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In recent years the EU has launched bilateral trade negotiations with
different individual countries and also with different regional groupings. So
far, the attempts to conclude these inter-regional agreements have been
rather unsuccessful. The first interregional trade negotiations with
MERCOSUR ended without agreement in 2004. Talks with other regional
blocs such as ASEAN, Gulf Cooperation Council and many of the ACP regions
were suspended as well. International Relations literature supports these
observations. Large number of actors with different preferences discussing a
wide number of trade issues complicates dramatically the chances of
agreement.
Despite of that, recently there have been some successful cases of region-toregion agreement. The EPA with the CARIFORUM area was signed in
October 2008 and has provisionally entered into force. Four years later, the
Association Agreement signed on June 2012 between the EU and Central
America became the first FTA in the world between two regional blocs out of
the Cotonou framework. In addition, the agreements with the African
regions of SADC, the EAC and ECOWAS have concluded but are still pending
to sign or ratify. Why some EU inter-regional trade agreements succeed in
reaching the conclusion and signature of the agreement between the
parties?
Since such agreements are difficult due to the large number of actors with
different preferences involved, the degree of cohesiveness in the regional
groupings involved in the negotiations may help explain the negotiations
success or failure. This paper proposes a methodology for analyzing the
cohesiveness of the EU’s counterpart. The first section shows that regions
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have different characteristics and we may expect some variation in the
degree of cohesiveness across regional groupings. The second section
reviews the literature to identify the factors that determine the degree of
cohesiveness and justifies the selection of Aggarwal and Fogarty’s model
(2004) for analyzing the EU’s counterpart. The third section tentatively
proposes how the presence of each variable related to EU’s partner
cohesiveness is going to be determined and measured.
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Interregionalism is a relatively recent phenomenon. First contacts between
world regions date back from the 1960s with the EU’s treatment of its excolonies grouped together in several regional groups (Smith 2008).
However, it wasn’t until the 1990s when regionalism entered to a
remarkable period of growth and with it, the number of institutionalized
relations between regions (Hänggi 2006: 31). In some cases, contacts among
these entities have led to negotiations on trade liberalization agreements,
particularly among the EU and other regional organizations and groups. The
phenomenon quickly attracted the interest of scholars. Some of them framed
interregional trade talks as constituting a second-best alternative to
multilateralism (Faust 2006: 158; Aggarwal and Fogarty 2004: 1). Others
even go further. Hettne, for instance, argues that in international relations
and international political economy interregionalism is moving to a centre
place as a potential mechanism to structure the world order (2014: 56). In
both circumstances, whether being a second-best or a future centre place,
the stagnation of multilateral talks in the WTO allows for interregionalism to
present itself as a promising opportunity for global cooperation in the trade
domain.
This young and auspicious branch of the International Relations literature,
however, faces several problems associated with its nature. And this is the
main reason why research is still limited and underdeveloped. The first
main problem is ontological as studying regions requires a dynamic
understanding of the subject. Tony Payne argues that “regions are always in
the making, constructed, deconstructed and reconstructed through social
practice and discourse” (Payne 2004: 20). Researchers will always find a
moving target, with changing borders in contrast to the rather long lasting
structure of states. It implies that when analysing regions, “according to the
criteria adopted and the time period analysed, they include or exclude
different actors and processes” (Ribeiro-Hoffmann 2016: 601; see also
Hänggi et al. 2006: 4). In addition to this ‘horizontal’ volatility of regions,
marked by changes in their geographical range, the volatility may also be
vertical, as their actorship and capacity to act may be subject to change as
well (Hettne 2014: 57). Institutional changes in the region or political
fluctuations in some member states may affect also their characteristics as a
regional polity.
These challenges in measuring and delimiting regions have affected the
study of interregionalism. In part due to these ontological difficulties, for
instance, research interests have moved from an actor-centred to a
systemic-centred perspective (Rüland 2006). Instead of targeting the impact
of the regional actor in the system, scholarship has focused on an ‘outward3

in’ perspective, drawing attention in the impact of globalization and the
strength of interregional relationships on regional cohesion and regional
identities. Consequently, an inside-out oriented literature of
interregionalism is almost missing. Little empirical information on actororiented interregionalism has been gathered out of the triadic relations
between North America, EU–Europe and East Asia (Rüland 2014: 18). In the
case of the EU, for instance, a common tool of analysis has become the ‘single
voice’ framework (Meunier 2000). However, little emphasis has been placed
on how cohesiveness of a region contributes to interregionalism. The most
prominent exception is Aggarwal and Fogarty’s study of EU’s trade
negotiations which suggests a framework to analyze the cohesiveness of the
EU’s counterpart. They model a complex multilevel game where regional
power, institutional relations and domestic preferences play a key role on
interregional arrangements (Aggarwal and Fogarty 2004: 226).
