert that part of this growing trend towards delegation of authority is an artifact of formal rules. 

Therefore, this dissertation offers an alternative analytical approach by going beyond material and 

functional incentives. 

This dissertation follows a multi-method strategy, with two nested stages. First, I perform a 

quantitative analysis of the determinants of vertical integration, i.e., delegation, and pooling of 
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authority. Then, to probe the plausibility of my argument, I analyze the adoption of parliamentary 

and judicial bodies in the cases of Mercosur and the Andean Community. This study shows that 

theories of European integration fail to explain these institutional features, while diffusion does 

have something to say. It also shows that the argument I make based on elements of sociological 

and historical institutionalism is plausible and can provide an explanation for a set of empirically 

and theoretically relevant cases within the comparative regionalism literature. 
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Resumen 

El regionalismo se mueve en olas, pero algunas dimensiones de la integración regional, como la 

delegación de autoridad, parecen aumentar sin importar las condiciones. Las teorías estándar de la 

integración europea no tienen una explicación para este fenómeno, la mayoría de los casos no se 

ajustan a sus expectativas teóricas. Mi tesis investiga la creciente tendencia a la delegación de 

autoridad en las Organizaciones Económicas Regionales (REOs) a lo largo de las últimas cuatro 

décadas y aborda la cuestión de por qué algunas REOs adoptan altos niveles de delegación a pesar 

de no tener ninguna necesidad funcional ni incentivo material para hacerlo. 

Mi argumento se basa en elementos del institucionalismo sociológico e histórico. Sostengo que la 

alta delegación en este conjunto de casos "desviados" se explica por una secuencia de difusión de 

diseño institucional por mímica, desacoplamiento e inercia institucional. Primero, afirmo que los 

niveles de delegación en estos casos pueden explicarse por la presencia de una difusión del diseño 

institucional por mímica, en la que las características se importan sólo bajo una lógica formal. A 

continuación, sostengo que la mímica conduce a desacoplamientos, es decir, a la desvinculación 

de las características importadas de su posterior aplicación. Por último, mantengo que esta 

secuencia genera una dinámica path-dependent de inercia institucional. En otras palabras, afirmo 

que parte de esta tendencia creciente a la delegación de autoridad es un artefacto de las normas 

formales. Por lo tanto, esta tesis ofrece un enfoque analítico alternativo al ir más allá de los 

incentivos materiales y funcionales. 
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Esta tesis sigue una estrategia multi-método, con dos etapas anidadas. En primer lugar, realizo un 

análisis cuantitativo de los determinantes de la integración vertical, es decir, la delegación, y la 

puesta en común (pooling) de la autoridad. Luego, para probar la plausibilidad de mi argumento, 

analizo la adopción de órganos parlamentarios y judiciales en los casos del Mercosur y la 

Comunidad Andina. Este estudio demuestra que las teorías de la integración europea no logran 

explicar estas características institucionales, mientras que la difusión sí tiene algo que decir. 

También muestra que el argumento que expongo, basado en elementos del institucionalismo 

sociológico e histórico, es plausible y puede ofrecer una explicación para un conjunto de casos 

empíricos y teóricamente relevantes dentro de la literatura del regionalismo comparado. 
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Chapter I: Introduction 

 

1.1 Puzzle and research question 

After the end of the Cold War a new wave of regionalism begun. New regional trade agreements 

were signed, and new regional organizations were created or revitalized (Mansfield and Milner, 

1999, Börzel, 2016). In 1990 there were only 22 Regional Trade Agreements in force, but this 

number grew fast: in 2000 there were 82 agreements, in 2010 there were 212 agreements and in 

2021 there are 350 agreements in force. These include 154 agreements in Europe, 101 in East Asia 

and 70 in South America, the three regions with the highest number of agreements.1 This 

represents an unprecedented increase in history.  

Over the last decades, Regional Economic Organizations (REOs) have become an important 

player in the international system. They are present on all continents, and almost every country in 

the world belongs at least to one regional organization. New organizations were created, and others 

that had stagnated were revitalized. Almost all governments wanted to ride the wave of 

regionalism. However, this does not mean that REOs are exempt from criticism: these 

organizations are repeatedly questioned by the very same governments and by public opinion. Still, 

despite crises and criticisms, regional organizations are alive. They are not only growing in number, 

 

1 Source: Regional Trade Agreements Database (World Trade Organization). URL: https://rtais.wto.org/ 
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but also in depth. Interestingly, they show increasing levels in some dimensions of regional 

integration, as the level of authority that the States transfer to regional organizations through 

delegation or pooling of authority2 (Hooghe et al., 2019). At least according to the quantitative 

indicators developed to date. In particular, the levels of delegation of authority have risen sharply 

in recent decades, more so than pooling. Not only do they increase, but they rarely decrease. This 

is striking, as most organizations do not have material incentives to do so. These are organizations 

created in regions without a strong "demand for integration", but which are nevertheless increasing 

their vertical integration. Why do these organizations have high delegation levels? The most 

widespread theories of regional integration fail to provide an explanation. 

The new regionalist wave produced a strong theoretical interest, and the phenomenon has been 

studied from multiple approaches (Börzel and Risse, 2016, Laursen, 2018). The first reaction was 

to analyze this wave using the existing theoretical approaches developed around the European 

integration process (Haas, 1970, Moravcsik, 1998). They all claimed that economic 

interdependence is a necessary condition for regional integration. According to these approaches, 

there is a direct and positive association between economic interdependence and regional 

integration: the greater the economic interdependence, the greater the regional integration. 

 

2 Delegation describes the autonomous capacity of international actors to govern, it implies a conditional grant of 

authority by member states to an independent body, usually supranational. Pooling describes collective governance 

by states themselves, it implies the adoption of majority rules, without necessarily involving supranational institutions 

(Hooghe et al., 2019). Both elements constitute the vertical dimension of regional integration. For more details on the 

concept of regional integration and its dimensions, see chapter II. 
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However, most cases of regional integration did not fit these theoretical expectations, developed 

around a single experience. This led to the European case being considered as the only successful 

case, as the gold standard of regional integration (Börzel and Risse, 2009, Börzel and Risse, 2019), 

while the other cases were rated as failures. European integration theories and concepts had 

difficulty 'traveling' to other cases and regions outside Europe.  

Faced with this scenario, the pendulum swung in the opposite direction and new theoretical 

approaches were created around the new wave of regionalism (Hettne and Söderbaum, 1998, 

Söderbaum and Shaw, 2003). This body of literature attempted to escape Eurocentrism, 

broadened the units of analysis, and made concepts more flexible.  However, in the trade-off it lost 

more than it gained: it also lacked theoretical and methodological precision, leading to a theoretical 

and empirical fragmentation that made any attempt of generalization very difficult. If the theories 

of European integration did not have an answer to the question, the new regionalist literature did 

not even ask the question properly.  

More recently, comparative regionalism emerged as a new way of approaching this phenomenon 

(Acharya, 2012, Solingen, 2014, Börzel, 2016). It took distance from the Eurocentrism of the 

theories of European integration, diversifying the theoretical approaches and the unit of analysis, 

but at the same time maintaining the theoretical rigor required for comparative analysis. Thus, it 

has focused incipiently on areas of comparison such as institutional design, presenting an 

encouraging outlook for the literature. Two contributions from this literature are key to my 

dissertation: the multidimensional concept of regional integration, and the theoretical approaches 
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that were developed from sociological and historical institutionalism. The proper 

conceptualization of regional integration, distinguishing among its vertical (delegation and 

pooling of authority), horizontal (number of members) and sectoral (policy scope) dimensions 

(Leuffen et al., 2012, Webber, 2018), has helped to compare comparable elements. Likewise, both 

theoretical approaches provided plausible arguments to explain the growing tendency towards 

delegation of authority. Sociological institutionalism brought diffusion approaches and historical 

institutionalism developed the notion of path dependency and institutional inertia. Building on 

them, I propose an explanation for a set of theoretically and empirically relevant cases. 

 

1.1.1 Research question. 

Why do some REOs adopt higher levels of delegation despite they have no functional need or 

material incentive to do so? Neither the theories of European integration nor the New 

Regionalism literature answers this question adequately. My dissertation places itself within the 

comparative regionalism literature, identifying its limitations and contributing to expanding 

knowledge about this growing trend toward delegation of authority in regional economic 

organizations. I test the determinants of vertical integration (delegation and pooling) in the 

universe of Regional Economic Organizations, and then provide an explanation for a set of 

relevant 'deviant' organizations: those who have a level of delegation above expected in European 

integration theories.  
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I focus on a type of cases whose underlying conditions differ from those of Europe using European 

theories. These are mostly organizations located in peripheral regions of the international system, 

mainly Latin America and Africa. These organizations do not have a high level of trade 

interdependence (none of these cases exceeds 20% of intra-regional trade share) and its main 

trading partners are outside their region. However, despite not having a strong societal demand 

for integration, they have evolved towards high levels of delegation. At least in terms of formal 

rules. For this reason, they are often identified as deviant cases from the point of view of European 

integration theories. On the contrary, I argue that the problem with deviant cases is not in the 

cases, but in the theory. 

Based on elements of sociological and historical institutionalism, I present a three-step argument 

for this set of cases, emphasizing institutional design diffusion by mimicry, decoupling, and 

institutional inertia. First, I claim that to explain these cases it is necessary to incorporate a 

diffusion approach to institutional designs focusing on indirect mechanisms such as mimicry. 

Second, I argue that it is necessary to emphasize how some types of diffusion exhibit decouplings 

between formal rules and informal practice, between the original templates and the model 

effectively adopted. In other words, I assert that part of this growing trend toward delegation of 

authority is an artifact of formal rules and that there is a gap with real practice in these 

organizations. Third, I state that the adoption of institutional features linked to delegation and 

pooling follows path-dependent dynamics that make a reduction in delegation levels politically 

costly. 
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1.2 Main argument  

My argument builds (and modifies) on elements of sociological and historical institutionalism. I 

claim that the level of delegation is explained by a three-step argument that integrates diffusion by 

mimicry, decoupling and institutional inertia. First, I argue that diffusion approaches explain the 

trend toward increasing levels of delegation in this set of deviant cases. When adopting 

institutions, states choose from a series of existing options, constrained by past and current 

experiences. Thus, decision makers turn their eyes to successful experiences, such as the European 

integration, considered as the gold standard of regionalism (Börzel and Risse, 2009, Börzel and 

Risse, 2019). Despite regional backgrounds were very different from those in Europe, this 

template was still considered legitimate or beneficial. I argue that indirect mechanisms of diffusion 

such as normative emulation and mimicry allow us to understand part of the logic that these cases 

seem to have (Risse, 2016). In normative emulation, actors emulate the model for normative 

reasons, regional organizations adopt institutional models that do not correlate with their 

capacities or endowments because they value the prestige and legitimacy that is connected to them 

(Meyer and Rowan, 1977). In mimicry State members or organizations "download" institutional 

models ceremonially and with no intention of actually complying with the norm being adopted 

(Medeiros et al., 2015, Risse, 2016). In other words, formal measures are adopted, but are not 

implemented in practice. Unlike Risse, I do not make an analytical distinction between normative 

emulation and mimicry, since in practice both mechanisms are merged. For this reason, hereafter 
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when I refer to mimicry, I am considering the term in a broad sense, including normative 

emulation dynamics. 

Second, I argue that institutional mimicry leads to decoupling, that is the delinking of imported 

rules and practices from their subsequent implementation in the new context (Meyer and Rowan, 

1977). States and regional organizations have symbolic incentives to adopt certain institutional 

models that are considered appropriate or legitimate. Their adoption provides reputational 

benefits at the international and national levels (Börzel and Risse, 2016). However, this search for 

reputational benefits also coexists with the intention to keep state authority unaffected; states and 

organizations seek to obtain the maximum benefit at the minimum cost to their sovereignty and 

authority. Thus, the choice of institutional mimicry often leads to a decoupling, which can be of 

two types (a) between the formal rules and the actual practice of the institutions; (b) between the 

original template and the institution that is actually adopted. In the latter case, the selective 

adoption of the institutional template is combined with the deactivation of those institutional 

features that imply a real delegation of authority, by incorporating institutional by-passes.  For this 

set of cases, it is likely that the trend towards increasing levels of delegation is really an artifact of 

formal rules with less consequences for the States than the theory of European integration 

assumes. 

Third, I argue that institutional inertia tends to generate a path-dependent trajectory on the design 

of REOs, thus limiting the possibility of reducing delegation levels. Inertia constrains REOs 

trajectories in two different ways. On the one hand, it is politically costly to change institutional 
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features already adopted, even when functional needs or material incentives change. Moreover, 

the adoption of institutional features by mimicry does not entail great costs in terms of authority, 

so in many cases member states decide to maintain the status quo. On the other hand, the adoption 

of new institutions, even if only by mimicry, leads to the emergence of bureaucracies with vested 

interests within the organization, who seek to maintain or expand their competencies. Both ways 

interact and constrain decision-maker’s options.    

I build my argument based on five assumptions that address weaknesses in standard theory. First, 

I assert that it is necessary to construct eclectic arguments to obtain sufficient explanations. Each 

of the theoretical approaches alone do not seem sufficient to generate explanations applicable to 

medium or large groups of cases, but if we combine elements of different approaches, it is possible 

to better understand the logic underlying them. Second, that adoptions of institutional features 

are not independent of each other, but interdependent. Much of the literature on regionalism 

focused on explanations that considered the cases as independent, without incorporating 

exogenous elements. Following the diffusion literature, I argue that institutional design decisions 

have a strong interdependence component and are conditioned by the options available in the 

environment. Third, that there are other incentives in addition to material incentives. This may 

seem unoriginal, but it is worth mentioning, given that many theoretical approaches focus only 

on material incentives. In politics, whether national or international, there are also symbolic 

incentives that work by combining the logic of appropriateness and the logic of consequences, 

such as legitimacy, status, or reputation. Fourth, that formal rules do not necessarily reflect the 
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actual practice of organizations. While we need to focus on formal rules, in certain sets of cases this 

should be our starting point and not our end point. We must complement the diffusion approach 

with a skeptical eye on formal rules, assessing whether they are actually followed in practice. Fifth, 

that the adoption of institutional features in regional organizations is the result of bargaining 

among different actors.  Regional organizations are not unitary entities; they have a multiplicity 

of actors and interests within them. It is difficult to find unanimous decisions on the adoption of 

institutional design features. 

Despite all theoretical development so far, no single theory can explain all cases. But this should 

not mean that we are doomed to theoretical fragmentation. My dissertation is based on the idea 

that when we set aside theoretical rigidity it is possible to arrive at explanations that encompass sets 

of theoretically and empirically relevant cases. 

 

1.3 Research design, methods, and data  

My dissertation assesses the determinants of delegation and pooling in Regional Economic 

Organizations, positing a plausible argument for a deviant set of cases with high delegation and 

low economic interdependence. It has two nested stages, each of them with specific questions and 

methods. Considering this, my dissertation follows a multi-methods strategy seeking to integrate 

different types of evidence (Brady and Collier, 2010, Gerring, 2011, Seawright, 2016, Goertz, 

2017). As Seawright states: “The central idea of integrative multi-method research is to use each 
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method for what it is especially good at, and to minimize inferential weaknesses by using other 

methods to test, revise, or justify assumptions” (2016:9). The statistical analysis allows me to test 

hypotheses about the drivers of delegation and pooling for the full universe of Regional Economic 

Organizations. This stage allows me to test hypotheses derived from the theories of European 

integration and diffusion approaches, providing useful insights for further in-depth analysis. 

Based on the feedback of these insights and their loose ends, I propose an argument for a set of 

cases that deviate from European integration theories and are supposedly explained by the 

diffusion approach. As a plausibility probe, the second stage explores in depth the cases of 

Mercosur and the Andean Community, based on qualitative evidence (Levy, 2008). At this stage, 

I assess the plausibility of the three steps of my theoretical argument: diffusion by mimicry, 

decoupling, and institutional inertia. Since these are 'deviant' cases, the results allow me to refine 

the theory and generate new hypotheses, which contribute to the discussion on the trend towards 

increasing delegation of authority in regional organizations. The two stages of my analysis are 

nested and play different roles (Lieberman, 2005). 

 

1.3.1 Quantitative analysis 

In the first stage of my research, I perform a quantitative analysis of the determinants of vertical 

integration in its two dimensions, delegation, and pooling. This analysis allows me to initially test 

the hypotheses derived from the different theoretical approaches. To do so, I expanded several 
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databases and built a time-series cross-section dataset of 23 Regional Economic Organizations 

(REOs) from 1980 to 2012, including 631 observations.3  

I worked with simple models that build on the literatures on regionalism and regional integration. 

I considered delegation and pooling as dependent variables, following the Measuring International 

Authority (MIA) dataset’s operationalization (Hooghe et al., 2017). The aggregate score is an 

additive index of several weighted indexes, standardized to range from 0 (no delegation or pooling) 

to 1 (total delegation or pooling) for a given REO. I also considered the following sets of 

independent variables: (1) indicators linked with the main drivers of regional integration in the 

European integration literature: intra-regional trade share (demand-side conditions) and power 

asymmetry (supply-side conditions); (2) indicators associated with power-based approaches: 

global power concentration; and (3) indicators associated with diffusion approaches: wave (2- and 

3-year) diffusion and regional clustering. I also added a series of control variables: number of 

members of the organization, age of the organization and GDP.4  

 

3 I consider three criteria to define the inclusion and exclusion of an REO in the dataset: (a) Regional Organizations 

(Geography); (b) Involving economic cooperation (Policy Scope); (c) Having a physical secretariat and staff 

(Bureaucracy). To maintain the same level of reliability in the delegation and pooling values, I included the 23 REOs 

that correspond to these criteria and for which sufficient information on institutional design is available. All of them 

were originally coded in the Measuring International Authority (MIA) database (Hooghe et al., 2017). 
4 I used Correlates of War dataset (Singer et al., 1972) to build power asymmetry and global concentration of power 

variables. I extracted the data on intra-regional trade share from the Regional Integration Knowledge System dataset. 

Finally, I used economic data from the World Bank to build the GDP by REO variable. I built both Age of the REO 



12 
 

Following the literature (Börzel and Risse, 2016, Haftel and Hofmann, 2017), I first run fixed 

effects models in which I include observations from the 23 organizations between 1980 and 2012. 

The panel is unbalanced, some organizations are present for only 8 years, while others are present 

for all 32 years of the database. I then complemented it with OLS models to estimate the effect of 

regional clustering, as proposed by Simmons et al. (2008) and Baccini et al. (2015). Therefore, I 

ran six different models, to which I added different robustness checks that I detail in Chapter III. 

 

1.3.2 Case studies 

Subsequently, I test the plausibility of my argument in the Mercosur and Andean Community 

cases, using process tracing. Case studies are usually strong where statistical analysis is not, and vice 

versa (Seawright, 2016, Goertz, 2017). By addressing few cases, I delve into a larger number of 

factors and contextual conditions, while also examining possible measurement errors (George and 

Bennett, 2005, Bennett and Elman, 2007). My dissertation focuses on a set of unexplained 

‘deviant’ cases in which the conditions of demand for integration are not present (they have low 

regional interdependence), but nevertheless there are higher levels of vertical integration than we 

would expect. In deterministic language: the [0;1] cases, those located on the lower left axis of this 

double-entry table. 

 

and Members of the REO variables using individual and aggregate data manually coded from the REOs official 

websites. 
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Table 1. Types of cases 

 
Demand for vertical 

integration 

Low High 

Delegation 
& 

Pooling  

Low  1,0 

High 0,1  

 

Source: Own elaboration. 

 

Deviant cases are particularly useful to explore causal pathways and to find sources of 

measurement errors in the dependent variable (Levy, 2008, Seawright, 2016). Since it is a strategy 

that seeks to find an explanation as to why these cases 'deviate' from theoretical expectations, it is 

useful for theory refinement and hypothesis generation (Levy, 2008:13). I examine cases as 

plausibility probes that allow me to test and refine my theoretical argument, while reviewing the 

operationalization and measurement of key variables (Levy, 2008). Considering the 

aforementioned, I analyze these two cases using process tracing, since it is a widespread tool for 

theory-building from deviant cases, as in this dissertation (George and Bennett, 2005, Collier, 

2011, Beach and Pedersen, 2019).  

