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ABSTRACT:
China’s importance, influence and relevance as a development actor in Asia is on the
rise. While the EU and EU member states have long played a strong role in shaping
trade and development cooperation in Asia, China’s recent engagement can hardly
be underestimated. While the EU’s intention in international cooperation is to
promote sustainable development, participatory and equitable trade, and peace and
security, China’s primary intentions are hidden and linked to meet political and
economic ends. This paper therefore explores China’s means of cooperation, and
what they may reveal about genuine intentions in two ‘String of Pearls’ countries, Sri
Lanka and Myanmar. This research further aims at exploring the extent to which it is
advantageous for the two countries to involve a China as a predominant
development actor.
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Introduction
China is a relatively new actor in international development, and plays a double-role
as an emerging donor and partner, and at the same time considering itself a
developing country (member of G77, the group of 77 least-developed countries)
despite its economic growth and part of global South-South cooperation, which is
increasingly bypassing the European Union (EU) or the United States (US). For Asian,
African, as well as Latin-American countries, China has long become a strategic
partner in development and trade, with an increasing relevance also of the political
dimension of this cooperation. Given China’s dominant role in East-Asia and its rise
as a global power, Chinese development policy, in Asia as well as in other parts of
the world, has triggered suspicion as to both its intentions and the outcomes. In a
number of African countries, China is about to or has already overtaken the place of
the number one cooperation partner from the traditional donor countries
(Hackenesch 2013, Men and Barton 2011). And, for their part, African leaders have
understood to use the alternative supply of aid and development capacities to
maximize their leverage in negotiations in their own favour (Sanderson and Forsythe
2013).

In Latin America, the economies in Brazil, Chile and Venezuela today are so tightly
entwined with the Chinese that a decline of growth in China directly translates into a
decrease of productivity and stock market asset value in these countries (cf. Ahuja
and Nabar 2012). Equally, Asian economies such as Korea, Malaysia, Taiwan,
Thailand but also Japan heavily depend on Chinese productivity, investments and
consumption to a degree that a downturn in Chinese growth of one percentage
point is mirrored at equal rates among the ‘Asian tigers’ (IMF 2012). The recent
devaluations of the renminbi, in August 2015, have once again impressively
demonstrated the extent to which China has become the most important trade and
development partner in the region (and beyond)3. And China is further investing
hugely in its relations with Asian countries, notably by setting up the Asian
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Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) and providing substantial resources for its New
Silk Road fund (BBC 2015). Already before the establishment of the AIIB, only
through financing by China Development Bank alone, China was “lending more to
developing countries than the World Bank” (Sanderson and Forsythe 2013: 103). By
force of its demographic weight any of China’s policy measures potentially has a
strong global impact. This is frequently illustrated by invoking China’s magic number,
the relativizing force of its population: No matter how small the number, it will be
huge multiplied by China’s population – and vice versa, no matter how big the figure,
it will be tiny, divided by the number of Chinese inhabitants.

The focus of this paper is on the regional ’push and pull factors’ of international
cooperation. To what extent and under which conditions is it an advantage or a
disadvantage for recipient countries to involve a regional power as a predominant
development actor? And, what is the leverage of an extra-regional partner, such as
the EU, as compared to the ‘regional champion’? To investigate the effects of interand intra-regional development strategies in Asia, the cases of this paper are
respectively China’s and Europe’s development and cooperation activities in Sri
Lanka and Myanmar. In doing so, particular attention is paid to the means of
cooperation, and what they may reveal about the ends, i.e. the primary intentions
behind the pursued cooperation. The research emphasis is thus less on what they
achieve, i.e. the content of a program, but how they achieve it. As a - rather simple hypothesis we depart from the assumption that both China and the EU engage in
forms of extended governance or ‘governance transfer’ (Börzel and van Hüllen 2015)
– and, more precisely, in efforts of orchestration (Abbott et al. 2015) to achieve a
mixed set of goals, partly and to different extents motivated by self-interest and the
responsibilities for global governance agendas.