Another difficulty, almost unsolvable, faced by the interregionalism
literature and noticed by Rüland, is the “finite empirical substance” that can
be found out there (2014: 15-16). Interactions among regional polities are a
relatively recent phenomenon and the number of cases is limited.
Consequently, literature has provided essentially historical and empirical
evidence of particular cases (Ribeiro-Hoffmann 2016: 600, 603, Rüland
2014: 30) and even the development of comparative cases has become a
hard endeavour due to the political, economic and socio-cultural diversity
among regions (Aggarwal and Fogarty 2004: 209). The scarcity of cases
from which theory-guided studies of interregionalism can be drawn upon
has had methodological implications leading to the theoretical and also
conceptual underdevelopment of the subject (see Ribeiro Hoffmann 2016;
Baert et al 2014: 3; Hänggi et al. 2006; Aggarwal and Fogarty 2004). “Very
few studies have robust theoretically oriented analytical frameworks or
apply methods in a systematic manner. The conceptual complexity and
methodological constraints, including the availability of reliable sources,
have hindered the establishment of a good informational point of departure
to the analysis of interregionalism and the flourishing of comparative
studies” (Ribeiro-Hoffmann 2016: 603). In sum, “a convincing theory of
interregionalism is still outstanding” (Hänggi et al. 2006: 10).

The first important hurdle when approaching interregionalism is the
concept of region as such. In other words, to define interregionalism one
previously has to define regionalism, which in turn has define region in
advance. And yet, defining region is a considerably hard endeavour since no
objective criteria exist for defining what a region is and thus what is not.
Theorizing about it becomes challenging due to its socially and politically
constructed character, whose nature is contingent and open to
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interpretation (Hemmer and Katzenstein 2002: 575). Already in the
previous section geographical and political volatility have been pointed out
as some of the features of a region. Börzel and Risse (2016: 20) define region
as a socially constructed pace located between the global and the national
level, usually formed by more than two countries, that make references to
territorial location and to geographical or normative contiguity, and which
have often, but not always, shared institutions. Regions can be more or less
institutionally formalized, respond to a continental, sub-continental or
transcontinental geography, possess a higher or lower level of
interdependence among its members and be characterized by strong or
weak identity (Ribeiro Hoffmann 2016: 601; see also Hettne 2014).
This wide range of characteristics allows that region can be better
understood as a process, an actor “in the making” (Hettne 2014: 57). Its
construction is placed in the intersection between two simultaneous
processes known as regionalization and regionalism. Regionalization is a
trade driven bottom-up process (Gilson 2002) that takes place out of the
political will. Private economic and other non-state actors, especially
business firms, lead the process. Their interactions and transactions become
intensified, which leads to increased interdependencies that cause mutual
costs to geographically adjacent states, societies and economies and produce
political and economic externalities that might be tackled or not by
governments (Hänggi et al. 2006: 4, Keohane and Nye 1977). Oppositely,
regionalism is a consciously political top-down process. It implies a process
in which nation states develop policies to manage regionalization and a
broad array of security and economic challenges originating from outside of
the region (Hänggi et al. 2006: 4).
The degree of institutionalization that emerges from such regionalism has
led to distinguish among two types of regions: regional organization and
regional group. A regional organization typically shows a high level of
institutionalization, positive integration and homogeneity of membership.
Hänggi et al. (2006: 8) used the term old regionalism, as they link its
creation to a particular point in time due to the fact that their architecture
was common in the regional projects build up before the 1990s. In contrast,
in their study of interregional trade relationships, Aggarwal and Fogarty’s
(2004) link a regional organization to a customs union or a well integrated
free trade area. In the second category, the regional groups do not need to be
a customs union. Some authors argue that their origin emerges from the
1990s onwards (Hanggi et al. 2006). They are characterized by
intergovernmental decision-making mechanisms, lean institutionalization
and flexible formal structures (ibid: 8). Its flexibility and its low level of
formality encompasses also the regional groups that might have been
formed only for the purpose of engaging in a specific interregional
relationship (Hanggi 2006: 39).