Case selection was based on two criteria: (1) That they had institutional similarities that would 

allow for comparison, even though they are case studies, and (2) That the processes of adopting 
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institutional changes were well documented.5 The former follows a methodological logic and the 

latter a practical logic. Although there were more possible cases, they did not always fully meet 

both criteria, either because there were institutional differences that made comparison difficult or 

because the documentation of the processes of adopting institutional features was not uniform 

among them. According to these criteria, I selected the cases of Mercosur and the Andean 

Community, which share two institutions of a different type and are both well documented: their 

dispute settlement systems and their parliaments.6  

a. Mercosur has adopted several institutional changes which resulted in changes of the levels 

of delegation and pooling, always in an incremental sense. Here I address the creation and 

operation of the Dispute Settlement System (1993 and 2003-4) and Mercosur’s 

Parliament (2006-7). 

b. Between 1980 and 2012, the Andean Community had four modifications in its 

institutional design that led to changes in the levels of delegation. Unlike other cases, it is 

an organization that shows progress and setbacks at these levels. Here I address the creation 

 

5 For more details on case selection, see Chapter IV. 
6 I analyzed the case studies through documentary sources, press archives and secondary sources. In the case of 

documentary sources, my information gathering focused on the treaties, protocols and agreements associated with 

the adoption of these institutional characteristics. I complemented this with a review of the press of the time of the 

main national newspapers, review of the minutes of sessions in the case of Parlasur and Parlandino and public 

statements by the decision makers. I also consulted secondary sources such as reports and academic papers. 
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and operation of the Court of Justice of the Andean Community and the Andean 

Parliament which were created in 1979 but came into effect in 1983. 

 

1.4 Structure of the dissertation  

My dissertation is divided into five chapters, three of which constitute its main core: a theoretical 

chapter and two empirical chapters. The following chapter presents the theoretical framework of 

the dissertation, emphasizing diffusion by mimicry, decoupling and institutional inertia. First, I 

critically review the literature on regionalism and regional integration, focusing on the theories of 

European integration, the new regionalism approach and comparative regionalism, from which I 

stand. Following, I define the regional integration as a three-dimension concept and elaborate on 

my theoretical argument for the set of ‘deviant’ cases with high delegation and low 

interdependence. In this chapter I argue that high delegation in these cases can be explained by the 

presence of diffusion by mimicry, in which institutional characteristics are imported only under a 

formal logic, resulting in a decoupling, i.e., the delinking of imported rules and practices from their 

subsequent implementation, interacting with path-dependent dynamics of institutional inertia. 

The third chapter includes a quantitative analysis of the determinants of the two dimensions of 

vertical integration, delegation, and pooling. In the first section I describe the growing trend 

towards delegation (and to a lesser extent) pooling of authority and then I review the main 

theoretical expectations. I then present the dataset, model specification and the variables I included 
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in the fixed-effect and OLS models I ran. Finally, I present the results of the analyses, emphasizing 

the failure to identify a significant effect in the case of the variables associated with the European 

integration theories and the presence of a significative and positive effect of wave diffusion on 

delegation (and not on pooling). Finally, I discuss their theoretical and empirical implications, 

outlining potential explanations for this phenomenon. 

The fourth chapter tests my argument in two case studies: Mercosur and the Andean Community. 

In the first section I develop some methodological elements on case studies, case selection and 

process tracing. I then elaborate on the observable implications of the three steps of my argument. 

In the second section I analyze in depth the adoption of the parliamentary (Parlasur and 

Parlandino) and judicial (Dispute Settlement System and Andean Court of Justice) bodies of both 

organizations. Although there are differences and nuances between the cases, in the two 

institutional adoption processes of each organization I observe traces of institutional mimicry, 

followed by a decoupling through the incorporation of institutional by-passes that deactivate the 

impact that these features have on state authority, which shows a path dependent dynamic. 

In the fifth chapter I analyze and systematize all my findings, from which I refine the theoretical 

argument made at the beginning of this paper. In the first section I compile all the findings and 

discuss how they contribute to the literature on regionalism and regional integration. In the second 

section I reflect on the questions that remain to be answered and the future avenues for research 

that my dissertation addresses.  
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Chapter II: Theorizing regional integration 

 

After the end of the Cold War many preferential trade agreements were signed, and new regional 

economic organizations were created or revitalized (Mansfield and Milner, 1999, Mansfield and 

Pevehouse, 2013, Börzel, 2016). This new wave of economic regionalism was characterized as a 

reaction to increasing globalization and the lack of agreements in the World Trade Organization 

(Breslin et al., 2002, Baldwin and Seghezza, 2010, Baldwin, 2016). Regionalism had the advantage 

of having fewer players at the table, making coordination problems easier to solve. During the 

1990s, regional schemes were mostly perceived as building blocks for globalization (Baldwin and 

Seghezza, 2010, Bhalla, 2016). Regional organizations have become important players, they are 

present on all continents, and almost every country in the world belongs at least to one regional 

organization (Dür et al., 2014). While there are organizations of all types, Regional Economic 

Organizations occupy a central place in this universe and have been extensively studied in the 

literature (Börzel, 2016, Lenz and Marks, 2016). 

The new wave of regionalism was followed by a theoretical interest from political science. The 

phenomenon was initially studied from the existing theoretical approaches to date, which had 

emerged around European integration. But these approaches had great difficulty 'traveling' and 

explaining the cases of regional integration outside Europe, they clashed with an enormous 

heterogeneity of backgrounds. As the 1990s progressed, new theoretical perspectives were 
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developed, derived from the new regionalist trend. The ‘new regionalism’ literature sought to 

broaden the unit of analysis but lacked theoretical and methodological precision. This body of 

literature analyzed new cases adding different perspectives, but without moving towards 

comparison or generalization.  From 2010 onwards, comparative regionalism emerged as a more 

balanced way of approaching this trend. It sought to take distance from the Eurocentrism of 

European integration theories, diversifying both the theoretical approaches and the units of 

analysis, but at the same time maintaining the conceptual and theoretical precision required for 

comparative analysis. With few exceptions, these theoretical developments hardly dialogued with 

the broader international relations literature, which also addressed the problem of regional 

organizations, but as a subset of international organizations or the problem of preferential trade 

agreements from the point of view of international political economy. 

In this chapter I critically review recent theoretical developments on regionalism and regional 

integration and then propose an argument based on elements of sociological and historical 

institutionalism for a specific set of ‘deviant’ cases, those that despite not having a strong demand 

for integration, do present levels of vertical integration (i.e., delegation or pooling of authority) 

above what theories of European integration would expect. Despite all the theoretical 

development so far, no single theory can explain all cases. But this should not mean that we are 

doomed to theoretical fragmentation. These are cases with an unexplained increase in their level 

of delegation and pooling, that do not fit with the explanations provided by these theories. I 

present a three-step argument. First, I claim that to explain these cases it is necessary to incorporate 
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a diffusion approach to institutional designs. Second, I argue that it is necessary to emphasize how 

some types of diffusion can exhibit decouplings, understood as the delinking of imported rules 

and practices from their subsequent implementation. Third, I state that the adoption of 

institutional features linked to delegation and pooling follows path-dependent dynamics that 

make politically costly to reduce delegation levels already adopted. 

 

2.1 European integration and Eurocentrism 

After the Second World War, a novel process started in Western Europe: states begun to slowly 

merge their sovereignties and transfer part of their authorities into supranational institutions 

(Rosamond, 2000, Wiener, 2019). It was the first attempt of regional integration as we currently 

know it, so the project generated a strong interest from several disciplines. The theories and 

frameworks in European integration literature were created originally to explain the emergence, 

institutional features, or effects of this phenomenon.  

Transactionalism is one the first attempts of an integration theory (Deutsch et al., 1957). This 

approach focused on how communication and transactions at the social level could lead to a sense 

of community among nations, strong enough to assure a mutual expectation of peaceful change. 

In this early works, integration is not defined yet by some specific political institution, but by the 

sense of community. Deutsch, et al. (1957) defined two types of integrated security communities: 

‘pluralistic’, in which the separate governments retain their legal independence; and 
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‘amalgamated’, in which there is a merger of previously independent units into a larger one, with 

some type of common government (1957:6). Thus, it approximated a first notion of supranational 

integration. According to transactionalism, we should expect to see integration if there are strong 

interaction and transaction flows among nations, followed by a sense of community. Since they 

have fewer requirements in terms of sovereignty and authority, ceteris paribus we should expect to 

see more pluralistic than amalgamated security communities. 

Functionalism also emerged after the Second World War as attempt to develop an apolitical theory 

of integration (Mitrany, 1966). Challenging the logic of nationalism and international 

competition, this theory defended that most of the international problems were essentially 

technical and could be dealt by non-political experts. Thus, integration is an institutional solution 

to a functional problem. It would arrive gradually (but unquestionably), based on technical 

international agencies created to satisfy the common interests and functional needs of the 

populations. This process would steadily lead to the erosion of state sovereignty and a shift in 

territorial and national loyalties. However, the problems of the European integration process 

quickly showed that politics could not be left out of the picture so easily. This approach does not 

present a clear set of hypotheses about the emergence or outcomes of integration, but it is based 

on the notion that a functional demand would lead to some type of supranational institutions.  

Neofunctionalism (Haas, 1958, Haas, 1970, Haas, 2008) shared some of the basic functionalist 

principles, but bringing back politics to integration theory. It also formalized a series of hypotheses 

and causal arguments, so it is accurate to claim that it is the first complete theory of European 
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integration. Neofunctionalism claimed that “technological and scientific changes would produce 

incentives and pressures for supranational institutional innovation” (Malamud, 2010:3) which is 

a functional argument. According to neofunctionalism, integration emerges from political and 

functional spill-over processes, in which integration in one sector of common policy generates 

pressures for integration in other sectors, in a path dependent logic. This process in turn fosters a 

transfer of loyalties from non-state actors and bureaucracies to new supranational institutions, 

generating a feedback process (Webber, 2018). Neofunctionalism focuses on the functional and 

societal demand for integration as the main driver. Regional interdependence is an incentive and 

a necessary condition for integration. This is the first integration theory that presents an 

explanation about the emergence and institutional outcomes of regional integration, based on the 

notion of societal demand and convergence of interests. This approach also contributed to the 

first formal definition of regional integration, which is still used in the European integration 

literature today. According to Haas, the study of regional integration asks how and why national 

states voluntarily mingle, merge and mix with their neighbors so as to lose the factual attributes of 

sovereignty while acquiring new techniques for resolving conflicts among themselves (Haas, 

1970:6). To this basic notion it was later added that “they do so by creating common and 

permanent institutions capable of making decisions binding on all members” (Malamud and 

Schmitter, 2007:19).  

However, ‘spill over’ did not occurred as expected. While the very same Haas (1975) declared the 

obsolescence of neofunctionalism as an integration theory, several of his theoretical disciples 
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(Malamud and Schmitter, 2007, Schmitter, 2009, Schmitter and Lefkofridi, 2016) reformulated 

some of its assumptions in light of the subsequent events, stressing  the indeterminacy of the 

process. The current descendant of neo-functionalism is known as supranational governance 

approach (Sandholtz and Stone Sweet, 1997), which after the stagnation (and rebirth) of the 

European integration process attempted to explain the expansion of supranational governance. 

This approach simplified the neo-functional argument and argued that increased transactions in a 

region generate increased interdependence. In turn, this leads the non-state actors involved in these 

transactions to demand that national and supranational authorities adopt institutions to regulate 

these processes (1997).  

Liberal intergovernmentalism (Moravcsik, 1998) is a rationalist approach of European integration 

focused on states. Like neo-functionalism it has a demand-centered argument emphasizing 

domestic actors and coalitions that exert pressure on states to represent their preferences in 

international bargaining. With a bottom-up view, it considers economic interdependence as a 

necessary (but not sufficient) condition for integration. Yet, it puts a greater emphasis on the role 

of leaders and states as aggregators of domestic preferences at the bargaining table. It is a state-

centered theory. According to Moravcsik "EU integration can best be understood as a series of 

rational choices made by national leaders. These choices responded to constraints and 

opportunities stemming from the economic interests relative power of powerful domestic 

constituents, the of states stemming from asymmetrical interdependence, and the role of 

institutions in bolstering the credibility of interstate commitments" (1998:18). The adoption of 
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institutions with some level of delegation or pooling is explained by the need to maintain credible 

agreements, based on the assumption that “supranational institutions resolve incomplete 

contracting problems” (Moravcsik, 1998:485).  Moravcsik argues that preferences for delegation 

or pooling vary across governments and across issues. However, he argues that they are associated 

with the presence of future uncertainty about compliance with the agreements. Thus, delegation 

is usually adopted in relation to the enforcement of the implementation of common policies 

(1998:486). 

Mattli (1999) synthesized the main elements of the European theories from a rational choice 

standpoint, as he claimed there are two types of conditions for economic regional integration: 

demand-side conditions, but also supply-side conditions.7 By demand-side conditions, Mattli 

 

7 Following a power-based approach, recent developments in the literature have focused on the consequences of a 

multipolar structure on regional integration. Some of them focus on the demand-side conditions and other on the 

supply-side conditions. From the demand standpoint, the literature posits those changes in the global distribution of 

power affects the main driver of integration: regional interdependence. While some authors argue that a multipolar 

structure has cohesive effects on regions and regionalism (Acharya, 2007, 2009), other authors expect the opposite for 

most of the cases (Garzón, 2016, Krapohl et al., 2017). The first perspective argues that multipolarity allows the 

existence of autonomous regional dynamics and therefore favors regionalism. According to the second perspective, 

the existence of multiple poles generates centrifugal dynamics in the regions, reducing interdependence and generating 

incentives towards "light" forms of regionalism that do not imply integration. The supply-side conditions standpoint 

usually follows the argument of hegemonic stability theory as Mattli does, these approaches posit that the presence of 

a regional leader is a necessary condition for integration (Kindleberger, 1986, Gilpin, 1987, Mattli, 1999) However, 

they do not say much about why some powerful states provide regional institutions and others do not, nor do they 

say much about the institutional features of regional institutions. 
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(1999) referred to increasing levels of regional interdependence. He said that actors with 

transnational interests face high transaction costs, so they demand governments to decrease them 

through coordination, cooperation and even integration. As the author says, the argument is that 

“regional institution-building can be viewed as an attempt to internalize externalities that cross 

borders within a group of countries” (1999:12-13). However, demand is not sufficient for 

integration to succeed. These are “the conditions under which political leaders are willing and able 

to accommodate demands for deeper integration” (1999:13). Thus, the supply of integration is 

usually associated with the existence of one or more regional poles with enough material 

capabilities and leadership to act as a paymaster that internalizes the costs of integration. The 

underlying assumption is similar to that of the hegemonic stability theory: the greater the 

asymmetry of power among the member states of the REO, the greater the probability that there 

will be a member state that stands as paymaster (Kindleberger, 1986, Gilpin, 1987). His argument 

is that in prosperous times, regional leaders are less prone to face the integration costs than in times 

of economic difficulties. Also, political leaders may be unable to act as suppliers because of 

coordination problems, such as the Prisoner’s Dilemma or the Coordination Dilemma.  

Post-functionalism is the newest theoretical approach of European integration. While 

neofunctionalism and liberal intergovernmentalism saw European integration as an efficiency-

enhancing process, this approach emphasizes the disruptive potential of a clash between 

functional pressures and the politization of national identities (Hooghe, et al., 2017, Hooghe and 

Marks, 2019). Thus, while not downplaying the relevance of functional pressures, post-
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functionalism attempts to explain why policies that are functionally rational sometimes are not 

politically viable (Laffan, 2016). This approach asks how politicization and identity constrain 

European integration: through several stages, it analyzes the tension between the functional needs 

generated by increased interdependence and the political identities that are at stake and used for 

or against the process (Hooghe and Marks, 2019).8 

Although there were some attempts to apply these approaches to other regions, all these theories 

of regional integration were originally inspired by the European process. They focused on regional 

integration, not broad regionalism, defining it as something that goes beyond cooperation. This 

point gave the European integration literature the advantage of having the same empirical referent, 

so there is not so much debate around certain concepts such as integration. In all these approaches, 

integration means delegation or pooling of sovereignty or authority, which are key concepts that I 

will return to later in this chapter. Most of these main European theories of regional integration 

also share a demand centered approach. They all claim that interdependence is a necessary 

condition for regional integration. This means that they think that the main driver of integration 

is the societal or governmental demand for it. For many decades, the literature on regionalism 

focused almost exclusively on regional integration, at the expense of other forms of regionalism. 

 

8 There is also a body of literature on regional integration from a constructivist perspective, focusing on the role of 

actors, ideas, identities, and norms (Checkel, 2006, Acharya, 2016). However, it does not usually have specific 

theoretical expectations on the institutional design of regional organizations, except in those works that are related to 

the literature on diffusion, which I develop later in this chapter.   
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In addition, integration theories were strongly influenced by the European experience (Nolte, 

2016). This led to the European case being considered as the only successful case, as the gold 

standard of regional integration (Börzel and Risse, 2009, Börzel and Risse, 2019), while the other 

cases were rated as failures. Due to its inability to 'travel' outside Europe, European integration 

literature has been characterized as euro centrist (Acharya and Johnston, 2007, Acharya, 2012). 

Although they tried not to be idiosyncratic, part of the literature about regionalism claimed that 

the European case was exceptional, and that we needed new theoretical tools to explain the broader 

phenomenon of regionalism. Most of the new wave of regionalism that started in the late 80s was 

geographically located outside Europe and it did not follow an integration path (Söderbaum, 

2013).  

 

2.2 New regionalism as a pendulum reaction 

Towards the end of the 1980s, a new wave of regionalism began, closely connected to the new 

international scenario posed by globalization. This new wave, reinforced by the end of the bipolar 

system, was called ‘new regionalism’ (Hurrell, 1995, Hettne, 1999). In a context of increasing 

globalization and interdependence, there was also a growing consensus on the need for 

coordinated action and the construction of global and regional governance (Söderbaum and Shaw, 

2003). Countries attempted to address new problems and challenges that could not be solved 

individually as they transcended national borders. In contrast to past experiences, this new 

regionalism was conceived as open (Malamud and Gardini, 2012). It had an outward-orientation 
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and focused on gaining better positions in a global  environment of free trade (Krapohl, et al., 

2017). As such, it was perceived as a step towards globalization, not as an obstacle (Baldwin and 

Seghezza, 2010); as a way to improve market liberalization, even though it included a preferential 

ingredient (CEPAL, 1994). The new wave claimed that the regionalist “project should be market-

driven and outward-looking, should avoid high levels of protection and should form part of the 

ongoing globalization and internationalization process of the world political economy” (Hettne, 

2005:549). As in the early stages of European integration, this phenomenon was also accompanied 

by theoretical innovations.  

Theoretically, the new regionalism literature reacted to perceived limitations in the European 

integration theoretical approaches (Hettne and Söderbaum, 1998, Hettne, 1999, Söderbaum and 

Shaw, 2003). It was critical about the eurocentrism that predominated in the latter (Hettne, 2005, 

Warleigh-Lack, 2006, Söderbaum and Sbragia, 2010). In particular, the new regionalism criticized 

the so-called ‘N=1 argument’ and claimed that integration was not only a European phenomenon. 

Thus, it defended the need to broaden the concept of integration, in order to include other cases. 

The paradox is that while criticizing the European integration exceptionalism, the new regionalism 

literature focused mostly on other regions, based on the argument that “the conditions for 

regionalism outside Europe are fundamentally different, thereby reinforcing the notion that 

Europe is ‘different’ from the rest of the world” (Söderbaum and Sbragia, 2010:564). This led to 

an assessment of the uniqueness of the different cases outside Europe, which resulted in the belief 

that they could not be compared with each other. The problem of a theoretical movement in this 
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direction lied in the exaltation of particularities over generalities, which led to the loss of 

generalizability of theoretical approaches. 