Research on the European Union, as the case of the organizationally most-integrated
supra-national governance system, has advanced the knowledge on different forms
of external governance. The EU is therefore a crucial case for comparison, and, if
done along a set of carefully selected criteria, particularly well-suited to be
measured against the administrative structures of federal states as well as other
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forms of regional and international cooperation (Börzel 2013, Brennan and Murray
2015). Hence, the comparative design of this research avoids the mere juxtaposition
of comparable examples and, by selecting cases according to the crucial independent
variables, also addresses the ‘N=1 problem’ of EU studies (Derlien 1992, Rosamond
2005). The China-EU comparison draws on evidence from two cases, Sri Lanka and
Myanmar, where both actors are engaged in a variety of efforts of post-conflict
reconciliation, reconstruction and development cooperation, according to their
respective ‘normal standards’. Therefore the two cases can be studied as instances
of the EU’s and China’s regional developmental patterns.
The paper will first outline the theoretic framework for the study, and then present
the context for respectively EU and China in Asian regional development, before
providing, subsequently, a description and analysis of the two cases. The final
discussion will highlight our initial findings, and elaborate on the differences and
similarities of the two approaches, as well as the respective intentionalities behind
them.

Orchestration of regional development cooperation
States use various organizational forms to exercise governmental power; regional
cooperation can be conceptualized as a mechanism of indirect governance, namely
‘orchestration’ (Abbott et al. 2014, 2015), a softer species of delegation (although
deployed for the same functional reasons): “The main benefits of indirect
governance are functional: governors enhance their own governance capacity by
tapping into the capabilities of third parties” (Abbott et al. 2015: 4). Abbott et al.
mention several remote governance functions: expertise, agenda-setting, credible
commitment, access to targets, monitoring, adjudication and legitimacy. As an
innovative policy tool, orchestration has been defined as “the mobilization of an
intermediary by an orchestrator on a voluntary basis in pursuit of a joint governance
goal” (Abbott et al. 2014: 6). Especially in development or democratization contexts,
also non-governmental organizations, social movements or civil society groups may
become partners in new forms of common governance.
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Orchestration thus is a weaker form of external governance, unlike delegation, when
the governor does not have hard means of control over an agent (contract or
sanctions): “Weak governments often have little alternative to orchestration […] as
the government is unable to enforce the contract” (Abbott et al. 2015: 12). In this
instance of indirect governance, the governor “must select the intermediaries based
on their governance goals and therefore may have to compromise on their
capabilities. […C]ompatible motivations do not imply adequate capabilities. Often
the orchestrator must work with intermediaries that are partly or completely
incapable of performing the required tasks” (Abbott et al. 2015: 9). How
orchestration is operationalized in concreto, more often than not, depends on
interaction (negotiation, coordination etc.) between

organizations, be it

international, non-governmental or state administrations.
Arguably, the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) can be interpreted as an
instrument or an intermediary organization of Chinese orchestration of a set of
target states, to involve them in a joint economic cooperation and development
projects. The precise structure and functioning as a bureaucratic organization, its
culture and decision-making routines, and especially the AIIB’s lending practice, i.e.
which projects are funded, based on what criteria, decided by whom, will all be of
crucial importance for the nature - as well as the success or failure - of Chinese
regional development initiatives in Asia.
The

specific

instruments

and

organizational

structures

of

international

administrations in turn are crucial for policy design and implementation, the
modalities of regional cooperation but also the transfer of knowledge and
technologies necessary for economic growth. The study of bureaucratic
organizations is helpful to understand the functioning of administrations and public
or non-governmental partners or international organizations, their decision-making
structures and practices as well as how they communicate and interact in the joint
achievement of shared governance goals. The organizational characteristics of
international bureaucracies have been seen to be of central importance in
determining the evolution and formation of preferences among their members, by
creating incentives and isomorphistic pressures on lower-level systems (Biermann
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