5

The differentiation between regional organization and regional group is
crucial for the interregionalism literature, as in the relations among these
types of regions strive the debate of what is considered interregionalism. In
a broad sense, interregionalism is defined as a “situation or a process
whereby two (or more) specified regions interact as regions, in other words,
region-to-region interaction” (Baert et al. 2014: 4; see also Doidge 2014: 38,
Hänggi et al. 2006: 3, Faust 2006: 155). Thus, a broad definition allows us to
define interregionalism as a generic term to cover all range of formats
created among regions for interaction, regardless of being between regional
organizations, between regional groups or between regional organizations
and regional groups. In the same line, Aggarwal and Fogarty (2004: 1) argue
that interregionalism occurs when a number of participating countries from
geographically dispersed regions negotiate over a broad range of products:
“the pursuit of formalized intergovernmental relations with respect to
commercial relationships across distinct regions”.
Other approaches, however, use the differentiation between regional
organization and regional groups to claim that the concept of
interregionalism has to be narrowed down and include only some of the
mentioned types of relationship. There is little controversy that the first
group, the relations between two formal regional organizations, can be
typified as interregionalism. Typically, this relationship is established by
constituent treaties and has a permanent seat (Ribeiro-Hoffmann 2016:
601). Authors agree in the interregionalist nature of the interaction between
two regional organizations but have used different terms for referring them:
group-to-group relations or “old interregionalism” (Hanggi 2006: 42); “biregionalism” or “bilateral interregionalism” (Rüland 2006: 298; Rüland
1999: 2-3); and “pure interregionalism” defined as “the formal formation of
ties between two distinct free trade areas or customs union” (Aggarwal and
Fogarty 2004: 1).
The second category refers to the relationship between a regional
organization and a regional group and offers more controversy. For
example, Holland has framed the EU and the former colonies of its member
states constituted in the ACP group as “imagined interregionalism”. He
argues that the ACP group does not express a common identity as a cohesive
group in any other context than vis-à-vis the EU (Holland 2006: 254). The
relationships between a regional organization and a regional group have
been termed also as ‘new interregionalism’ although the expression is rather
focused on its causal factors. Hänggi (2006: 32-33)2 new interregionalism
emerges temporarily during the 1990s due to system-centred rather than
actor-centred factors. Similarly, Aggarwal and Fogarty use the term “hybrid
Nevertheless, Hanggi argues that the analysis of interregionalism should avoid equating old and
new forms of interregionalism with a specific type of interregional relationship (Hanggi 2006: 56).
2
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interregionalism” (2004: 5) to refer to the cases when a customs union
negotiates with a group of countries from another region which is not a
customs union or free trade agreement. In the case of the EU, RibeiroHoffmann (2016: 613) has listed the most recent classification involving its
relationships between other organizations or regional groups. It includes the
negotiations with EPA countries (CARICOM, PACIFIC, SADC, East African
Community, West Africa, Central Africa and Eastern and Southern Africa)
plus the negotiations with ASEAN, GCC, CAN, MERCOSUR and Central
America. Hanggi (2006: 35) and Hardacre and Smith (2014: 95) include also
the Rio Group and SAARC.
Finally, the last category encompasses “borderline cases” that are not
considered that should be treated as a form of interregionalism (RibeiroHoffmann 2016, Hänggi 2006: 42, Rüland 2006). It includes less formalized
relations and non-state actors, such as the cases of relationships between
two regional groups, the “quasi-interregional” relations between a region
and a third country and the “megaregional” relations between a group of
states from more than two regions (Hanggi 2006: 40-41). Rüland uses
“transregionalism” to term the relations “which links countries across two
regions where neither of the two negotiates as a grouping” (Aggarwal and
Fogarty’s 2004: 5; see also Rüland 2006: 298).
Other classifications exist apart from the institutionalization of the regions.
Hänggi suggests (2006: 33) that interregional relations can be classified
according to different criteria: geographical situation, structure, function,
issue areas covered, intensity of interaction, degree of institutionalization,
performance, relevance for global governance. Aggarwal and Fogarty (2004)
propose three dimensions of analysis: the strength of the regime, its nature
and the EU commercial treatment of the counterpart.
In sum, literature identifies different types of regions bounded by different
types of interregional arrangements among them. Some regions, identified
as regional organizations, possess higher levels of institutionalization.