However, new regionalism was also critical of two other key elements of regional integration 

mainstream theories: its focus on states as key actors and formal institutions as main objects of 

study. To improve the first element, it focused on non-state actors, such as civil society 

organizations or economic groups. To improve the second one, it blurred the limits between 

regionalism and market-driven regionalization (Warleigh-Lack, 2006, Söderbaum and Sbragia, 

2010). The goal was to overcome the limitations of regional integration theories and to open up 

to the study of new regional phenomena. However, this geographical and analytical broadening 

led to a multiplication of concepts and idiosyncratic explanations. It also led to conceptual 

stretching in many cases, becoming a problem for comparative analysis and generalization. After 

this pendular movement, literature found a new (temporary) point of equilibrium. 

 

2.3 Comparative regionalism as a point of equilibrium 

Although it’s not a new phenomenon (Nye, 1968), in the last decade literature on regionalism has 

increasingly turned towards comparative analysis (Acharya and Johnston, 2007, Solingen, 2014, 

Brennan and Murray, 2015, Börzel and Risse, 2016). Comparative regionalism literature 

developed new analytical and conceptual tools, some of them taken from European regional 

integration literature and others from 'new regionalism' literature (Sbragia, 2008, Söderbaum and 
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Sbragia, 2010). While the former-inspired authors sticked to the concepts of cooperation and 

integration, the latter explored new concepts, such as regional order or regional governance.9 

However, this whole conceptual development has not always been complemented by a process of 

critical evaluation on the concepts used for comparative analysis. This dissertation contributes to 

this critical analysis and is placed from a comparative regionalism perspective, with the objective 

of generating analytical tools to compare new sets of cases.  

 

9 The literature on comparative regionalism has evolved simultaneously in two opposite directions. A first direction is 

oriented towards the comparison of increasingly precise attributes or elements: emergence of organizations, their 

institutional designs or their effects, which has allowed for much more rigorous analysis (Börzel & Risse 2016). The 

second direction is oriented towards aggregated levels of analysis such as those proposed by the concepts of regional 

order or regional governance, which seek to incorporate attributes and dimensions excluded by the concepts of 

regional cooperation and integration (Nolte, 2010, Nolte, 2016). Within these conceptual developments, the notion 

of regional order attempted to encompass regional interaction patterns not necessarily institutionalized (informal). 

Recently, Börzel and Risse (2016) built on Solingen (1998) and reconstructed the idea of regional order, defining it 

as: “the various combinations of regionalization and regionalism in a particular region” (Börzel and Risse, 2016:9). 

On the other hand, the idea of regional governance suggested that there are multiple actors (not only states), as well as 

multiple regional organizations in constant interaction among them. Nolte (2016) defends a laxer conceptualization 

of regional integration and proposes regional governance as a broader conceptual alternative, which would allow to 

compare the European region with other cases. However, regional order and regional governance literature has one 

important weakness: it lacks conceptual precision to make comparisons; in particular, it is weak at the moment of 

discriminating what is included and what is not included in the concept. 
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2.3.1 Regional cooperation and regional integration  

Although there is not a complete consensus, for comparative regionalism the difference between 

regional integration and cooperation has become clearer10. Cooperation involves the construction 

of intergovernmental agreements or regimes, which may be formal or informal (Hurrell, 1995). 

Authority is the key dimension to differentiate integration from cooperation. The attribute that 

distinguishes integration is the presence of delegation or pooling of authority (Malamud, 2011, 

Börzel and Risse, 2016).11  

Delegation illustrates the autonomous capacity of supranational actors to govern (Hooghe, et al., 

2017:33). The concept of delegation comes from the principal-agent literature and implies a 

conditional grant of authority by member states to an independent body, which in these cases is 

usually supranational (Hawkins et al., 2006:7). For this reason, it is often associated with Haas’s 

 

10 Even so, there are quite a few authors who do not agree with these definitions and defend a laxer conceptualization 

of regional integration (Söderbaum, 2004, Krapohl, 2017). 

11 In terms of conceptual structure, there are usually two ways of dealing with cooperation and integration as types of 

regionalism. The first option is to treat regionalism as a continuum in which cooperation and integration are the 

extremes (Börzel, 2016). Thus, regional organizations are located there according to the degree to which there is 

delegation or pooling of authority. There is a degree difference between the two types of organizations. The second 

option is to consider integration organizations as a subset belonging to the universe of cooperation organizations 

(Hurrell, 1995, Malamud, 2011). Thus, all regional cooperation organizations are considered as essentially 

intergovernmental. But those with intergovernmental pooling or delegation of sovereignty to supranational 

institutions are of a different type. If one of these two attributes is present, there is integration. 
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classic notion of regional integration, which refers to the cession or pooling of sovereignty. Thus, 

delegation usually responds to strategic problems such as issue cycling, sustaining credible 

commitments, providing information that states might not otherwise share and, in general, 

reducing the transaction costs of decision making (Hooghe, et al., 2017:32). However, sometimes 

the principals do not stand apart from a regional organization; they operate within it through a 

process of majority rule and there are no supranational bodies. This is called pooling of authority, 

understood as collective governance by states themselves (Hooghe, et al., 2017:33). Its strategic 

problem is “the trade-off between the benefit of eliding the national veto and the cost imposed on 

a government when it is on the losing end of a decision” (Hooghe, et al., 2017:33). It is worth 

noting that although delegation and pooling are often considered as a characteristic element of 

what I will refer to as vertical regional integration, they are distinct phenomena and respond to 

different strategic problems.  

Building (and modifying) on Leuffen, et al. (2012) and Webber (2018), I consider regional 

integration as a concept with three dimensions (see Figure 1). A vertical dimension, which 

considers the expansion or reduction of the level of authority that the States cede or transfer to 

regional organizations through delegation or pooling, each of them having different dynamics and 

logics. This political dimension refers to the organization's decision-making rules and institutions. 

This is what the literature usually refers to as the level of regional integration (Börzel, 2005). Also, 

there is a horizontal dimension, which refers to the expansion or reduction of the number of 

members of the REO. It is also known as the geographic dimension of integration. Finally, a 
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sectoral dimension, which considers the policy scope of the REO, that is, the number of issues on 

which it has competence (Börzel, 2005, Leuffen, et al., 2012, Webber, 2018). These three 

dimensions allow us to measure the progress or setbacks of regional integration, comparing 

appropriately. However, the defining dimension, the one that distinguishes integration from 

cooperation, is the vertical dimension. 

 

Figure 1. Three dimensions of Regional Integration 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on Leuffen, et al. (2012) 

 

I build on Hooghe et al.’s (2017) work on international authority for the operationalization of 
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decisions, the rules under which they make decisions, and the types of decisions they make" 

(2017:33). MIA’s dataset index measures decision-making rules in six areas (Accession, 

Suspension, Constitutional reform, Budgetary allocation, Financial Compliance, and 

Policymaking) and two stages (Agenda setting & Final decision). Delegation also includes dispute 

resolution as a third stage. 

Dimensions and indicators are often confused, which leads to misleading comparisons. A clear 

advantage of this conceptualization is that it makes it possible to distinguish between dimensions 

of the same concept, enhancing the precision of the comparison. Among the three dimensions of 

regional integration, I focus on the vertical dimension, delegation and pooling of authority, which 

has received the most attention in the specific literature and is the defining dimension, the one that 

distinguishes integration from cooperation. 

 

2.3.2 Explaining the institutional design of regional organizations 

There is a specific literature on the institutional design of international organizations, which also 

applies to regional organizations with delegation or pooling of authority. Within the literature on 

institutional design, there are many theoretical approaches that seek to explain these two 

dimensions of design in regional organizations, but the main ones are: rational-functionalism 

(Koremenos, et al., 2001, Jupille et al., 2013, Koremenos, 2016), diffusion (Elkins and Simmons, 
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2005, Solingen, 2012, Jetschke and Theiner, 2016, Risse, 2016) and institutionalism (Thelen, 

1999, Mahoney, 2000, Peters et al., 2005, Steinmo, 2008).12  

The rational-functional approach is based on a simple assumption: “to treat institutions as 

rational, negotiated responses to the problems international actors face” (Koremenos, et al., 

2001:768). This theoretical perspective explores five institutional characteristics (membership 

rules, scope of issues covered, centralization of tasks, rules for controlling the institution, and 

flexibility of arrangements) based on four functional problems of cooperation: distribution, 

number of actors, enforcement, and uncertainty. Of these characteristics, control and 

centralization have similarities with what I refer to here as pooling and delegation. While control 

refers to how decisions are made, with emphasis on decision rules, centralization refers broadly to 

the creation of entities that concentrate tasks within the institution (Koremenos, et al., 2001, 

Koremenos, 2016). 

According to functional demands, pooling and delegation can be expected to increase as the 

growth of a regional organization's membership makes decision making more difficult, i.e., there 

 

12 There is a constructivist approach that focuses on identities and political culture to explain the different types of 

institutional design of regional organizations (Katzenstein, 2005). There is also a power-based approach, for which 

the design of institutions reflects the underlying distribution of power among member states (Lenz and marks, 2016). 

Thus, delegation is seen as a side-payment by regional powers to their weaker neighbors in exchange for accepting 

their hegemony (Schirm, 2010). However, these perspectives do not have a clear elaboration on the difference between 

delegation and pooling and therefore I do not include it in detail in this section. 
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are veto points. Since the effect of unanimity intensifies as the number of members in a regional 

organization increases, the larger the number, the greater the likelihood of majority voting rules. 

Incorporating majority rules allows a trade-off between the loss of one's own control over the 

institution and the gain from the inability of other actors to veto decisions. Likewise, the greater 

the number of members, the greater the likelihood of finding delegated authorities that can 

centralize information to reduce transactions costs. As the number of members in a regional 

organization increases, centralized negotiation reduces transaction costs by replacing a large 

number of bilateral negotiations with an organizational structure that reduces decision-making 

costs. Although in this case centralization (delegation) and control (pooling) respond in a similar 

way to the number of members, they are dimensions that can be considered separately, since they 

respond to different functional problems.   

As Risse (2016) argues, diffusion approaches, originated in sociological institutionalism, are 

necessary to offer a better account with regard to “similarities and differences in some of the 

institutional design of REOs, and particularly concerning the trend towards delegation of 

authority” (2016:636). The diffusion approach is characterized by emphasizing interdependencies 

-regional, cross-regional and global- to explain institutional models (Solingen, 2012, Risse, 2016, 

Börzel and Risse, 2019).13 They argue that delegated institutions -such as courts or parliaments- 

 

13 This approach considers that there can be either temporal (wave) or spatial (geographic or organizational) diffusion 

(Elkins and Simmons, 2005). 
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are not purely endogenous or functional creations, since States and regional organizations consider 

what has been done by others in order to make their own decisions (Lenz and Marks, 2016). Thus, 

diffusion is understood as: “any process where prior adoption of a trait or practice in a population 

alters the probability of adoption for remaining nonadopters” (Strang, 1991:325).  

The literature on difussion of regional institutions usually differentiates between direct and 

indirect mechanisms and between two logics of social action: consequences and appropriateness 

(Risse, 2016).14 Thus, within the intersection between direct influence and the logic of 

consequences, we find mechanisms such as coercion, positive incentives, or negative sanctions. 

These are sender-driven mechanisms, mobilized by an actor who actively seeks to influence other 

actors in different ways in order to obtain benefits. Within the intersection between direct 

influence and the logic of appropriateness we find the mechanisms of socialization of norms and 

persuasion. In this case there is also active mobilization, but for normative reasons: the actors seek 

to influence other actors because they believe it is appropriate, using means that exclude the use of 

force or direct pressure.  

Within the intersection between indirect influence and the logic of consequences we can find 

competition and lesson drawing. Competition involves unilateral adjustments of behavior 

towards ‘best practices’ (Elkins et al., 2006, Risse, 2016). In this case, actors seek to improve their 

 

14 I build on this typology of mechanisms in order to make it easier to understand the differences between mechanisms, 

but in practice 'pure' cases are not often observed. 
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relative position by meeting certain performance criteria that are considered desirable. Lesson-

drawing has some similarity with competition, except for the fact that here the actors seek to adopt 

these 'good practices' for the internal effect they have and not for the improvement in relative 

position that this means (Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000).  

At the intersection between indirect influence and the logic of appropriateness we find normative 

emulation and mimicry (Risse, 2016:89). In normative emulation, actors emulate others for 

normative reasons, such as increasing their legitimacy (Polillo and Guillén, 2005). It is based on a 

logic of appropriateness, and seeks symbolic benefits (such as status or legitimacy).15 In this case, 

organizations adopt institutional models that do not correlate with their capacities or endowments 

because they value the prestige and legitimacy that is connected to them (Meyer and Rowan, 

1977). Except for a few cases, the emulation does not contemplate the adoption of complete 

institutional templates, but rather a selective emulation, in which institutional 'parts' are selected. 

Finally, mimicry implies a greater passivity than the other three mentioned above, since it is a 

"downloading" of ideas or institutional models (Medeiros, et al., 2015, Risse, 2016). When the 

mechanism of diffusion is mimicry “decoupling between institutional rules and behavioral 

practices is the most likely result” (Risse, 2016:102). In other words, formal measures are adopted, 

but without the intention to implement them. The difference between normative emulation and 

 

15 Within non-material incentives, it is evident that status matters to states (Schulz, 2019). There are multiple strategies 

in the search for status and reputation, but emulation of high-status actors is one of the most common among medium 

and small states (2019:97) . 
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mimicry is blurred in the cases, given that the motivations for adopting institutional characteristics 

are mixed. For that reason, maintaining an analytical distinction between the two mechanisms 

seems pointless. 

Diffusion never occurs in a vacuum. Norms and practices are adopted in a different context, where 

they coexist with pre-existing local conditions of other regions. Because structural conditions vary 

from one region to another, the diffusion of ideas rarely leads to similar institutional outcomes or 

institutional convergence (Lenz, 2013). Institutional models are followed, but in contexts in 

which the structural conditions are different from those of origin. Decoupling, understood as the 

delinking of imported rules and practices from their subsequent implementation, can manifest 

itself in two different ways. In the first one, organizations adopt rules, but do not seek to comply 

with them in practice. In other words, there is a formal rule that implies an increase in the levels of 

delegation or pooling, but which is then replaced by another form of decision that does not imply 

a cession or transfer of authority. In the second, the organization choses a decision rule that 

formally implies an increase in the levels of delegation or pooling but safeguards the final decision 

for state actors. It is important to understand that despite the analytical differentiation between 

the logic of consequences and the logic of appropriateness, in practice decisions incorporate 

elements of both. Thus, the underlying logic is that actors seek to adopt low-cost rules that allow 

them to benefit reputationally.  

The literature about diffusion in regional organizations usually claims that the diffusion of 

institutional designs "is primarily determined by indirect or ‘recipient-driven’ mechanisms of 



39 
 

emulation rather than by direct and ‘sender-driven’ influence mechanisms" (Risse, 2016). That is, 

the diffusion of institutional designs in regional organizations is not usually the result of direct 

influence, such as pressure or coercion. Rather, those recipient organizations actively decide to use 

available templates to emulate or mimicry existing successful or approapriate institutions.  

Finally, the historical institutionalist approach understands institutional designs as part of a path-

dependent process and not as a response to a functional demand (Thelen, 1999, Mahoney, 2000, 

Lenz and Marks, 2016). According to this idea, decisions made at one point in time constrain 

future decisions, which tends to strengthen the institutional status quo or to reinforce previously 

adopted institutions. In other words, institutions are difficult to change because decision-makers 

are constrained in their choices by past decisions. Also, the adoption of new institutions, even if 

only by mimicry, leads to the emergence of bureaucracies with vested interests within the 

organization, who resist changes and specially the loss of competences (Moe, 2015). Both factors 

constrain decision-maker’s options. Thus, historical institutionalism argues that there is an 

institutional inertia, which over time makes change increasingly costly.  

This theoretical approach does not have specific expectations about pooling or delegation, nor 

does it address why differences are observed between these two dimensions. However, I can expect 

that certain decisions to adopt levels of delegation and pooling will generate an inertia that 

facilitates increase or stagnation, while hindering decrease. This explains why in some cases state 

actors prefer to create new organizations instead of modifying existing ones, giving rise to what we 

know as zombie organizations (Vinokurov and Libman, 2017, Gray, 2018). 
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2.4 Towards a theoretical argument for deviant cases 

Why do some REOs adopt higher levels of delegation despite they have no functional need or 

material incentive to do so? These are mostly organizations located in peripheral regions of the 

international system, mainly Latin America and Africa, without a high level of trade 

interdependence: none of these cases exceeds 20% of intra-regional trade share. In general, these 

are economies that, due to their size and productive diversification, have a low degree of 

complementarity, which hinders this interdependence from increasing rapidly. These are 

organizations whose main trading partners are outside their region, mainly United States, China 

or Europe. However, despite not having a strong demand for integration, they have evolved 

towards high levels of delegation. For this reason, they are often identified as deviant cases from 

the point of view of European integration theories. However, the problem is not in the cases but 

in the theory.  

European integration theory has problems 'traveling' outside its region of origin and fails to 

explain this set of cases. This is due to four main weaknesses. First, the approaches focus on the 

European original experience and extrapolate it to other regions that do not share the same 

backgrounds, without revising their assumptions and theoretical expectations. Second, they focus 

on material incentives and functional demands exclusively, without considering other types of 

incentives and political logics. Third, their explanations are always endogenous to the conditions 

of the region itself, without considering external elements or interdependence. Fourth, they 

assume that formal rules are effectively implemented. On the other hand, the literature on new 
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regionalism does not have the analytical tools to be able to classify and assemble typologies of cases 

with precision: it lacks broad definitions and discriminatory concepts suitable for comparison. To 

explain this set of cases we need a framework that is theoretically eclectic but conceptually precise. 

What motivates member states to delegate authority to these organizations? There are five 

assumptions that are the basis of my theoretical argument.  

1. A sufficient explanation requires theoretical flexibility. It is hard to explain the delegation of 

authority to Regional Economic Organizations for a set of cases with a single theoretical 

approach.  

2. Institutional adoption decisions are not independent, but interdependent in time and space. 

Previous decisions and the decisions of others affect one's own decisions at the present time. 

And this interdependence is asymmetric: not all organizations are equally permeable to 

external influences. Institutional designs cannot be studied in isolation, only considering the 

endogenous conditions of the organization. It is also necessary to consider external factors. 

3. Functional or material incentives are not the only incentives in town. There are also symbolic 

or reputational incentives that can generate benefits for member states. We cannot limit the 

drivers of integration to the existence of trade interdependence. There are other reasons why 

member states decide to adopt delegation of authority to Regional Economic Organizations. 

4. Formal rules may not necessarily reflect the actual practice of organizations. There may be 

decouplings between formal and informal rules, not everything is what it seems. Especially 
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when it comes to rules and institutions. It is important to have a certain amount of skepticism 

when analyzing the increasing levels of delegation of Regional Economic Organizations. 

5. The adoption of institutional features in regional organizations is the result of negotiations 

and tensions among different actors and coexisting positions. There are no unanimous 

decisions; there are winners and losers with every decision to adopt a new institutional feature. 

I argue that the level of delegation in this set of cases is explained by a three-step argument based 

on elements of sociological and historical institutionalism: diffusion by mimicry, decoupling and 

institutional inertia. 

 

Figure 2. Three-step argument 

 

Elaboration: Own author. 

 

First, I argue that diffusion is the most plausible explanation for the general trend toward 

increasing levels of delegation in REOs for this specific set of so-called deviant cases. After the end 

of the Cold War the world witnessed a rise of regionalism in which certain institutional templates 

were diffused among multiple regional organizations. Regionalism became a valid option in the 

Diffusion by mimicry Decoupling Institutional inertia
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face of increasing globalization and transnational problems. Yet, when creating institutions, States 

choose from a series of existing options, constrained by past and current experiences. Thus, many 

new regional organizations turned their eyes to the successful experience of European regional 

integration, even if they had very different backgrounds. European integration was the gold 

standard of regionalism, not only in theory but also in practice. Thus, this set of institutions acted 

as a model that was exported to other contexts and other regions. Despite regional backgrounds 

were very different from those in Europe, this template was still considered legitimate or beneficial, 

either under a logic of appropriateness or a logic of consequences.   

Following the literature on diffusion of regional institutions, I argue that the broad indirect 

mechanism of mimicry  allow us to understand part of these cases’ dynamics (Risse, 2016). 

According to Risse, in normative emulation, actors emulate the model for normative reasons, 

regional organizations adopt institutional models that do not correlate with their capacities or 

endowments because they value the prestige and legitimacy that is connected to them (Meyer and 

Rowan, 1977). In mimicry State members or organizations "download" institutional models 

ceremonially and with no intention of actually complying with the norm being adopted 

(Medeiros, et al., 2015, Risse, 2016). In other words, formal measures are adopted, but are not 

implemented in practice. I consider that the concept of mimicry incorporates elements of both 

mechanisms in practice, since what defines this logic is the pursuit of minimizing the costs in 

authority associated with institutional adoption, in relation to the symbolic benefits it generates. 
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For this reason, hereafter when I refer to mimicry, I am considering the term in a broad sense, also 

involving elements of normative emulation. 

Second, I argue that in this type of cases institutional mimicry leads to decoupling, understood as 

the as the delinking of imported rules and practices from their subsequent implementation (Meyer 

and Rowan, 1977). States and regional organizations find symbolic incentives to adopt certain 

institutional models that are considered appropriate or legitimate. Their adoption provides 

reputational benefits at the international and national levels. However, this search for reputational 

benefits also coexists with the intention to keep state authority unaffected; states and organizations 

seek to obtain the maximum benefit at the minimum cost to their sovereignty and authority. 

Decoupling is a strategy for minimizing the cost of delegation for state authority, and can take two 

forms: (a) between the formal rules and the actual practice of the institutions; (b) between the 

original template and the institution that is actually adopted. In the latter case, the selective 

adoption of the institutional template is combined with the deactivation of those institutional 

features that imply a real delegation of authority, by incorporating institutional by-passes.  It is the 

result of a tension between what one expects to receive and what one is willing to give in terms of 

cooperation and authority. For this set of cases, it is likely that the trend towards increasing levels 

of delegation is really an artifact of formal rules with less consequences for the States than the 

theory of European integration assumes. 

Third, I argue that institutional inertia tends to generate a path-dependent trajectory on the design 

of REOs thus limiting the possibility of reducing delegation levels. Inertia constrains REOs 
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trajectories in two different ways. On the one hand, it is politically costly to change institutional 

features already adopted, even when functional needs or material incentives change. Moreover, 

the adoption of institutional features by mimicry does not entail great costs in terms of authority, 

so in many cases member states decide to maintain the status quo. On the other hand, the adoption 

of new institutions, even if only by mimicry, leads to the emergence of bureaucracies with vested 

interests within the organization, who seek to maintain or expand their competencies. Both ways 

interact and constrain decision-maker’s options.    

This three-step argument seeks to account for the increased level of delegation in a set of regional 

economic organizations that do not exhibit functional needs or material incentives to do so. This 

is a of cases that is often considered as 'deviant', without a thorough understanding of the logic 

behind it. However, the problem with deviant cases is not in the cases, but in the theory.  
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Chapter III: A quantitative analysis of vertical regional 

integration 

 

REOs are formal intergovernmental Regional Economic Organizations, composed of at least three 

countries from the same region, with an address and a secretariat. These organizations have some 

degree of vertical integration, i.e., some form of delegation or pooling of authority. Besides these 

similarities, a quick overview reveals heterogeneous regional background conditions. Some are 

from the global north and some from the global south, some are from peaceful and some from 

conflictive regions. There are REOs including developed and developing countries, including 

superpowers and small or medium-sized countries. Some REOs have many members, and some 

have just a few members. There are REOs with high trade interdependence and REOs with very 

low trade interdependence.   

Theories of European integration tell us that we should expect variation in the levels of regional 

integration. Most theories of European integration, such as neo-functionalism (Haas, 1970) or 

liberal intergovernmentalism (Moravcsik, 1995, Moravcsik, 1998) argue that economic 

interdependence is a necessary condition for integration to emerge. According to these 

approaches, there is a positive correlation between the level of economic interdependence and the 

level of regional integration, so that a correlation should be observed between the level of intra-

regional trade share (proxy of economic interdependence) and the level of delegation and pooling 
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(dimensions of vertical integration). Where the underlying conditions are met, we should see more 

integration than where they are not. But the real world (as usual) is more puzzling. As Figure 3 and 

4 show, a simple bivariate graph shows there seems to be no positive correlation between pooling 

and Intra-regional Trade Share. Also, it shows that the positive correlation between Delegation 

and Intra-regional Trade Share is strongly influenced by the case of the European Union. When 

this case is dropped, the correlation between the two variables disappears. 

 

Figure 3. Pooling and Intra-regional Trade Share (2012) 

 

Source: Own elaboration, based on Hooghe, et al. (2017) 
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Figure 4. Delegation and Intra-regional Trade Share (2012) 

 

Source: Own elaboration, based on Hooghe, et al. (2017) 

 

The increasing trend towards delegation and pooling of authority does not seem to respond to 

material incentives. Moreover, decreasing levels of vertical integration are completely exceptional. 

REOs do not appear to be sensitive to changes in underlying conditions. As Figure 5 shows, both 

delegation and pooling show on average an increasing trend from 1990, which is consistent at the 

individual level of REOs. While the starting points of the various REOs are quite different, since 

1991 there has been a general tendency to increase, only overshadowed by a few years of 
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stagnation.16 Yet, there are differences between delegation and pooling in REOs: delegation is 

steadily more widespread than pooling. Between 1980 and 2012 the values of delegation were 

higher than those of pooling, both at the aggregate level and at the organization level. Until 2000 

both dimensions of vertical integration covaried, but from that year onwards there is a 

dissociation. The difference between the two increased and the covariation stopped, developing 

different trajectories. 

 

Figure 5.  Evolution of Delegation & Pooling mean levels from 1980-2012. 

 

Source: Own elaboration, based on Hooghe, et al. (2017) 

 

16 In fact, the slight decreases that can be seen are only explained by the entry into the database of REOs that have a 

level of pooling or delegation lower than mean. 
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Figure 6 illustrates a disaggregated picture of changes in Delegation & Pooling scores by REO. The 

graph shows the degree of change in the level of delegation and pooling from the REO's inception 

year to its last year in the dataset: REOs only exceptionally reduce their level of delegation or 

pooling. 

 

Figure 6. Change in Delegation & Pooling by REO. 

Pooling  Delegation 

Note: N = 23 REOs for 1980-2012.  

The boxes show for each REO how much Delegation and Pooling has changed from the first to the last 
year in the dataset.  

Source: Own elaboration, based on Hooghe, et al. (2017) 

 

There are cases with a high share of intra-regional trade but low levels of delegation or pooling, or 

cases with a low share of intra-regional trade but medium or high levels of delegation or pooling. 

ASEAN or NAFTA have high levels of intra-regional trade share, but a level of delegation and 

pooling below what could theoretically be expected. In contrast, Mercosur, ECOWAS, CAN, 
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CEMAC and COMESA have low levels of intra-regional trade share, but a higher level of 

delegation than expected. Likewise, COMESA, CEMAC and CAN, as well as CARICOM and 

SELA show higher levels of pooling than expected based on their low levels of intra-regional trade 

share. Why are there so many unfitting cases? Why do some REOs adopt higher levels of delegation 

or pooling despite they have no functional need or material incentive to do so? In this chapter I 

statistically test the drivers of delegation and pooling, based on the factors mentioned in the 

literature on regionalism and regional integration. 

 

3.1 Exploring the empirical puzzle from a theoretical perspective 

What should we theoretically expect? There are several bodies of literature on regional integration, 

which emphasize different drivers of integration. In the following paragraphs, their most basic 

arguments are discussed once again, and their theoretical expectations are presented in the 

direction of the construction of testable hypotheses. 

Theories of European integration have nuances but most of them share the same theoretical 

expectation: in cases where there is high intra-regional trade interdependence, we should expect a 

higher level of vertical integration. Also, in cases where there is a greater asymmetry of power 

(favoring the presence of a member acting as paymaster), we should expect a higher level of vertical 

integration. These approaches focus on “expected (material) gains as the main drivers of the 

demand for (more) regionalism” (Börzel and Risse, 2016:630). The basic assumption of these 
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theories is that actors respond rationally to the material incentives they encounter in their 

environment (Moravcsik, 1998, Mattli, 1999). 

Neo-functionalism focuses on the incentives and demand arising from domestic coalitions for 

regional institutions to respond to interdependence (Haas, 1970, Haas, 1975). According to this 

approach, regional integration responds in a functional way to the demand generated by 

interdependence. Liberal intergovernmentalism in turn claims that governments use regional 

integration to maximize their national interests in a context of regional economic interdependence 

(Moravcsik, 1998). Integration outcomes are the result of intergovernmental bargaining and 

reflect power relations among them. Governments might delegate or pool authority to regional 

organizations to secure credible agreements but remain in control of the process (Schimmelfennig 

and Zurich, 2018). Again, for liberal intergovernmentalism the incentive generated by trade 

interdependence is a key element. However, specific institutional features such as delegation or 

pooling may vary according to the interests of the states that are part of the institutions. Possibly 

the most synthetic version of a rationalist approach is Mattli’s work (1999). According to this 

approach, we should expect a higher level of vertical integration when demand and supply 

conditions are met. Demand-side conditions refer to increasing levels of economic 

interdependence; more specifically, to the existence of a minimum level of intra-regional trade that 

works as an incentive for the integration of the economies. Supply-side conditions refer to the 

presence of a potential (and willing) leader in the region; of a country that can act as a paymaster 

and internalize the costs of integration.  
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Most of these approaches were built around the European integration experience. They tackle the 

question about the emergence of regionalist schemes in general, but they fail to explain 

institutional design features.17 If we are interested in analyzing institutional design features in 

REOs, such as delegation or pooling, we must also consider rational-functional and diffusion 

approaches. As stated by Hooghe, et al. (2017), institutional variation is largely explained by 

functional demands, the type of collective action problem, or the number of states involved in the 

organization. Unlike the literature on regional integration, this approach makes a functional 

distinction between delegation and pooling since they tackle different strategic problems. On the 

one hand, delegation usually acts in response to strategic problems such as issue cycling, sustaining 

credible commitments, providing information that states might not otherwise share and, in 

general, reducing the transaction costs of decision making (Hooghe, et al., 2017:32). On the other 

hand, pooling’s strategic problem is the loss of control due to the growing number of members in 

a given organization. Thus, incorporating majority rules allows a trade-off between the loss of 

 

17 There are also theoretical arguments emphasizing the effect of the structure of the international system on these 

drivers of regional integration (Acharya, 2009, Garzón, 2016, Krapohl, et al., 2017, Malamud and Viola, 2019). They 

claim that changes in the global distribution of power affects both demand and supply conditions for integration, but 

they do not agree on the effect direction. While some authors argue that a multipolar structure has cohesive effects on 

regions and regionalism (Acharya, 2007, Acharya, 2009), others expect the opposite for most of the cases (Garzón, 

2016, Krapohl, et al., 2017, Malamud and Viola, 2019). They argue the number of poles and the distribution of power 

changes the material incentives and the conditions under which the conditions of supply and demand for integration 

unfold. From the supply side and following the argument of hegemonic stability theory as Mattli does, these 

approaches posit that the presence of a regional leader is a necessary condition for integration (Gilpin, 1987, Mattli, 

1999). However, they do not say much about the institutional features of regional organizations. 
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one's own control over the institution and the gain from the inability of other actors to veto 

decisions (Hooghe, et al., 2017:33). According to functional demands, pooling and delegation can 

be expected to increase as the number of members increases (Börzel and Risse, 2016).  

Diffusion approaches are also necessary to explain the “similarities and differences in some of the 

institutional design of REOs, and particularly concerning the trend towards delegation of 

authority” (Börzel and Risse, 2016:636). Diffusion approaches emphasize interdependencies -

regional, cross-regional and global- to explain institutional models (Solingen, 2012). They argue 

that countries and regional organizations take into account others experiences to make their own 

institutional choices. The diffusion of institutional designs in regional organizations is primarily 

determined by indirect mechanisms (Risse, 2016). Thus, rather than looking for attempts to 

coerce or influence, we should pay attention to how states and REOs look for "templates" to 

emulate or mimic (Schulz, 2019). Consequently, diffusion approaches offer an explanation on 

why some REOs adopt a high level of delegation or pooling, even when they have no material 

incentive to do so.  

Is there a statistically significant association between the drivers of integration proposed by 

European integration theories and the levels of pooling and delegation? Does diffusion have a 

significant effect? What about functional arguments? Are there differences between delegation 

and pooling? Beyond the descriptive analyses that I introduced at the beginning of this chapter, in 

the following sections I answer these questions through quantitative models that allow me to build 

preliminary insights and thus advance in subsequent steps of my research. 
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3.2 Research design: data, variables, and methods 

In the following section I statistically test these theoretical expectations. I do not demand "strong" 

causality from these analyses, I move towards an analysis of more complex mechanisms in the case 

studies chapter. To test the hypotheses, I expanded several existing databases and built a time-series 

cross-section dataset of 23 Regional Economic Organizations (REOs) from 1980 to 2012, 

including 631 observations. 18  

The dataset starts in 1980 since it allows me to include three different periods regarding REOs: (1) 

Pre-1990, mainly characterized by a bipolar structure; (2) Post-1990, characterized by the 

hegemony of the United States and a unipolar structure; (3) Post-2000, characterized by the end 

of unipolarity. The database is finalized in 2012 to maintain data reliability. The two main sources 

of data on delegation & pooling (Measure of International Authority -MIA-) and material 

capabilities (Correlates of War -COW-) end in 2010 and 2012, respectively. 

My quantitative analysis focuses on the REO-level since my interest focuses on the aggregate 

institutional features of regional organizations. I considered three criteria to define the inclusion 

& exclusion of an REO in the dataset: (a) Regional Organizations (Geography); (b) Involving 

 

18 I used data from different sources: the delegation and pooling data came from the Measure of International 

Authority database, the material capabilities data came from the Correlates of War database, the economic data were 

extracted from the World Bank and the Regional Integration Knowledge System (RIKS). Finally, there are individual 

and aggregate data that were manually coded from public information from the REOs included here. 
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economic cooperation (Policy Scope); (c) Having a physical secretariat and staff (Bureaucracy). 

Thus, to maintain the same level of reliability in the delegation and pooling values, I included the 

23 REOs that correspond to these criteria and for which sufficient information on institutional 

design is available, all of them were originally coded in the Measuring International Authority 

(MIA) database (Hooghe, et al., 2017). These data were supplemented with data on National 

Material Capabilities from the Correlates of War Project (Bremer et al., 1972), economic and 

demographic data from the World Bank (WB, 2020), institutional data from the Regional 

Integration Knowledge System (RIKS) database, and raw data extracted directly from regional 

organizations. Most of the REOs have observations for all periods, but since some of them were 

created after 1980, this as-if panel is unbalanced. There are REOs that cover the entire 32 years of 

the database, while there are organizations that are only present for 9 years. These are 

heterogeneous REOs, covering all continents. 
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Table 2. Regional Economic Organizations (REOs)19 

CAN Andean Community (1969)                                    

AMU Arab Maghreb Union (1989)                                 

ASEAN Association of South East Asian Nations (1967)            

CARICOM Caribbean Community (1973)                                

COMESA Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (1994) 

CIS Commonwealth of Independent States (1991)                  

CEMAC Central African Economic and Monetary Community (1966)    

ECCAS Economic Community of Central African States (1985)        

ECOWAS Economic Community of West African States (1975)          

EFTA European Free Trade Agreement (1961)                       

EU European Union (1957)                                     

GCC Gulf Cooperation Council (1981)                           

IGAD Intergovernmental Authority on Development (1986)          

SELA Latin American and Caribbean Economic System (1975)       

LAIA Latin American Integration Association (1980)             

NAFTA North American Free Trade Agreement (1994)                

OECS Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (1981)           

PIF Pacific Islands Forum (1971)                              

SCO Shanghai Cooperation Organization (1996)                   

SACU South African Customs Union (1910)                         

SAARC South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (1985)    

SADC Southern Africa Development Community (1992)               

MERCOSUR Southern Common Market (1991)                             

 

 

19 I include the year of establishment of the organization in parentheses. For the definition of the year of creation I 

consider the predecessors of the organization. For example, in the case of the European Union (which is established 

by the Maastricht Treaty in 1993) I consider the year of creation of the European Economic Community (EEC), the 

(not immediate) predecessor of the EU. 
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The 23 REOs encompass different geographical areas: there are six organizations from Latin 

America & the Caribbean, one organization from North America, eight organizations from 

Africa, four organizations from Asia, one organization from Oceania, one organization from the 

MENA area (the Middle East & North Africa), two organizations from Europe and one 

organization from Eurasia. 

 

3.2.1 Dependent variables: Vertical Regional integration 

Building (and modifying) on Leuffen, et al. (2012) and Webber (2018), I consider regional 

integration as a concept with three dimensions. Among the three dimensions of regional 

integration, I only focus on the vertical dimension, delegation and pooling of authority, which 

refers to an essential attribute of the concept and also has received the most attention in the specific 

literature.  

Delegation & Pooling of authority. Following the literature, I use delegation and pooling of 

authority as a measure of vertical integration, since it makes a direct allusion to classical definitions 

of regional integration. Following the literature on institutional design, I address them separately 

(Lake, 2007, Hooghe and Marks, 2015). On the one hand, delegation describes the autonomous 

capacity of international actors to govern, it implies a conditional grant of authority by member 

states to an independent body, usually supranational. On the other hand, pooling describes 

collective governance by states themselves, it implies the adoption of majority rules, without 

necessarily involving supranational institutions (Hooghe et al., 2019). To measure both 
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dimensions of vertical integration, I follow Hooghe, et al. (2017) and their Measuring 

International Authority (MIA) database, which has the great advantage of being fully transparent 

in its data coding and construction process.20 In the MIA dataset, Hooghe, et al. (2017) build an 

index of delegation and pooling that encompasses six dimensions (Accession, Suspension, 

Constitutional reform, Budgetary allocation, Financial Compliance, Policymaking) and two 

stages (Agenda setting & Final decision). The aggregate score is an additive index of several 

weighted indexes. It is standardized to range from 0 (no delegation or pooling) to 1 (total 

delegation or pooling) for a given REO. I used the version of the database published on 

06/11/2019, which has data coded up to the year 2010. For this reason, I carried out a manual 

check of each organization and kept the delegation and pooling values for the years 2011 and 2012 

 

20 Other authors have also developed measures of delegation and pooling, but with some theoretical or empirical 

differences that represent a disadvantage for my research. For example, Koremenos (2001) refers to centralization and 

control within organizations, both concepts that overlap with delegation or pooling, although they are not exactly the 

same. Meanwhile, Blake and Lockwood Payton (2015) measure pooling through voting rules, while Haftel and 

Thompson (2006) do the same, but under the framework of the concept of independence. Finally, Goertz and Powers 

(2011) perform an extensive analysis of datasets measuring institutional features of regional economic institutions 

(REI), but many of them are neither open data nor transparent about the coding criteria, which makes it very difficult 

to add new data or to check the robustness of them. While the MIA Dataset has weaknesses, such as the exclusive 

focus on formal rules, I believe it is the best source to measure delegation and pooling reliably for this time interval. 
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unchanged, since no significant variations were observed in the 23 REOs that compose my 

database.21 

3.2.2 Independent variables  

Diffusion. The basic assumption behind the diffusion arguments is that decisions to increase, 

maintain or reduce delegation or pooling levels are not independent, but interdependent. Thus, 

this type of approach considers that there can be either temporal (wave) or spatial (geographic) 

diffusion. Following Elkins and Simmons (2005) and Brinks and Coppedge (2006) I test the 

diffusion effect in terms of waves (total average of the dependent variable for the previous year) 

and regional clusters (belonging to a given region). In the first case, I do not consider one-year lags 

because the literature usually states that the effect is not immediate. Thus, I consider two- and 

three-year diffusion effects, in order to test the persistence of the effect over time. For regional 

cluster diffusion, I run a pooled OLS model incorporating region dummy variables, following the 

literature (Pevehouse, 2002, Dobbin et al., 2007, Simmons, et al., 2008). These variables are not 

incorporated in fixed effects models, which by definition capture the effect of time-invariant unit 

characteristics. 