Others are lesser formalized. These distinctions have led to different
classifications of interregional relationships. In turn, as ‘actors in the
making’, regions vary significantly in their degree of cohesiveness. Some
possible features have been abovementioned, such as the intensities of their
regional political project or the degree of interdependence between the
members of the region compared to the rest of the world. Consequently,
there exist an extensive number of cohesiveness characteristics that vary
across the available cases.
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This section explores the literature to identify the factors that contribute to
regional cohesiveness. Studies on interregionalism have used different
concepts associated to cohesiveness such as coherence (Aggarwal and
Fogarty 2004) or regionness (Hettne 2014), but only in the case of the EU
has attempted to explain how it impacts on the external performance
(Conceiçao-Held and Meunier 2014: 961, Meunier and Nicolaïdis 1999: 480,
Meunier 1998: 7). In these studies, internal cohesiveness has been
connected to the concept ‘single voice’ coined by Sophie Meunier (2005,
2000). She argues that the processes to coordinate effective external policy –
internal decision-making rules and grade of delegation to a negotiating
authority– determine the EU external performance. Such framework derives
from liberal institutionalist theory and has been used from the EU
perspective by interregionalism literature to study cases such as the EUNorth America relations (see for example Roloff 2001).
For our purpose, the ‘single voice’ framework presents two shortcomings.
First, the ‘single voice’ perspective associates internal cohesiveness with the
‘output dimension’ of the EU decision-making. In other words, they do not
consider cohesiveness as an attribute of the units per se –input– but a result
of an institutional process –output–. Conceiçao-Heldt and Meunier define
internal cohesiveness as the “ability to formulate internally and represent
externally a consistent position with a single voice, even if this is not the
preferred position of all the member states3” (2014: 966). Thus, the ‘single
voice’ does not enter into the divergence of preferences among the member
states. It ignores the ‘input dimension’ and focuses exclusively on the
existent institutional mechanisms that facilitate the formulation of an
aggregate regional position.
The reason why the ‘input dimension’ is ignored is due to, they argue, “there
could be cohesiveness in the absence of authority, autonomy or recognition,
but in these cases it would be member states acting as a coalition and not
the EU being an international actor” (ibid). The ‘single voice’ concept
emerges from the literature of actorness and claims that a certain degree of
actorness –therefore, of ability to act (Bretherton and Vogler 2006)– is
necessary for analyzing cohesiveness from an institutional viewpoint. This
leads to the second shortcoming. Taking a single-dimension approach to
internal cohesiveness makes ‘single voice’ framework hardly exportable to
other regions. As Hanggi et al. (2006: 9) claim, most studies of regional
actorness have focused on the EU but little emphasis has been placed at
other regional organizations. The institutionalist shape of the concept,
3
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associated with the decision-making procedures and the grade of delegation,
falls short in a regional environment governed by intergovernmental
procedures and little delegated powers to a negotiator. Nevertheless,
authors have found that other regions have shown a certain degree of
actorness. For instance, Hettne (2014) argues that SADC and ECOWAS have
developed actorness qualities. And others found it is also the case of ASEAN
and MERCOSUR (see also Ruland 2014: 17, Doidge 2014, Bretherton and
Vogler 2006). Using a narrow institutional framework would make difficult
to establish comparisons among regions. For the aims of this thesis,
therefore, a pure ‘single voice’ approach would not be followed as the
objective is to offer a more comprehensive picture of regional cohesiveness.
By employing different classifications and frameworks for regions, other
scholars identify a wider span of factors, ranging from power realist theories
to ideational constructivist views, which may contribute to regional
cohesiveness. Among them it exist a significant degree of coincidence in the
factors identified, although the framework of analysis offered by each
contribution is not the same. For example, Ribeiro Hoffmann (2016: 601)
uses geography, interdependence, degree of formality, legalization of
institutions, and identity (2016: 601). Jacobs (2001 cited in Roloff 2006: 2122) analyzes how performance affects interregionalism and identifies eight
variables where almost six may relate to regional cohesiveness: distribution
of power in the regional systems which are part of an interregional system;
domestic politics in the nation states which are parts of a regional system;
divergence in interests and positions between regions and nations;
differences in perception of relevant actors; distribution of gains of
cooperation; institutionalization; distribution of power in the international
system and distribution of power in the interregional system. Hänggi (2006:
33) has privileged geography, structure, functions or degree of
institutionalization.