 

 

21 After performing a Fisher-type unit-root test for panel data, I found that while delegation data are stationary 

variable, pooling data are non-stationary and show a sustained increase over time in their centrality measures. 
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Intra-regional trade share. Following the literature, I use intra-regional trade share as a proxy 

for the demand for vertical integration (Mattli, 1999). The basic assumption is that a higher 

proportion of intra-regional trade reflects the demand for greater regional integration, both at the 

level of domestic coalitions (Moravcsik, 1998) and at the level of international bureaucracies 

(Haas, 1970, Schmitter, 1970). This indicator shows the general orientation and incentives of the 

REO: the balance between intra or extra-regional attractors22. I extracted data from the Regional 

Integration Knowledge System (RIKS) database, built by United Nations University Institute on 

Comparative Regional Integration Studies (UNU-CRIS)  23 under this formula:  

𝐼𝑇𝑆 = 100
𝐼𝑇 ,

𝑇𝑇 ,
 

Where ITS is the ratio of the intra-regional trade (IT) and the total flow (TT) for a given REO-

year. 

 

 

22 Since this measure does not normalize by the aggregate size of the economies with respect to the world total, it allows 

me to assess the absolute weight of intra-regional trade (Iapadre, 2006, Iapadre and Plummer, 2011). While this makes 

some comparisons difficult, it gives me the possibility me to assess the weight of the demand for integration. 

23 To check for robustness of the data, I also aggregated the values from dyadic trade data of the Correlates of War 

Project Trade Data Set v4.0 and using the formula of Iapadre (2006) for Si:  

𝑆  = 𝑡 𝑡  × 100⁄  

Where tii is equal to the REOi intra-regional trade, and ti equals the REO total trade. 
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Power Asymmetry. The basic assumption underlying the regional integration supply-condition 

is that the presence (and will) of a regional leader, a state that concentrates material capabilities, is 

necessary to assume the costs of integration and provide public goods (Mattli, 1999, Lake, 2009). 

This is usually associated with a high asymmetry of power among the members of the REO, among 

which one of its members with leadership potential stands out. However, there is no single view 

on the association between the distribution of power and cooperation. Other authors argue that 

the lower the asymmetry within the REO, the more likely it is that small states will be able to 'bind' 

the more powerful ones in a rules-based system (Hurrell, 2005). Using the Composite Index of 

National Capabilities (Singer et al., 1972) data, I created a variable that represents the ratio in 

material capabilities of the largest member country to the sum of all member states of the REO. 

As a robustness check, I created the same variable but for economic asymmetry using World Bank 

GDP data (WB, 2020). Also, I created two dummy variables that measure the presence or absence 

of a regional pole using CINC and economic data. For both variables, I calculate the country’s 

share weight compared to the rest of the REO members. If there is one member of an REO that 

accounts for 0.5 of the total GDP or CINC, the variable equals 1 (and otherwise equals 0).  

 

Concentration of international power. It assumes that the distribution of power at the global 

level affects the drivers posed by the theories of European integration. It is not yet theoretically 

clear whether greater concentration of power has a positive or negative effect on levels of 
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delegation and pooling. Some authors claim that multipolarity creates positive incentives, while 

others claim that the same structure creates negative incentives.  

To calculate this, I use the global Concentration of Power formula (Ray and Singer, 1973), which 

is a standardized measure that reflects the share of material capabilities of all the members of the 

international system.24 Although the theoretical development so far does not apply directly to the 

levels of vertical integration, I include the variable in the models to test this variable, considering 

that it could have a potential effect. Using the Composite Index of National Capabilities (CINC) 

included in the National Material Capabilities v5.0 dataset (Singer, et al., 1972), I calculated the 

level of concentration in the system for each year since 1980. This index is the result of the standard 

deviation of the percentage shares divides by the maximum possible standard deviation in a system 

of size N, then ranging from 0 to 1. The formula is:  

𝐶𝑂𝑁 =
∑ P − 1/𝑁

1 − 1/N
 

Unlike Manfield’s formula (1993), which is a function of the number of major powers in the 

global system and the relative inequality of capabilities among them, the indicator built by Singer 

 

24 I need to pose a caveat on the interpretation of this variable. Intuitively, multipolarity is often associated with a 

lower concentration of global power, but this is a mistake. Multipolarity does not necessarily imply deconcentration, 

it can also mean greater concentration. The global system can be concentrated in two major players, while the regions 

are concentrated in one or several major regional poles. In other words, the gap between the great powers (whether 

global or regional) and the rest of the states is widening, leading to greater global concentration. 
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considers all the states that are part of the international system, thus being much less sensitive to 

the number of major powers included in the formula.25  

 

Control variables 

In my models, I include “the usual suspects”. A group of control variables that build on the 

relevant literature and correspond to possible determinants of delegation or pooling levels in the 

REOs. 

 Number of members. The rational-functional approach claims the size of the organization 

may have a positive effect on its delegation or pooling levels. The underlying assumption 

is that large member organizations have a greater probability of pooling authority, due to 

the need of avoiding veto players (Hooghe, et al., 2019). In addition, that organizations 

with a larger number of members may have a greater functional incentive to delegate 

authority for decision-making, as a way to reduce transaction costs (Koremenos, et al., 

2001, Koremenos, 2016, Hooghe, et al., 2019). Following Hooghe and Marks (2015), I 

include a REO-year variable identifying the current number of members and the natural 

 

25 Some of the traditional measurements of the structure of the international system: major powers or polarity do not 

work well for statistical analysis since they have little variation and are heavily non-stationary. Besides that, all 

codifications of major powers or number of poles, are quite debatable and strongly influence the results I can obtain. 
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log, based on the assumption that the marginal effect of an additional member decreases 

as the absolute number of members increases.  

 Age of the REO. I include the age of the REO to control for differences that can be 

generated by an organization's trajectory over time. However, it is not a variable of interest 

for the argument being tested here.  

 Gross Domestic Product (GDP). The natural log of the total GDP of members in an REO 

for each year of its existence (GDP) captures the overall market size of member-states. I 

extracted data from the Regional Integration Knowledge System (RIKS) database, built 

by United Nations University Institute on Comparative Regional Integration Studies 

(UNU-CRIS). 

 Geography. I also include eight geographical dummy variables: Africa, MENA, Latin 

America & the Caribbean, North America, Asia, Europe, Eurasia, and Oceania. These 

variables are only included in pooled OLS models.  

Since delegation and pooling may have a positive effect on the intra-regional trade share, I see a 

risk of endogeneity. Therefore, all independent variables are lagged one year (except wave diffusion 

variables). For instance, values on delegation or pooling for 2009 correspond to values on Intra-

regional Trade Share for 2008.  
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3.3 Statistical analyses  

In the following analyses I statistically test the effect of the different drivers. In doing so, I make a 

first assessment as to whether a single theoretical approach can explain variation in delegation and 

pooling. I run a fixed effects model26 in which I incorporate observations from the 23 

organizations between 1980 and 2012. The panel is unbalanced, some organizations are present 

for only 8 years, while others are present for all 32 years of the database. Model (1) has delegation 

as the dependent variable and incorporates all REOs, while in model (2) I exclude the European 

Union from the analysis, assuming that it may be an outlier that affects the estimates, as suggested 

by the bivariate plots. Model (3) is a pooled OLS that complements the analyses of the first two 

models in order to estimate the effect of regional clustering. Thus, I incorporate dummy variables 

by region, as proposed by the literature (Pevehouse, 2002, Dobbin, et al., 2007, Simmons, et al., 

2008). This is not possible in a fixed effects model, which by definition considers the unobserved 

heterogeneity among units. A pooled OLS model has limitations to test the effect of the factors 

associated with the theoretical approaches, but it does allow me to estimate the effect of belonging 

to a given region on the level of delegation. Models (4), (5) and (6) replicate these same conditions, 

 

26 I used Stata 14 for the estimation of the fixed-effects models, since it is more reliable than the 'plm' package of R. 

However, this decision has a drawback: Stata by default calculates standard errors clustered by REO, which is not 

recommended when the number of clusters is less than 40. Thus, the coefficients presented here should take this point 

into consideration. 
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but considering pooling as the dependent variable. The specification of the baseline fixed-effects 

models is as follows: 

𝐷𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 𝛽 𝐷𝑖𝑓𝑢𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑤𝑎𝑣𝑒 (2𝑦) +  𝛽 𝐷𝑖𝑓𝑢𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑤𝑎𝑣𝑒 (3𝑦)  +  𝛽 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎 −

𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒 𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒 +  𝛽 𝑃𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟 𝑎𝑠𝑦𝑚𝑚𝑒𝑡𝑟𝑦  +

 𝛽 𝐺𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 + 𝛽 𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑅𝐸𝑂(log)  +

 𝛽 𝐴𝑔𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑅𝐸𝑂  +  𝛽 𝐺𝐷𝑃(log) +  𝑍 +  𝜇   

(1) 

 

𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑔 = 𝛽 𝐷𝑖𝑓𝑢𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑤𝑎𝑣𝑒 (2𝑦) +  𝛽 𝐷𝑖𝑓𝑢𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑤𝑎𝑣𝑒 (3𝑦)  +  𝛽 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎 −

𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒 𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒 +  𝛽 𝑃𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟 𝑎𝑠𝑦𝑚𝑚𝑒𝑡𝑟𝑦  +

 𝛽 𝐺𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 + 𝛽 𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑅𝐸𝑂(log)  +

 𝛽 𝐴𝑔𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑅𝐸𝑂  +  𝛽 𝐺𝐷𝑃(log) +  𝑍 +  𝜇   

(2) 
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Table 3. Model of vertical integration determinants 

  Dependent variable: 
 Delegation Pooling 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 FE with EU FE without EU OLS FE with EU FE without EU OLS 
Diffusion wave (2 years) 0.354 0.390 1.049 ** 0.259 0.344 0.720 * 

 (0.251) (0.264) (0.435) (0.233) (0.227) (0.381) 
Diffusion wave (3 years) 0.247 ** 0.249 ** 0.570 0.119 -0.009 0.537 

 (0.100) (0.101) (0.491) (0.224) (0.216) (0.411) 
Intra-regional trade share 0.001 0.001 0.007 *** -0.000 -0.000 -0.001 *** 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) 
CINC Asymmetry 0.018 0.075 -0.085 ** 0.080 0.114 -.018 

 (0.121) (0.119) (0.039) (0.080) (0.082) (0.024) 
Power concentration (Singer) -0.209 0-.130 -0.907 -0.109 -0.046 -0.401 * 

 (0.296) (0.318) (0.039) (0.183) (0.188) (0.227) 
Members of the REO (log) 0.042 0.091 -0.029 ** 0.121 ** 0.146 *** 0.082 *** 

 (0.085) (0.083) (0.013) (0.038) (0.038) (0.008) 
Age of the REO  0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.001 * -0.000 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
GDP (log) 0.001 0-.003 -0.018 *** -0.004 -0.005 -0.007 ** 

 (0.010) (0.010) (0.003) (0.007) (0.008) (0.002) 
Asia - - -0.094 *** - - -.129 *** 

   (0.021)   .0145 
Africa - - 0.003 - - -.049 *** 
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   (0.024)   (0.011) 
North America - - -0.173 *** - - -0.002 

   (0.030)   (0.019) 
Europe - - 0.102*** - - 0.000 

   (0.028)   (0.016) 
Latin America - - 0.019 - - -0.046 *** 

   (0.021)   (0.011) 
Eurasia - - -0.033 - - -0.106 *** 

   (0.027)   (0.011) 
MENA region - - 0.030 - - -0.070 *** 

   (0.022)   (0.012) 
Observations 540 510 540 540 510 540 
Number of groups 23 22 - 23 22 - 

R2 within 0.3319 0.3422 - 0.4916 0.4722 - 

R2 between 0.0591 0.0111 - 0.2254 0.2113 - 

R2 overall 0.171 0.0108 0.5158 0.2752 0.2460 .06292 

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
Models 1 & 4: Standard Errors adjusted for 23 clusters in id 
Models 2 & 5: Standard Errors adjusted for 22 clusters in id 

Coefficients are reported. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. 
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Despite what might be expected, there are no significant differences between Models (1) and (2). In 

both cases, Diffusion wave (3-years) is the only significant variable in the whole model and has a 

positive effect on the level of delegation, as theoretically expected. Diffusion wave (2 years) is not 

significant, which could suggest that the effect of this factor is not immediate, as the literature states. 

It is noteworthy that none of the variables associated with rationalist approaches (Intra-regional 

trade share and Power asymmetry) are statistically significant, nor is Concentration of power at the 

global level. In other words, the previous values of the global average of the level of delegation are 

the only significant predictor of the current level of delegation of the REOs. 

Model (3) allows us to complement with a cluster diffusion proxy, which is the effect of belonging 

to a given region on the level of delegation. In this case, only three regions are statistically significant: 

Asia and North America have a negative effect on the level of delegation, while Europe has a positive 

effect27. While it is not possible to say with absolute certainty why this is the case, the results suggest 

that REOs from these three regions have diffusion effects that operate in different directions, just 

as the work of Baccini, et al. (2015) on templates and diffusion suggests. 

Models (4) and (5), on the other hand, show different results with pooling as the dependent 

variable. In these models, diffusion waves are not significant, nor are any of the variables of the 

 

27 However, it is important to note that there is only one REO from North America, two REOs from Europe and three 

REOs from Asia in the database. 
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rationalist or structural approaches. As the literature states, the number of REO members is a 

significant determinant of the level of pooling (Hooghe and Marks, 2015, Hooghe, et al., 2017). 

This is because pooling responds to a different strategic problem. In cases where organizations have 

a larger number of members, the problem of majority decision becomes an important issue to 

prevent possible vetoes.  

On the other hand, model (6) presents a curious fact, since regions that were not significant in 

model (3) are now significant: belonging to Africa, Latin America, Eurasia and MENA has negative 

effects on the level of pooling. The same happens with Asia, which had also been significant in 

model (3). This is informative about the different dynamics and logics that characterize delegation 

and pooling, although they are usually lumped together. 

While the effect of wave diffusion is significant for delegation, it is not significant for pooling. And 

while I can observe an effect of belonging to certain regions on the levels of delegation and pooling, 

it is not significant in all cases. 28 This provides useful information for further research in the case 

 

28 For the six models I performed robustness checks with alternative coding and sources of the variables. I also tested the 

diffusion variable at one and four years. I reconstructed and calculated manually the Intra-regional trade share variable 

from World Bank data, both in its continuous version and as a dummy variable indicating High level of Intra-regional 

trade share. I also calculated the Power Asymmetry variable using the World Bank GDP indicators. Finally, I 

recalculated the Power Concentration variable using the Mansfield formula that operates at the level of the major 

powers (and not at the global level). All these checks yielded no significant changes in the models presented here. 
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studies about regional clustering but is not conclusive by itself. In addition, it is important to stress 

that there is an imbalance in the number of REOs between regions, which may affect the estimates. 

There are regions with only one REO, as in the case of North America, and there are regions with 

eight REOs, as in the case of Africa. Certainly, those regions with more cases present greater 

heterogeneity. 

It is clear from these findings that no single regression explains everything. The results reflect 

potential latent heterogeneity across organizations and across regions. This becomes clearer when I 

run the same models, but making cuts by region. It is not possible to perform this in all regions 

because of the limitation imposed by the number of observations, but it was possible in the case of 

Asia, Africa, Latin America and Europe. There I also observe differences in the results:  

(1) In the case of Delegation, only the models I ran for Asia and Africa present variables with 

significant effect. In the case of Asia, Intra-regional trade share and Number of members 

have a positive effect. In the case of Africa, Intra-regional trade share and Age of the REO 

have both a positive effect, but Number of members has a negative effect on delegation. In 

all cases, the effects are small in magnitude. 

(2) In the case of Pooling there are also differences in the results. Only the models for Asia and 

Latin America presented variables with a significant effect. In the Asian model, both Power 

Asymmetry and Number of members had a negative effect. In the Latin American model, 
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both Power Asymmetry and Wave Diffusion (3 years) had positive effects on the level of 

pooling. 

 

3.4 Discussion  

I can extract three main insights from the statistical analyses. First, there is a positive effect of wave 

diffusion on the delegation of authority, but not on the pooling of authority in REOs. They have 

different dynamics, which is consistent with the literature. There is also evidence of a potential 

regional clustering effect for diffusion, in different cases for delegation and pooling. This provides 

us with useful information to further explore a phenomenon of interest: the greater proliferation 

of delegation than pooling among REOs. Diffusion is a plausible explanation worth exploring in 

depth in the case studies chapter. Second, the number of members has a positive effect on the 

pooling of authority, as already stated by Hooghe, et al. (2017) using the same data. What had been 

tested for a larger universe of international organizations is also confirmed for the subset of Regional 

Economic Organizations. Third, I find no significant effects of variables associated with the 

European integration approaches, except for the regional models. Does this mean that these 

approaches are incorrect? Not necessarily, but they should be complemented with diffusion 

theories in most of the non-traditional cases. What I can say from the results is that diffusion showed 

a relatively consistent average effect on delegation. The term 'average' is key. This type of analysis 

estimates average effects, so it is strongly affected when there is large heterogeneity across cases, as is 
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the case here. This results in larger standard errors, which have a direct influence on statistical 

significance29. However, this does not mean that there cannot be explanations with a limited scope, 

covering sets of REOs. 

Except for the three insights, findings seem difficult to generalize. There is variation among regions 

and between delegation and pooling. Theoretically, this can be approached from two points of 

view: either that the concepts we use group different phenomena (which would make the 

comparison futile) or that the phenomenon we are analyzing is profoundly heterogeneous (which 

requires special care as N increases). However, I think this heterogeneity is also informative: my first 

conclusion is that there is no ‘super theoretical approach’ able to explain vertical regional 

integration in all the cases.  

My general conclusion is that the theory of European integration does not explain most of the cases. 

There are many cases that do not fit its theoretical expectations and do seem to fit what the diffusion 

approach claims. I believe it is theoretically and empirically important to build explanations for 

 

29 There are some additional causes of large standard errors in my models. Some of them can be corrected in the future, 

while others cannot be solved. This dataset is a strongly unbalanced panel with few clusters (23) and few observations 

in (540). This is a characteristic of the phenomenon I analyze and cannot be easily modified. I could incorporate new 

organizations and increase the temporal scope, but it would only be a way of pushing the analysis, without a theoretical 

basis for it. Also, both dependent and structural variables have little variation. For this reason, other types of qualitative 

methodologies tend to predominate in this type of structural explanations. 
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those ‘deviant’ cases. Given the positive results shown by the diffusion factor, it is of interest to ask 

about the set of cases that share the same characteristics, such as the set of cases that show a higher 

level of delegation than theoretically expected according to their 'demand for integration' (trade 

interdependence). It may not be possible to move towards explanations for the entire universe of 

cases, but we can move towards medium-range theories that contribute to the literature on regional 

integration, overcoming the limitations of the work conducted so far. 
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Chapter IV: Diffusion by mimicry, decoupling and inertia: the 

cases of Mercosur and the Andean Community 

 

Why do REOs adopt higher levels of delegation despite they have no functional need or material 

incentive to do so? In the previous chapter I presented a statistical analysis in which I tested 

hypotheses on the general trend towards higher levels of vertical integration over time in a universe 

of 23 Regional Economic Organizations between 1980 and 2012. 

I tested the drivers of European integration theories, but none of them showed significant effects 

on the level of pooling or delegation. There was only one factor that did have a significant and 

positive effect: wave diffusion. This driver has a significant effect on the level of delegation of REOs, 

but not on the level of pooling.  The standard drivers of integration only showed some significant 

effects when I ran the models by region, evidencing the existence of heterogeneity in the universe 

of REOs. Except for diffusion, the drivers of vertical integration depend on where the organization 

is and what are its characteristics. 

There are two interesting insights. First, most cases do not fit the expectations of the theories of 

European integration. Second, diffusion approaches do explain the level of delegation. This could 

explain why organizations show a tendency to sustain or increase their levels of delegation over time, 

without being associated with variation in functional needs or material incentives in their 
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environment. These results suggest that organizations own their institutional design to non-

material incentives. What are they?  

 

4.1 Diffusion, decoupling and institutional inertia 

Why do some REOs exhibit higher levels of delegation or pooling even when they have no 

functional need or material incentive to do so? I provide a sequential three-step argument based on 

elements of sociological and historical institutionalism, that encompasses diffusion by mimicry, 

decoupling and institutional inertia. Then I probe its plausibility for a set of ‘deviant’ cases with 

high delegation and low economic interdependence, through the analysis of the cases of Mercosur 

and the Andean Community. 

First, I argue that diffusion is a plausible explanation for the general trend toward increasing levels 

of delegation in REOs. More specifically, I claim that diffusion occurs through indirect 

mechanisms, such as mimicry. According to this argument, the recipient organizations actively 

decide to use available templates to emulate or mimicry existing successful or appropriate 

institutions. Second, I claim that institutional mimicry leads to decoupling, i.e., the delinking of 

imported rules and practices from their subsequent implementation (Meyer and Rowan, 1977), 

thus minimizing the cost of delegation for state authority. Thus, I argue that part of the trend 

towards increasing delegation levels is an artifact of formal rules, with no real consequences for state 

authority. Decoupling has important consequences for the theory of regional integration since it 
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reveals measurement error. Third, I assert that institutional inertia generates a path-dependent 

trajectory on the design of REOs that make politically costly to reduce delegation levels already 

adopted. As Mahoney states "once processes are set into motion and begin tracking a particular 

outcome, these processes tend to stay in motion and continue to track this outcome" (Mahoney, 

2000:511). Institutions are "sticky", they are costly to transform.  

The three steps of my argument are tested against potential alternative explanations. The first part 

(diffusion by mimicry) is tested against the possibility that there is no diffusion at all or that it occurs 

but through other mechanisms. The second part (decoupling) is tested against the possibility that 

there is compliance with the norms and rules adopted, or that these are internalized over time. In 

the case of the third part, it is tested against the possibility that decisions to adopt institutional 

features are not constrained by previous decisions.  

 

4.2 On case studies and process tracing 

Case studies allow me to delve into contextual conditions and mechanisms, while inductively 

observing unexpected pathways and potential measurement errors (George and Bennett, 2005, 

Bennett and Elman, 2007, Levy, 2008, Bennett and Elman, 2017). They allow me to explore aspects 

that were left out of the statistical analysis, such as the mechanisms through which diffusion works, 

or the qualitative tracking of the decoupling between formal rules and informal practice, providing 

empirical depth to my argument. Subsequently, they also allow me to contribute to concept 
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measurement and existing theory. Within case studies, process tracing is one of the most important 

tools for the development of causal inferences, and specially for obtaining an explanation for 

deviating cases (George and Bennett, 2005, Collier, 2011, Beach and Pedersen, 2019). In simple 

terms, this method consists in the examination of 'diagnostic' pieces of evidence in the context of a 

case, which contributes to support or overturn alternative explanations (Collier, 2011). In the 

following sections I outline the criteria for case selection and the structure I used to approach the 

cases, using elements of process tracing. 

 

4.2.1. Case selection. In this chapter I test the plausibility of my argument in cases where the 

conditions of demand for integration are not present (they have low regional interdependence), but 

nevertheless there are higher levels of vertical integration than expected. In deterministic language: 

the [0;1] cases, those located on the lower left axis of this double-entry table. 
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Table 4. Types of cases 

 
Demand for vertical 

integration 

Low High 

Delegation 
& 

Pooling  

Low   

High 0,1  

Source: Own elaboration. 

 

These cases are known as deviant cases (Levy, 2008). They are particularly useful to explore causal 

pathways such as diffusion mechanisms, and also to find sources of measurement errors in the 

dependent variable, something that underlies my argument about the decoupling of formal rules 

and informal practice (Seawright, 2016). Since it is a strategy that seeks to find an explanation as to 

why these cases 'deviate' from theoretical expectations, it allows me probe the plausibility of my 

argument as to why these REOs choose to adopt these levels of delegation (Levy, 2008:13).  

The set of deviant cases of the [0;1] quadrant includes four REOs from Latin America and the 

Caribbean (Mercosur, CAN, CARICOM and OECS), four from Africa (Ecowas, CEMAC, 

COMESA, SADC), one from the MENA region (AMU), one from Oceania (PIF) and one from 

Europe (EFTA). Of these cases, both EFTA, AMU and OECS have an extremely low level of trade 

interdependence, which is explained by the size of their economies. Also, their level of delegation is 
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low even though they exceed expectations. In the remaining 8 deviant cases, the selection was based 

on two criteria: (1) That they had institutional similarities that would allow for comparison, even 

though they are case studies, and (2) That the processes of adopting institutional changes were well 

documented. The first is a methodological criterion and the second is a practical criterion. 

Not all potential cases meet both criteria. In order to have some basis for comparison between cases, 

I had to focus on the adoption of characteristics that had some degree of similarity between them. 

This led me towards selecting institutional features that were relatively widespread, such as judicial 

and parliamentary bodies, discarding others that are more specific to each organization. In the case 

of Latin American organizations, both the Caribbean Community (CARICOM) and the 

Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) have judicial and parliamentary bodies. 

CARICOM has the Caribbean Court of Justice and the Caribbean Parliament, while OECS has 

the Eastern Caribbean Supreme Court and the Assembly. However, of these, only the Caribbean 

Court of Justice is sufficiently documented to test the plausibility of my argument, potentially 

limiting the comparison. In the case of the four African organizations, almost all of them have 

judicial and parliamentary bodies. The Southern African Development Community Tribunal 

(SADC) has its Court and Parliamentary Forum. The Economic Community of West African 

States (ECOWAS) has its Court of Justice and Ecowas Parliament. The Central African Economic 

and Monetary Community (CEMAC) has the Court of Justice of the CEMAC and the CEMAC 

Parliament. Finally, the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA) has a Court 
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of Justice, but no parliamentary body as such. However, the documentation of the adoption 

processes of these institutions was not uniform, which would have led me to have imbalances in the 

evidence regarding one case or another. 

Mercosur and the Andean Community cases meet the two criteria. Both Mercosur and the Andean 

Community have received strong attention in the literature on regionalism and regional integration 

and the processes of adoption of their institutional features are sufficiently documented, allowing 

me to test the plausibility of my argument. Also, both organizations share an institutional structure 

that has similarities (and differences), which allows me to compare between similar cases. Both 

organizations have a judicial body (Dispute Settlement System in the case of Mercosur, and the 

Andean Court of Justice in the case of the Andean Community) and a parliamentary body (Parlasur 

in the case of Mercosur and Parlandino in the case of the Andean Community).  

The Southern Common Market (MERCOSUR) is one of the most ambitious regional 

organizations in Latin America (Schimmelfennig et al., 2020). However, it is also one of the 

organizations that is farthest from achieving its objectives (Malamud, 2005, Gardini, 2011). Given 

its relevance, this organization has been extensively analyzed since its inception, sometimes in 

contrast to the European Union experience (Malamud and Schmitter, 2006, Malamud, 2020), 

sometimes using a diffusion approach (Grugel, 2007, Lenz, 2012, Rüland and Bechle, 2014). 

Mercosur has adopted several institutional changes which resulted in changes of the levels of 
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delegation and pooling, always in an incremental sense. Here I address the creation and operation 

of the Dispute Settlement System (1993 and 2003-4) and Mercosur’s Parliament (2006-7). 

The Andean Community (CAN) is one of the first regional economic organizations in Latin 

America (Odello, 2015). Its institutional design has been studied from different angles, as it is an 

organization that presents a higher level of vertical integration than expected according to the trade 

interdependence among its members (Lenz, 2013, Contipelli, 2016). This case has also been 

addressed from a diffusion approach (Börzel and Risse, 2012, Lenz, 2013). Its dispute settlement 

mechanism has been compared on several occasions with its equivalent in the European Union 

(Saldías, 2007, Alter and Helfer, 2010, Alter et al., 2012, Bustamante and Giacalone, 2016). 

Between 1980 and 2012, the Andean Community had four modifications in its institutional design 

that led to changes in the levels of delegation. Unlike other cases, it is an organization that shows 

progress and setbacks at these levels. Here I address the creation and operation of the Court of 

Justice of the Andean Community and the Andean Parliament, which became effective in 1983. 

Figure 7 shows the evolution of both trajectories and the specific moments I focus on.  
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Figure 7. Evolution of Delegation levels in the Andean Community and Mercosur. 

 

Source: Own elaboration, based on (Hooghe, et al., 2017) 

 

4.2.2 Observable manifestations and types of evidence. Diffusion can encompass first-order 

effects (e.g., direct influence of the EU) and also second-order effects (indirect influence, e.g., by 

emulation or mimicry). Second-order diffusion is a very difficult phenomenon to prove empirically. 

Process tracing involves four different types of empirical tests in order to assess the probative value 

of the collected evidence: Doubly decisive (necessary and sufficient), Smoking gun (not necessary 

but sufficient), Hoop (necessary but not sufficient) and Straw in the wind (nor necessary or 

sufficient). The success or failure of these tests allows to step forward toward potential causal 

inferences. This chapter is based on documentary sources, press archives and secondary sources. In 



85 
 

each of the three cases I focus on hoop and straw in the wind tests that help me probe the plausibility 

of the argument I raise here.  

For each case, I selected two institutional design choices that implied an increase in delegation level. 

First, I reconstruct the institutional change trajectory and summarize its functions and goals. 

Subsequently, and as a hoop test, I compare the adopted institutional feature and the original 

European model, describing how the original template operates. Finally, I trace the relationship 

between both institutional designs and check the existence of different causal mechanisms of 

diffusion through process tracing, controlling for potential alternative explanations. In order to test 

the decoupling step of my argument, I focus on potential institutional design by-passes and the 

actual implementation of the selected institutional characteristic. Thus, I first track the existence of 

institutional by-passes that allow the possibility of breaching the formal rule. This allows me to raise 

the plausibility of this explanation. Finally, I test the institutional inertia step of my argument 

during the decision process of adopting an institutional feature, tracing the available options at the 

time of institutional choice, exploring how prior decisions at time t-1 constrain those alternatives.  

 

4.3 Mercosur 

The Southern Common Market (Mercosur) was created in 1991 by Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, 

and Uruguay via the Treaty of Asunción (Mercosur, 1991); its main commercial objective is to 

constitute a common market among its partners. In 1994, its four initial members signed the 
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Protocol of Ouro Preto (Mercosur, 1994), formalizing its status as a customs union. In subsequent 

years, Venezuela30 and Bolivia have joined, but the latter is still in the process of accession. Its main 

decision-making bodies are the Common Market Council (CMC), the Common Market Group 

(CMG) and the Mercosur Trade Commission (MTC). The CMC is the highest body of Mercosur 

and adopts the most important rules called decisions. It is constituted by the Ministers of Foreign 

Affairs and the Ministers of Economy of the member countries. The CMG is the executive body of 

the bloc, and its rules are called resolutions. It is composed of five members from each country, 

three of whom must represent the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Economy, and the 

Central Bank. The MTC is the organization’s decision-making body on trade-customs matters and 

assists the CMG; its rules are called directives. It is constituted by four members from each country 

and is coordinated by the Ministries of Foreign Affairs. 

Since its inception, Mercosur has been compared to the European Union, due to their general 

institutional similarities and initial ambitions. From the very beginning of the organization, this led 

to questioning whether we were facing a case of diffusion. The approval in 1991 by Mercosur of an 

EU-like common market model, literally copying the terminology of the EU, is considered by Lenz 

(2012) as a good example of emulation. However, just as there are similarities, there are also major 

 

30 In 2006 Venezuela signed the Protocol of Accession to Mercosur, completing the process in 2012, when it became a 

full member. However, Venezuela is currently suspended from all rights and obligations inherent to its status as a State 

Party to Mercosur, in accordance with the provisions of the second paragraph of Article 5 of the Ushuaia Protocol. 
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differences between the two regional organizations (Malamud and Schmitter, 2006, Grugel, 2007, 

Coffey, 2013, Mukhametdinov, 2019, Malamud, 2020). While the European Union was marked 

by a strong demand for integration by domestic actors due to regional interdependence, this was 

not the case of Mercosur. Also, Mercosur has been criticized for its institutional deficit (Doctor, 

2013, Doctor, 2020) since its dynamics are still predominantly intergovernmental (Arcarazo and 

Geddes, 2014, Malamud, 2018). Despite that, this organization shows an increasing level of 

delegation, higher than expected given its low regional interdependence (Mattli, 1999).  

Through two features of its institutional design, in the following pages I explore the plausibility of 

the three-step argument. The first of the institutional elements I address is the Dispute Settlement 

System, the second is the regional Parliament (Parlasur) agreed upon at the December 2004 

presidential summit.  

 

4.3.1 Dispute Settlement System. There are two changes in Mercosur's institutional design 

related to dispute settlement. Between 1992 and 1993, when the Protocol of Brasilia (Mercosur, 

1991) took effect, a dispute settlement mechanism was created, which meant a significant increase 

in the level of delegation of the organization. The Protocol of Brasilia is a supplementary treaty to 

the 1991 Treaty of Asunción (Mercosur, 1991). It incorporates -for the first time- a jurisdictional 

procedure for resolving disputes on the rules of the Treaty, based fundamentally on the operation 

of ad-hoc arbitral tribunals (Garcia, 2002). During the 1990s, Mercosur's Dispute Settlement 
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System was criticized for not being permanent, especially by Uruguay and Paraguay, the two 

smallest members of the organization. Delegates from these two countries saw the EU as a model to 

emulate, so they aspired to an institutional design with greater delegation of authority.31 Also, 

academics and politicians, including some from other organizations such as the European Union, 

considered the lack of a permanent dispute settlement system as evidence that the institutional 

design was defective (Arnold and Rittberger, 2013). 

In 2002, Mercosur's Dispute Settlement System was revised by its member states via the Protocol 

of Olivos (Mercosur, 2002, Gomes, 2003, Amzel-Ginzburg, 2014). Up until then, disputes between 

member states were resolved exclusively through diplomatic negotiations (in many cases at the 

presidential level) or ad hoc tribunals with limited independence from member state governments. 

Formally, the reforms marked an increase in the delegation of authority of this regional 

 

31 The European Court of Justice (ECJ) constitutes the judicial authority of the European Union. Since its creation, its 

objectives are to review the legality of the acts of the institutions of the European Union, to ensure compliance with the 

obligations of the Member States under the Treaties and interpret European Union law at the request of national 

courts. The ECJ model has four distinctive features that differentiate it from the template that characterizes the WTO 

agreements: first, it has directly applicable Community legal rules. That is, it adopts legal rules that are directly 

applicable at the national level. Second, it has a preliminary ruling mechanism. This means that national judges can refer 

questions of interpretation of Community rules to the supranational court. Third, the validity of the decisions and 

actions of supranational institutions can be challenged. Both private actors and states can challenge the validity of 

supranational legal norms. Fourth, non-state actors are allowed to challenge state actions that violate community norms 

(Alter, et al., 2012). 
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organization. This new protocol established a permanent dispute resolution tribunal, with a view 

to unifying jurisprudence on matters derived from Mercosur’s legal framework. The reforms of 

2002 introduced an independent standing court with its own budget: the Permanent Review 

Tribunal (Arnold and Rittberger, 2013). This new institution is constituted by five Arbitrators, 

who remain in office, depending on the case, for two or three years, and also has a Secretariat 

(Mercosur, 2002).  

As Garcia (2002) states, this change in the Dispute Settlement System sought to resolve two of the 

main criticisms of the Protocol of Brasilia system: the lack of a Permanent Tribunal32 and the 

establishment of a legal oversight mechanism to evaluate compliance with awards and 

compensatory measures to be adopted. However, the devil is always in the detail: the new System 

also raised suspicions due to various institutional by-passes. First, according to the Protocol of 

Olivos, and due to the efforts of Uruguay and Paraguay, the conflicting sides can unanimously 

decide to bypass the ad hoc tribunals and go directly to the Permanent Review Tribunal to litigate, 

and not only as a review instance. However, the term 'unanimity' is key. As Arnold and Rittberger 

 

32 The demand for the creation of a Permanent Tribunal or Mercosur Court of Justice was maintained over time, 

despite the institutional changes that were adopted. In 2008 members of Parlasur proposed the creation of a Mercosur 

Supranational Court, a demand that was continued in 2015 and in 2017, without obtaining progress. Source: Parlasul 

News Agency ("Apoyo a la creación de un Tribunal Supranacional del MERCOSUR", "Alfonso González Núñez: es 

esencial la creación de un Tribunal Supranacional en el Mercosur" and "Pablo Iturralde: Lo más importante es que haya 

instituciones jurídicas que estén por encima de los gobiernos"). 
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(2013) claim, in the end Brazil and Argentina did not find it costly to accept these terms, since the 

new rules guaranteed them veto power over the possibility of bringing a case before the tribunal. 

Second, for the resolution of private disputes at the Mercosur Tribunal, the resolution system 

continues to require the respective State Party to adopt a political decision (Miranda, 2019). In 

other words, private actors' access to the Dispute Settlement System is still constrained by an 

intergovernmental logic. In addition, the Olivos Protocol even includes new veto points that make 

access to the Tribunal more difficult.33 Third, there is no monitoring of the application and 

enforcement of the Permanent Review Tribunal own decisions (Vinuesa, 2004), so the only 

possible action in order to enforce is the threat of trade retaliation (Leathley, 2003). A final bypass 

also concerns enforcement. Although the legal acts carried out by Mercosur's decision-making 

bodies are mandatory, they are not immediately applicable and do not have direct effect. This means 

that member states are committed to internalizing the acts, but not necessarily to enforcing them 

(Leathley, 2003, Martínez Puñal, 2003, Bou Franch, 2006). The change in the Dispute Resolution 

 

33 Garcia (2002) shows two examples of the new constraints included in the Protocol of Olivos. First, the National 

Section of the Common Market Group -once it has decided to admit the complaint- must go through the process of 

direct consultations with the National Section of the State Party, to which the violation is attributed, before submitting 

the complaint to the Common Market Group (Protocol of Brasilia, Article 41). However, under the Brasilia Protocol, 

it had the possibility of direct access (Protocol of Brasilia, Article 27). Second, only unanimous opinions of the Groups 

of Experts can be submitted against the State against which the complaint is presented (Protocol of Olivos, Article 44) 

while in the Protocol of Brasilia this was also possible in the case of opinions adopted by majority (Protocol of Brasilia, 

Article 32a). 
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System resembles a signaling tactic on the part of Brazil and Argentina (Alcañiz, 2012), which 

accept some concessions in their authority, under the guarantee of maintaining an 

intergovernmental logic with veto power. Credible signals that are targeted at the smaller members 

of the organization, transnational economic actors, but also at external actors, to whom it shows an 

institutional trajectory that can be considered appropriate, given the similarity with the case of the 

European Court of Justice.  

The changes in Mercosur's Dispute Resolution System support the diffusion step of the argument. 

Although features of the European Union are incorporated into this System, this is done selectively 

-there is no institutional convergence-, complementing it with other institutional features that are 

closer to the templates offered by the WTO. There is a selective adaptation as a result of the 

negotiations among Mercosur member states. As for the mechanism of diffusion, previous studies 

showed traces of three mechanisms: lesson-drawing, normative emulation, and mimicry-signaling. 

The negotiating position of Uruguay and Paraguay is close to the lesson-drawing mechanism, given 

that it seeks -through greater delegation- to generate credible commitments in the face of the 

asymmetry presented by the two largest Mercosur States. Normative emulation is manifested in the 

in the search for legitimacy that followed the selection of institutional templates. The aim was to 

adopt an appropriate institutional model that provided legitimacy to the organization. The final 

institutional outcome has features of mimicry-signaling, since the increases in delegation are 

complemented by by-passes and 'fine print' safeguards.  
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The decoupling step of the argument is also plausible, since I find a clear difference between the 

formal adoption of the new institutional features and the effective implementation that emerges 

from the 'fine print'. Even the rules themselves seek to minimize the transfer of authority by 

including safeguards for States, which ultimately preserve their authority. In reviewing the Protocol 

of Ouro Preto and the Protocol of Olivos (Mercosur, 1994, Mercosur, 2002), I find two relevant 

institutional by-passes that formally increase the level of delegation without greatly modifying the 

actual functioning of the organization: first, although the figure of the Permanent Review Tribunal 

is incorporated, Article 2 of the Protocol of Olivos requires the agreement of both parties to reach 

it (something that did not happen, for example, in the dispute between Uruguay and Argentina 

over the pulp mills); 34 Second, also according to the Protocol of Olivos, it is beyond the competence 

of the Permanent Tribunal to monitor or enforce its awards or judgments, and it is left to the States. 

Also, most of the research that followed the implementation of these rules suggests that these by-

passes had a clear purpose in the direction of allowing safeguards to the authority of the States 

 

34 The most important conflict that arose in the block was handled by the Court of The Hague: the dispute between 

Argentina and Uruguay between 2005 and 2010 due to the Uruguayan government's authorization to build two pulp 

mills in its territory and on the binational waters of the Uruguay River. Although in 2006 the ad hoc arbitration tribunal 

of Mercosur said that the blockades of the bridges on the Argentine side violated the integration agreement, both 

countries decided that the dispute should be dealt with in the Court of The Hague (“Cronología de la disputa entre 

Argentina y Uruguay por la pastera”, Clarín, October 2nd, 2013). 
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(Garcia, 2002, Gomes, 2003, Leathley, 2003, Martínez Puñal, 2003, Vinuesa, 2004, Bou Franch, 

2006, Arnold and Rittberger, 2013, Miranda, 2019).  

Finally, I find evidence that supports institutional inertia, the third step of my argument. The 

creation of the Dispute Settlement System through the Brasilia Protocol was a breakthrough for an 

organization that did not have a judicial body of any kind. Although it received many criticisms, 

these were usually directed at its lack of competencies and its non-permanent nature. In other 

words, they were criticisms aimed at expanding the body's capacities, not reducing them. The 

creation of the Permanent Court of Review of Mercosur through the Protocol of Olivos responded 

to some of these problems, such as permanence, but not to others, such as enforcement capacity or 

access of private actors. There are advances, but they tend to incorporate by-passes or 'fine print', 

they are incomplete. Thus, in Mercosur there is tension between decoupling and institutional 

inertia, between those actors who seek a deepening of delegation and those actors who aspire to 

maintain safeguards to state authority. Each institutional adoption is marked by these two forces in 

tension, which are distributed among its organs and among the member countries.  

 

4.3.2 Mercosur Parliament (Parlasur). In 1994, the Joint Parliamentary Commission (JPC) was 

created through the Protocol of Ouro Preto (Mercosur, 1994) and the CMC Decision No. 49/04, 
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"MERCOSUR Parliament".35 The JPC was composed by Representatives of the National 

Parliaments of the Member States of this regional organization and its decisions were adopted by 

consensus (Mercosur, 1994). For twelve years, the Joint Parliamentary Commission integrated the 

National Parliaments of the Member States with the institutional bodies of Mercosur, especially 

with the Common Market Council and the Common Market Group. The Mercosur Parliament 

was established in 2006 (Mercosur, 2005), as a substitute for the Joint Parliamentary Commission 

with the objective of being a representative body of the interests of the citizens of the member states. 

Parlasur is the first Mercosur institution in which decisions are taken without the requirement of 

unanimity. Yet, despite its appearance it is not a legislative body, and its decisions are not binding. 

Its institutional design is seen as a part of a diffusion process from the European Union (Malamud 

and Sousa, 2005, Dri, 2010, Rüland and Bechle, 2014, Dri and Paiva, 2016, Schimmelfennig, et al., 

2020). There is a trace of this in the identical language of its objectives and the type of executive 

bodies it adopts. The rational-functionalist approach could claim that the creation of a regional 

parliamentary body in Mercosur is explained by functional needs, such as the lack of democratic 

legitimization. That is, as a decision in favor of an increasing legalization and constitutionalization 

of the organization (Rüland and Bechle, 2014). However, when checking the contents of the main 

 

35 Already in 1991, at the II parliamentary meeting in Buenos Aires, members of the national parliaments raised the 

need to create a Mercosur Parliament, without success. At that time, the Joint Parliamentary Commission provided for 

in Art. 24 of the Treaty of Asuncion was established. 
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newspapers of the member countries in the 3 years prior to the creation of Parlasur (since 2003), 

there is no mention of this issue.36 I do not observe evident traces of debates or discourses like this 

in the discussion stages prior to the creation of Parlasur, on the part of the decision makers (Gardini, 

2010). From a diffusion approach, Dri (2010) argues that the adoption of this new parliamentary 

body can be interpreted as a process of institutional mimesis with respect to the European Union 

project, through a mechanism of socialization. She adds: "The contact with the members, staff, and 

structure of the EP [European Parliament] has reinforced the parliamentary dimension of 

Mercosur, which was almost nonexistent in its first years" (2010:70). However, this process of 

institutional mimesis does not transfer the conditions of the original context, thus opening the door 

to decouplings between the chosen institution and the reality of the regional organization that 

adopts it. This sets constraints on the way in which the mimesis process takes place. Based on 

interviews, field work, and documentary sources, Rüland and Bechle (2014) also interpret the 

creation of the Mercosur Parliament through the concepts of mimicry and isomorphic behavior.  

I observe traces of institutional similarities and dissimilarities between the Mercosur Parliament and 

the European Parliament.37 Especially in the rationale of the parliamentary body of Parlasur studies 

 

36 I checked the newspapers Clarín and La Nación (Argentina), El País (Uruguay), ABC Color (Paraguay), O Globo 

and Folha (Brazil) from January 1st, 2003, to the date of creation of Parlasur. 

37 The main differences with the Parliament of the European Union lie in the form of election of its members and in 

the competences of the institution. Regarding the form of election, it should be noted that the citizens of the Member 
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find a language and terminology very similar to that of its European counterpart (Servent, 2017, 

Jacobs and Corbett, 2019). Despite this, there is no institutional convergence. They are similar 

institutions in many aspects, but as in the case of the Dispute Settlement System, the (sometimes 

major) details make the difference. When looking at the competences of this new body, there are 

important changes: the most important one is that Parlasur does not have binding legislative 

powers. It can produce Legal opinions, Draft regulations, Preliminary drafts of regulations, 

Statements, Recommendations, Reports or Provisions. But it cannot legislate. This has been 

repeatedly demanded by the members of Parlasur themselves, without obtaining a response from 

the organization's decision-making bodies. In the words of Paraguayan parliamentarian Alfonso 

González Núñez: "Mercosur is unfinished, legally it has not yet entered its final stage, the effective 

supranationality, in which its constituent bodies, specifically the Parliament and the Permanent 

Review Tribunal are invested with powers similar and equal to those of the Congresses and ordinary 

magistratures of the sovereign countries, whose resolutions are binding, as is the case of the 

 

States directly elect by vote the 705 members of the European Parliament to represent their interests in the legislative 

process of the EU. The members of the European Parliament form political groups. They are not organized by 

nationality, but by political affinities. With regard to competences, the Parliament of the European Union acts as co-

legislator, sharing with the Council the powers to adopt and amend legislative proposals and to decide on the EU 

budget. It also supervises the activity of the Commission and other EU bodies. Over the years, and as a result of 

successive changes to the European Treaties, the Parliament has acquired extensive legislative and budgetary powers 

that allow it, together with the representation of Member State governments in the Council, to set the direction in 

which the European project is heading. Source: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/about-parliament/es 
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European Union, a model of integration on a global scale".38 This position was also reiterated by 

Parlasur presidents Arlindo Chinaglia (Brazil) and Tomás Bittar (Paraguay) in 2017 and 2018 

respectively.39 Regarding the election of its members, there is also a relevant implementation gap. 

Although originally the Constitutive Protocol stipulated in its 6 Article the direct election of its 

representatives, the States concluded in 2019 an Additional Protocol, which in its article 1 

established that Parlasur will function integrated by legislators of the National Parliaments of each 

country "until the election of the MERCOSUR parliamentarians is carried out simultaneously in 

all the States Parties through direct, universal and secret suffrage of the citizens" (Mercosur, 2019). 

Since the creation of Mercosur, the national legislators of the member states of the organization had 

contact with the European Parliament and were willing to move forward in a similar institution 

(Sanchez Bajo, 1999). In this context, the socialization processes had helped national 

parliamentarians to push for the creation of a ‘proper’ regional parliament, which would go beyond 

the competencies of the Joint Parliamentary Assembly (Dri, 2010). This was complemented by 

 

38 Source: Parlasur website. "Delegación Paraguaya urge dotar al Parlamento del Mercosur de competencias legislativas" 

(XXXIII Sesión Ordinaria del Parlamento del Mercosur (July 29th, 2015).  

39 Source: Parlasur website. “Chinaglia defiende ampliación de las competencias del PARLASUR para fortalecer el 

bloque”, (December 20th, 2017). and “Presidente Tomás Bittar pidió ampliar competencias del PARLASUR y su 

incorporación como órgano de decisión del bloque” (June 17th, 2018).  
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technical and financial support from the European Union for the elaboration of the institutional 

proposals, which were of course inspired by the European template.  

Did this have any effect? There are two positions. Dri (2010) argues that the adoption of the 

Mercosur Parliament can be understood as a reaction to domestic pressures from these actors, while 

Rüland and Bechle (2014) interprets the process as the isolated decision of a small political elite that 

decides on Mercosur's institutional design with the aim of improving the organization's 

international reputation. The first explanation is framed within the processes of diffusion by 

socialization and normative emulation, while the second explanation is framed within the processes 

of diffusion by mimicry. While the adoption of the parliamentary institution raises these two 

possible explanations, the features of its institutional design are straightforward: there are clear 

traces of isomorphic behavior40. This kind of mimicry is part of a strategy to appropriate these new 

norms without transforming the cognitive prior of the respective regional organization (Acharya, 

2009), so they tend to facilitate decouplings: between the adopted norm and the actual practices of 

the organization, but also potential inconsistencies between the fine print underlying the new 

model and the normative orthodoxy, such as those observed in the competencies of Parlasur41. 

 

40 Isomorphic behavior is observed when, in order to acquire legitimacy and survive, organizations emulate the structure 

of the most advanced organization in their field (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). 

41 Nonetheless, this characteristic is not restricted to the Mercosur Parliament, but is rooted in the antecedents of this 

institution. Although labeled as a 'parliamentary' assembly, the Joint Parliamentary Commission (CPC) was designed 
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Beyond the various institutional innovations, intergovernmental dynamics has been maintained 

throughout the organization's trajectory.   

Both the review of official documents and the review of secondary sources showed traces of 

diffusion in the case of the Mercosur Parliament, supporting the first step of the argument. 

Regarding the mechanism that gives rise to Parlasur, socialization is mentioned as a plausible means 

of transmission. However, with respect to the choice of institutional design, explanations that focus 

on mechanisms of institutional mimicry and isomorphic behavior prevail.  

As in the case of the Dispute Settlement System, there are by-passes in the institutional design that 

limit the transfer of authority from States to the organization, making the decoupling step of my 

argument plausible. First, Article 4 of the Constitutive Treaty of the Mercosur Parliament does not 

include within its competencies the capacity to generate binding laws and norms (Mercosur, 2005). 

Second, that the Additional Protocol to the Constitutive Protocol of Parlasur establishes in its 

Article 1 the suspension of the direct election of the members of the body, which allows the 

continuation of the predominance of an intergovernmental logic and violates the original spirit of 

the institution, which originally aspired to be representative of the citizens of the State members of 

 

to enhance the translation of decisions taken by Mercosur's executive bodies into national legislation. Inverting 

parliamentary functions, the CPC was thus constructed as a translator of the executive decision-making bodies and not 

as a checking and control device of the GMC, much less as a body with legislative capacity. 
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the organization (Mercosur, 2019). Certainly, both diffusion and decoupling are not new in 

Mercosur's institutional trajectory. When analyzing statements from parliamentary delegations and 

interviews with parliamentarians, I find evidence that once the Parlasur is created, it seeks to increase 

its competencies, given that it involves the creation of bureaucracies with vested interests. The 

Mercosur parliamentarians seek for Mercosur to have legislative powers. However, those who have 

the power to decide on the competencies (Mercosur's executive bodies) respond to this endogenous 

pressure with a strategy that maintains the existence of by-passes, so that the delegation is 

maintained or increased in a purely ceremonial manner. I observe an interplay between the inertia 

of bureaucracies with vested interests and the quest of governments to keep the impact of delegation 

of authority to a minimum.   

 

4.4 Andean Community 

The Andean Community is one of the oldest and more ambitious Regional Economic 

Organizations in Latin America, created in 1969 through the Agreement of Cartagena (Andean 

Community, 1969, Carrasquilla and Rivero, 2015, Odello, 2015). Its initial members were Bolivia, 

Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and Chile, which withdrew from the organization in 1976. Venezuela 

joined in 1973 and withdrew in 2006. Until 1996 the name of the organization was the Andean 

Pact. That year, the name was changed to Andean Community and its members created the Andean 

Integration System, which is composed of management and coordination institutions, such as the 
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Andean Presidential Council or the Commission, community institutions, such as the Court of 

Justice, the Andean Parliament, or the General Secretariat, as well as civil society participation 

bodies (Andean Community, 1996). The Andean Presidential Council is the highest political 

decision-making body of the Andean Integration System and is composed of the presidents of the 

member states. Likewise, the Andean Foreign Relations Ministers Council is the legislative and 

decision-making body in charge of formulating and executing the foreign policy of the Member 

States in those matters of sub-regional interest. It also coordinates the external action of the CAN 

bodies. Finally, the Commission of the Andean Community is constituted by a plenipotentiary 

representative of each of the governments of the Member States.  It is another of the regulatory 

bodies of the Andean Integration System, whose legislative capacity is expressed in the adoption of 

Decisions, especially those related to trade and investment (Andean Community, 1969, Andean 

Community, 1996). 

Given its level of institutional complexity as well as its delegation level (and to a lesser extent, 

pooling), the Andean Community was compared to the European Union on many occasions 

despite the fact that emerged in a context of low economic interdependence (Alter and Helfer, 

2010, Alter, et al., 2012, Phelan, 2015, Bustamante and Giacalone, 2016, Miranda, 2019). 

Throughout its trajectory, the Andean Community has progressed towards higher delegation levels 

than expected and is thus a case of interest for testing my argument. 
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Between 1980 and 2012, the Andean Community (CAN) adopted four institutional changes that 

modified its delegation levels. The main increase in the delegation level is explained by the creation 

of the Court of Justice of the Andean Community (Andean Community, 1979) and the Andean 

Parliament in 1979 (Andean Community, 1979) which entered into force in 1984. Despite its high 

levels of delegation, the organization had problems in implementing and meeting its objectives 

(Casas and Correa, 2007, Arroyave-Quintero, 2008, Gómez Jutinico, 2010). The Andean 

Community is still criticized for its failure to comply with its own rules and the prevalence of an 

intergovernmental dynamic (Hernández, 2011, Blanco, 2014).  

 

4.4.1 Court of Justice of the Andean Community. The Court was founded in 1979, began 

operating in 1984 and it was also modified in 1996 (Andean Community, 1979). It is defined as the 

jurisdictional body of the Andean Community, of a permanent, supranational and community 

nature, instituted to declare the legality of community law and ensure its uniform application and 

interpretation in all Member Countries. Since it was one of the first experiences of a regional court 

and because of its institutional design, the Court of Justice of the Andean Community has been 

repeatedly compared to the Court of Justice of the European Union. Alter and Helfer (2010) 

address this point in their comparative work:  

“The ATJ copies the ECJ’s key design features, including a preliminary ruling mechanism, a 

non-compliance procedure, and the foundational doctrines of supremacy and direct effect of 



103 
 

Community rules over conflicting national laws. The legal, political and economic conditions 

in the Andes, however, are very different from those in Europe” (Helfer et al., 2009:5) 

 

The same position is shared by Saldías (2014), who states that the Court of Justice of the Andean 

Community is an exact emulation of its European counterpart, highlighting the similarities in the 

processes of nullification, non-compliance and preliminary rulings. Several authors pose the 

diffusion argument to explain the institutional design of the Court, especially through normative 

emulation or mimicry mechanisms (Alter, et al., 2012, Lenz, 2013, Bustamante and Giacalone, 

2016). The diffusion literature shows consistent results regarding the degree of EU diffusion in the 

dimension of dispute settlement and regional courts. However, this diffusion occurred mainly 

through indirect mechanisms. As in Mercosur, decision-makers chose among the templates with 

the best reputation. The Court of Justice of the Andean Community is an example of EU 

normative influence, without direct pressure or financial conditionalities (Gray and Hicks, 2014). 

The networks of legal experts from both organizations, which enabled socialization, were key in this 

case (Lenz and Burilkov, 2017). However, despite the broad similarities there are also relevant 

differences between the two Courts, suggesting that the process was one of selective adaptation42. 

Despite emulating the core institutional features of the European Court of Justice template, 

 

42 The Andean Community allows state behavior that the European Union has rejected, such as the use of retaliatory 

trade sanctions and industry safeguards between Andean states. 
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policymakers adapted features to safeguard state authority, without losing the reputational benefits 

of emulation (Phelan, 2015). What are thus these small-big differences? Specially escape 

mechanisms, whose content more closely resembles that of many international trade regimes, but 

have been rejected by the EU (Phelan, 2015). Much of the recent literature on trade regimes 

asserts that states only accept international trade obligations when treaties provide ‘escape valve’ 

procedures that allow them to unilaterally 'escape' from such obligations when they face intense 

domestic opposition (Helfer, 2012). The three most prominent forms of these so-called ‘escape 

mechanisms’ are anti-dumping duties, countervailing duties and (industrial) safeguard measures 

(Phelan, 2015). Together, they are often referred to as the three main forms of ‘trade remedy’ 

instruments. That is, the ability of states to refuse to comply with regime obligations, even if other 

states impose retaliatory trade sanctions in response. However, the EU does not provide state 

policymakers with the trade remedies that seem vital in many other international trade regimes, 

something that is present in the Andean regulations. 

Rulings  are binding in the case of the Court of Justice of the Andean Community, but there is a 

marked tendency not to abide by them, which leaves the Court with a credibility vacuum (Casas 

and Correa, 2007, Arroyave-Quintero, 2008). An example of this is the unwillingness of States to 

take their disputes to the Court instead of resolving them through bilateral mechanisms43. Also, 

 

43 In order to establish non-compliance with Andean law, two stages must be followed: an administrative one, before 

the General Secretariat, and a judicial one, before the Andean Court of Justice. According to the Andean Community's 
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there is an informal aspect to take into account about the behavior of judges, beyond the 

institutional design of the Court. The Court of Justice of the Andean Community does not exceed 

the discretion that Andean law leaves to States, unlike the European Court of Justice. Even when it 

has the opportunity to adopt interpretations that expand regulation, the Court of Justice is 

generally reluctant to expand its authority or the scope of Andean norms in a way that constrains 

the authority of States (Alter and Helfer, 2010).  

The trajectory of the Court of Justice of the Andean Community presents evidence supporting the 

plausibility of diffusion. There are institutional similarities and diverse statements that confirm the 

existence of socialization processes on the part of judicial experts, particularly with respect to the 

framing of the problem (Duina and Lenz, 2016). In addition, the Court of Justice of the Andean 

Community is often considered in the literature as an emulation, a mimic or simply a copy of its 

European counterpart. The influence of the European template has been acknowledged in 

interviews by those who made the decision. 

Yet, when examining its institutional details and the actual functioning of the Court, differences 

emerge. As in Mercosur’s Dispute Settlement System, I find evidence of diffusion by mimicry. 

Although there is an institutional framework that indicates delegation, there is low effectiveness in 

 

dispute settlement website, the Andean States are constantly involved in possible non-compliance, but very few of them 

reach a judicial level. 
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the enforcement of the Court and predominance of state actors. The decoupling between the stated 

objectives of the institution, its rules, and the actual implementation is clear.  

Regarding institutional inertia, there are two forces in tension. In the case of the Court of Justice, 

there are not many significant institutional changes since the body was created. However, many of 

the criticisms from within the organization focus on the lack of 'real' enforcement and delegation 

capabilities of this body, demanding greater binding powers for it. Once the body has been created, 

it tends to seek to expand its capabilities. However, this clashed with the intergovernmental logic 

that predominates in executive bodies. As in the case of Mercosur, this tension usually results in 

institutions showing decouplings through the incorporation of institutional by-passes.44  

 

4.4.2 Andean Parliament (Parlandino).  The Andean Parliament was created in 1979 and started 

its activities in 1984 (Andean Community, 1979, Casas and Correa, 2007, Carrasquilla and Rivero, 

2015, Odello, 2015, Contipelli, 2016). As stated in its official documents, it is the supranational 

and democratic body of the Andean Community, the only organ of the Andean Integration System 

 

44 In this case, it also leads to the effective underfunding of the body by the member states, whose budget has been 

frozen since 2008 as Alfredo Fuentes Hernández, former Secretary General of the Andean Community, criticizes.  

Source: Op-ed "The institutional structure of the Andean Community is at risk of crumbling". Asuntos Legales 

Newspaper, August 12, 2020. URL: https://www.asuntoslegales.com.co/analisis/alfredo-fuentes-hernandez-

3044231/en-riesgo-de-desmoronarse-la-estructura-institucional-de-la-comunidad-andina-3044220 
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whose representatives are elected by popular vote. Its missions are to harmonize the laws of the 

region; to guarantee citizen participation; to strengthen Andean and Latin American integration; 

to regionalize good government practices and state policies; and to strengthen Andean identity and 

culture. Despite taking decisions by absolute majority, it has no binding legislative powers: it can 

only make recommendations, decisions, declarations or agreements (Malamud and Sousa, 2005, 

Hernández, 2011). Also, it does not have authority over none of the other three main institutions 

of the Andean Community (Bustamante, 2004). Nor does it have functional links with the other 

bodies of the Andean Integration System. It may request information from the latter, but they are 

under no obligation to provide it. The Parliament also has no direct or indirect participation in 

decision-making (Gómez Jutinico, 2010, Albarracín, 2013). 

From its inception, the Andean Community took the European Union as its main institutional 

reference (Lenz, 2013, Mariano et al., 2017). It created a Court of Justice and a Parliament, just as 

its European counterpart had done (Mariano, et al., 2017). However, the mimic adopted the 

institution in its more general form but adapted to the Andean political context. Despite being a 

supranational body, its design removed most of the institutional features that could challenge the 

authority of the states or the intergovernmental dynamics of the organization. This led the 

Parliament to a critical stalemate, which even resulted in internal discussions within the Andean 

Community for its eventual elimination.   
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Regarding diffusion, there are documental traces and discourses on the influence of the European 

Union at the time of the creation of the Parliament. However, there is a significant difference 

between the original European Union template and the actual implementation of the Andean 

Parliament, which is devoid of legislative prerogatives. In the case of the Andean Parliament, there 

is decoupling, but between the original template and the model actually adopted by the 

organization.45 The criticisms to Parlandino due to its irrelevance and lack of competencies were 

not aimed at expanding its powers, but rather at eliminating it.46 In 2013 the foreign ministers of 

the Andean Community even agreed to eliminate the Andean Parliament from the structure of the 

Andean Integration System based on two reasons: the lack of effectiveness of the Andean 

Parliament and its economic cost. As expected, the initiative was rejected by the members of the 

Parliament and finally did not prosper, but the problems of legitimacy of the body continued: 

recently, proposals to eliminate the direct election of its members re-emerged.47  

 

45 In the EU template, the Parliament acts as co-legislator, sharing with the European Council the powers to adopt and 

amend legislative proposals and to decide on the EU budget. 

46 Op-ed by José Ayala Lasso: “Eliminación del Parlamento Andino”. Published in El Comercio Newspaper, October 

5, 2013. URL: https://www.elcomercio.com/opinion/eliminacion-del-parlamento-andino.html 

47 In Peru, in 2020, the Acción Popular and Alianza para el Progreso groups have proposed bills to change the way 

Andean parliamentarians are selected, returning to an indirect election tending elimination of the Andean Parliament. 

"Elections 2021: is it feasible to eliminate the vote to the Andean Parliament?". La República newspaper (Peru), March 

1, 2021. URL: https://larepublica.pe/elecciones/2021/03/01/elecciones-2021-es-viable-eliminar-la-votacion-al-

parlamento-andino-pltc/?ref=lre 
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With respect to institutional inertia there is a lesser tendency here to broaden the competencies of 

the organ. On the contrary, the discussion has been more oriented towards eliminating it due to its 

ineffectiveness. The Andean Community is one of the few Regional Economic Organizations that 

has had setbacks in its levels of delegation and pooling throughout its history, as well as withdrawals 

by its members. Although it is not possible to adequately test this in this chapter, it is worth asking 

how these events have influenced the way in which these bodies have evolved. 

 

4.5 Conclusions 

Throughout this chapter I have analyzed why do REOs adopt higher levels of delegation despite 

they have no functional need or material incentive to do so. I probed the plausibility of the three-

step argument by analyzing the cases of Mercosur and Andean Community. I focused on two of its 

institutions: its judicial bodies (the Court of Justice of the Andean Community, and in the case of 

Mercosur, its Dispute Settlement System), and its parliamentary bodies (Parlasur and Parlandino). 

Diffusion is plausible explanation in both cases, especially regarding judicial or dispute settlement 

institutions. I found traces of socialization processes and evidence of normative emulation and 

mimicry as potential mechanisms. The links with the original templates they attempt to adopt are 

visible. In the case of parliaments, although there are traces of selective adaptation and influence of 

the European template, institutional convergence is lower. Decoupling is also a plausible 

explanation for the adoption of these institutions in Mercosur and Andean Community. In both 
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cases I found evidence of mimicry in the diffusion process, complemented by institutional fine 

prints. Whenever there was an adoption of a European template, institutional features or by-passes 

were incorporated that reduced the impact on the authority of the member states. In other words, 

the level of delegation was increased through these institutional changes, while safeguarding 

remnants of state authority. In the case of Mercosur, I observed a tense interaction between 

institutional inertia and decoupling by different actors inside and outside the organization. There 

is institutional inertia, the institutions and their actors tend to generate a force towards the 

expansion of their capacities, but it clashes with the intergovernmental logic of Mercosur's executive 

bodies. Both the Dispute Settlement System since its origin in the Brasilia Protocol and the Parlasur 

show a similar dynamic, when there is pressure to increase the competencies of these bodies, there 

are three options for decision makers: deny the change, expand capacities but with fine print, or 

expand capacities effectively. The first two options tend to prevail. In the case of the Andean 

Community, a similar dynamic can be observed in the Court of Justice, but not in the Andean 

Parliament, where the tension seems to have shifted towards maintaining (or even reducing) its 

competencies. 

These three parts of the argument work as a sequence. The existence of diffusion through mimicry 

led to decoupling between the formal rule and actual practice, or between the original purpose of 

the institution and its concrete implementation. Similarly, the tension between institutional inertia 

and the quest to safeguard state authority explains much of the decoupling.  
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The fact that there are no material incentives does not mean that there are no incentives. Diffusion 

by mimicry, decoupling, and institutional inertia can be understood within a framework that 

integrates both the logic of consequences and appropriateness, in which the member states of the 

organizations seek to improve their reputational position, but at the same time minimizing the costs 

that this has on their own sovereignty and authority. States make the institutions they want to make 

in their own interests and according to their own capacity. 
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Chapter V: Conclusions 

 

Regionalism and regional integration move in waves. But beyond the wave movements, there is an 

increasing trend towards the delegation of authority in regional economic organizations. Delegation 

rarely recedes. This is puzzling, given that organizations emerge and develop in very different 

contexts and conditions.  

Throughout the previous four chapters this dissertation addressed the increasing trend towards 

delegation of authority in Regional Economic Organizations over the past four decades using an 

integrated multi-method design. Specifically, it tackled the following research question: Why do 

some REOs adopt higher levels of delegation despite they have no functional need or material 

incentive to do so? To answer this question, I conceptualized regional integration identifying its 

dimensions and sub-dimensions and then conducted a quantitative analysis of the determinants of 

vertical integration (delegation and pooling) in the universe of Regional Economic Organizations, 

testing the main hypotheses in the literature on regionalism and regional integration. Based on my 

findings, I developed a theoretical explanation that combines elements from the sociological and 

historical institutionalism for a set of relevant 'deviant' cases: those who have a level of delegation 

above expected in European integration theories. I argue that this set of cases can be explained 

through diffusion by mimicry, decoupling, and institutional inertia. To probe the plausibility of 
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my argument, I analyzed the adoption of parliamentary and judicial bodies in the cases of Mercosur 

and the Andean Community. In this following section I discuss the main findings. 

 

5.1 Main findings 

In the two empirical chapters of my dissertation, I implemented two nested analyses that allowed 

me to develop a general test of existing theoretical approaches and a plausible argument for a set of 

'deviant' cases. The results of the quantitative chapter were unequivocal, there is not enough 

evidence to support a statistically significant relationship between intra-regional trade share or 

regional power asymmetry and levels of delegation or pooling. The main drivers of regional 

integration did not exhibit significant effects on the levels of vertical integration, contradicting all 

the theoretical expectations of these approaches. This claim holds even after multiple robustness 

checks: I modified the specification of the models, I estimated the models including different 

variables, I modified the way of building and coding the variables, I excluded extreme cases such as 

the European Union. Nor did they show significant and robust effects in the models by region, not 

even in the European case. The result was always the same, the variables associated with the 

European integration theories did not show significant effects in any case. This is theoretically and 

empirically relevant since European integration theories are the mainstream of the regional 

integration literature. Nor did the variables associated with the concentration of global power show 

significant effects in any of the model variants. The only control variable associated with rational-
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functionalist approaches that showed a statistically significant effect was the number of members, 

which has a positive effect on the level of pooling, as already stated by Hooghe, et al. (2017) et al.  

The main finding of the quantitative chapter is that wave-diffusion has a statistically significant and 

positive effect on delegation, but not on pooling. This has two implications. First, that previous 

global values of delegation impact on current values, suggesting the plausibility of the diffusion 

approach to explain the increasing trend of delegation in Regional Economic Organizations. 

Second, that the single predictor of delegation does not explain pooling, suggesting that both sub-

dimensions of vertical integration have different logics and dynamics and should be analyzed 

separately. Regarding cluster-diffusion, the results are more ambiguous. In this case, only three 

regions are statistically significant: Asia and North America have a negative effect on the level of 

delegation, while Europe has a positive effect. This finding indicates that belonging to North 

America or Asia has a negative effect on the level of delegation of an REO, while belonging to 

Europe has a positive effect. This finding provides support for Risse (2016) argument on the need 

to include diffusion approaches in order to explain the growing tendency on delegation of authority 

to Regional Economic Organizations. Diffusion could explain why organizations show a tendency 

to sustain or increase their levels of delegation over time, without being associated with variation in 

functional needs or material incentives in their environment. However, this result was only a first 

step, which was complemented by in-depth case studies. 
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I developed a three-step argument for a set of cases with delegation levels above theoretically 

expected by theories of European integration. My argument emphasized: (1) Diffusion by mimicry, 

(2) Decoupling, and (3) Institutional inertia. I then probed the plausibility of my argument, 

through an analysis of the adoption of parliamentary and judicial bodies in Mercosur and the 

Andean Community, two of the REOs that are part of this set of cases. 

Diffusion is plausible explanation in both cases, especially regarding judicial or dispute settlement 

institutions. I found traces of socialization processes and evidence of normative emulation and 

mimicry as potential mechanisms. The links with the original templates they attempt to adopt are 

visible. In the case of parliaments, although there are traces of selective adaptation and influence of 

the European template, institutional convergence is lower. However, the difference between the 

mechanisms of normative emulation and mimicry is more diffuse in the cases than in the theory. 

The same is true of the difference between the logics of consequences and appropriateness. Decision 

makers move between the two logics indistinctly, making it difficult to distinguish between 

mechanisms at times. 

Decoupling is also a plausible explanation for the adoption of these institutions in Mercosur and 

Andean Community. In both cases I found evidence of mimicry in the diffusion process, 

complemented by institutional fine prints and by-passes. Whenever there was an adoption of a 

European template, institutional features or by-passes were incorporated that reduced the impact 

on the authority of the member states. In other words, the level of delegation was increased through 
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these institutional changes, while safeguarding remnants of state authority. In the case of Mercosur, 

I observed an interaction between institutional inertia and decoupling by different actors inside and 

outside the organization. There is institutional inertia, bureaucracies with vested interests seek to 

increase their capacities, clashing with the intergovernmental logic of Mercosur's executive bodies. 

Both the Dispute Settlement System since its origin in the Brasilia Protocol and the Parlasur show 

a similar dynamic, when there is pressure to increase the competencies of these bodies, there are 

three options for decision makers: deny the change, expand capacities but with fine print, or expand 

capacities effectively. The first two options tend to prevail. In the case of the Andean Community, 

a similar dynamic can be observed in the Court of Justice, but not in the Andean Parliament, where 

the tension seems to have shifted towards maintaining (or even reducing) its competencies. 

These three sequential steps are intimately connected. The existence of diffusion through mimicry 

led to decoupling between the formal rule and actual practice, or between the original purpose of 

the institution and its concrete implementation. Similarly, the tension between institutional inertia 

and the quest to safeguard state authority explains much of the decoupling. Although the results 

are presented separately, in all cases they were found to be intertwined. The fact that there are no 

material incentives does not mean that there are no incentives. Both diffusion, decoupling and  

institutional inertia can be understood within a framework that combines the logics of 

consequences and appropriateness; in which member states seek to improve their reputational 



117 
 

position, but at the same time minimizing the costs that this has on their own sovereignty and 

authority.  

To conclude, I return to some theoretical considerations I raised in previous chapters of this 

dissertation. First, a comprehensive explanation requires theoretical flexibility. This does not mean 

lack of conceptual precision but theoretical eclecticism. Each theory focuses on some elements to 

the detriment of others. If we want to explain sets of cases, we will necessarily have to combine 

elements from different approaches. There is no single approach that can explain everything. 

Second, institutional adoption decisions are not independent, but interdependent in time and 

space. Previous decisions and the decisions of others affect one's own decisions at the present time. 

And this interdependence is asymmetric: not all organizations are equally permeable to external 

influences. When studying a set of organizations that are part of 'peripheral' regions, we must be 

particularly aware of this type of external factors. Third, functional or material incentives are not 

the only incentives in town. Certainly, decision-makers are driven by incentives and constraints, but 

politics goes far beyond material or functional incentives. There are also symbolic or reputational 

incentives that can generate benefits for member states. There are other reasons why member states 

decide to adopt delegation of authority to Regional Economic Organizations. Fourth, formal rules 

may not necessarily reflect the actual practice of organizations. This discovery should be considered 

to improve the indices that measure delegation and pooling of authority. There may be decouplings 

between formal and informal rules. Those of us who study (or live in) the global south know this 
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from our own experience: not everything is what it seems. Especially when it comes to rules and 

institutions. It is important to have a certain amount of skepticism when analyzing the increasing 

levels of delegation of Regional Economic Organizations, in-depth knowledge of the cases should 

always complement quantitative studies on the subject. Fifth, the adoption of institutional 

characteristics in regional organizations is the result of negotiations and tensions among different 

actors and coexisting positions. There are no unanimous decisions; there are winners and losers with 

every decision to adopt a new institutional feature. Like states, regional organizations are not unitary 

entities. An in-depth analysis of the cases shows the complexity of the decision-making processes. 

 

5.2 Main contributions and future avenues of research 

This dissertation contributes to the ongoing discussions on institutional design within the field of 

comparative regionalism. I tested the main hypotheses on the determinants of delegation and 

pooling of authority in Regional Economic Organizations, incorporating multiple theoretical 

approaches. The analyses delivered new insights regarding the effect of diffusion and the lack of 

effect of the standard drivers posed by European integration theories. It also provided new insights 

about the difference between delegation and pooling. Second, through case studies my dissertation 

assessed the plausibility of a novel three-step argument that combines elements of sociological and 

historical institutionalism to explain high levels of delegation in Regional Economic Organizations 

with low interdependence.  
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The results of my dissertation open future avenues of research that were not addressed here. The 

first step is to extend the research, without changing its analytical framework. First, by extending 

the time horizon of the database to include the entire decade between 2010 and 2020, which would 

allow comparison between periods, increase the number of observations and test whether the 

effects I observed are still sustained over time. Second, including other adoptions of institutional 

features within Mercosur and the Andean Community would allow us to see if the same logic of 

mimicry, decoupling and inertia is also present.   

A similar option is the inclusion of other cases that also belong to the set of Regional Economic 

Organizations with high delegation and low interdependence. This could open the door to the 

implementation of a comparative design, which would also make it possible to contrast 

organizations from different regions. A bit more ambitious would be to carry out a Large-N 

qualitative analysis such as the one proposed by Goertz (2017) to test the generalizability of my 

argument to the whole set of cases. These options were not considered as part of this dissertation 

mainly because they entail intensive fieldwork to compensate for the lack of documentation in some 

of the cases, something that was beyond my reach given the time constraints of the PhD and scarce 

funding. 

Both options pursue the same goal through different strategies: to extend the generalizability of my 

theoretical argument to the entire set of 'deviant' cases. It may be difficult to theorize about the 

entire universe of Regional Economic Organizations, given the heterogeneity of conditions that 
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exist in each of them, but this should not lead to surrender in the comparative enterprise. There are 

sets of cases that share institutional features and have similar backgrounds. I identified one of those 

sets, but that does not mean that it is the only possible one. 

There are also avenues for future research beyond the analytical framework that I presented in my 

dissertation. The conceptual distinction I made allowed me to identify the differences between the 

two sub-dimensions of vertical integration, delegation and pooling, which are usually lumped 

together. This raises questions that were not addressed here but are relevant both theoretically and 

empirically. What about authority pooling? It is not as widespread as delegation of authority, but 

nevertheless also shows a growing trend. What determines the level of pooling in Regional 

Economic Organizations, beyond the size of the organization? Why is it less widespread than 

delegation? What explains the decoupling observed between pooling and delegation since 2000? Is 

it possible to apply the same theoretical argument to the adoption of institutional features that 

increase the level of pooling? The question of the determinants of pooling has been addressed by 

Hooghe, et al. (2017) for the entire universe of International Organizations, but not for the case of 

Regional Organizations. The other questions have not yet been addressed by the comparative 

regionalism or regional integration literature. 

Similarly, it is worth asking about the determinants of the other dimensions of regional integration: 

horizontal and sectoral integration. The literature tends to focus on the vertical dimension, 

assuming that integration is just that. We need a systematic study of the interaction between the 
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three dimensions to be able to comprehensively assess the tendency towards integration or 

disintegration in regional organizations. This could complement some of the findings I obtained 

here: Is there any kind of spill-around in the sectoral dimension of integration that works under the 

same logic as delegation with decoupling? How do they interact with each other? A more complete 

study of the dimensions of integration would be a relevant contribution to the literature on regional 

integration. 
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