This thesis focuses on the framework proposed by Aggarwal and Fogarty’s
in 2004 in the book EU Trade Strategies between Regionalism and Globalism,
for three different reasons. First, because this is one of the most prominent
works on interregionalism directly related to trade politics, and specifically,
the trade relationships between the EU and regional partners. Second,
because it uses a wide and comprehensive framework to explain
interregional outcomes by combining outside-in and inside-out approaches.
They explain the EU and the counterpart motivations through a mixture of
systemic and internal factors, through privileging an inside-out view to
interregionalism. However, our analysis uses only the part of this broad
framework related to the counterpart and its cohesiveness. Finally,
Aggarwal and Fogarty’s work offers an enriched plurality of lenses as it
captures different perspectives in the International Relations discipline
ranging from power realism, interest driven liberalism and ideational
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constructivism (see Hasenclever et. at 1999, Lake and Powell 1999, Wendt
1999, Ikenberry et al. 1989). Not only does it take into account an akin
institutionalist ‘single voice’ framework, but also it looks at the preferences,
identity and distribution of power within the regional. In addition, a strong
point is that it considers the relational aspect of the relationship, namely
that a counterpart’s presence and behaviour may affect the other.
While Aggarwal and Fogarty’s main analysis is focused primarily on the EU
and its motivations for the development of interregional agreements, they
also discuss how to satisfactorily account for interregional regime outcomes.
They argue that, discounting the effects of the bargaining process,
interregional regime outcomes are “a function of some constellation of
received EU preferences and counterpart characteristics” (ibid: 17).
Regarding the counterpart characteristics, they consider three general
categories: the individual and collective preferences of the counterpart as
well as the national and region-wide institutional structures; the power
configurations both within the counterpart region and between the EU and
the counterpart; and the counterpart coherence, which refers to the political,
economic and cultural unity as opposed to with countries outside the region.
Thus, the first category looks at preferences and institutions of the regional
counterpart. Specifically, they argue that the counterpart regions do not
enjoy a level of institutionalization such as the EU, so the analysis should be
primarily focused on the Member States preferences and institutions rather
than trying to aggregate then in region-wide collective motivations. Second,
one should consider also the economic power configurations within the
counterpart region and the power imbalances between the EU and the
counterpart. The willingness of the members towards negotiations will be
affected by the asymmetries within the counterpart as well as by the
asymmetries between the counterpart and the EU. And finally, they include a
third category, counterpart coherence, defined as “degree to which the
counterpart region manifests a clear and coherence zone of politicaleconomic activity and the institutional underpinnings to represent that zone
vis-à-vis the rest of the world” (ibid: 17). The coherence of the counterpart
will be a function of four elements: if its limits are politically self-defined or
defined by the EU; the portion of economic exchange within the region vis-àvis the rest of the world; the match between the regional regime and the
broadest possible definition of what constitutes the “potential” region in
cultural and geographical terms; and the degree of institutionalization of the
regime.
While excluded from the counterpart attributes, the authors use in their
book another interesting variable that may relate to cohesiveness: the EU
commercial treatment of the counterparts: “Different countries present the
EU with different levels of political and economic challenges and
10

opportunities, and the EU’s commercial treatment of these different
countries will reflect this balance of opportunities and threats” (ibid: 22). In
this respect, the EU may find strong differences among the constituent
members of a region in terms of economic size, trade relationships or
political understanding, and these differences may affect the incentives that
both have in the negotiation. Because of the different economic and political
opportunities in the counterpart, the EU may have strong incentives to treat
them separately. In turn, the different incentives that the constituent
members of the counterpart region face when negotiating with the EU may
lead to different patterns of behaviour in the negotiation. Thus, this variable
suggests an interesting approach to cohesiveness. The environment –i.e. the
specific circumstances each actor faces when negotiating with the EU– must
be considered in the analysis of cohesiveness in the counterpart.
In sum, interregionalism theory has not arrived to a consensus about what
regional cohesiveness is when analysing interregional relationships. This
essay takes Aggarwal and Fogarty’s framework due to its linkages to trade
politics, comprehensive approach and theoretical plurality. This model
offers a liberal approach in terms of analysing institutions and preferences
in the region; a both regional and systemic power-realist view; and also
constructivist insights in the part of regional coherence. It also provides an
interesting relational view on how in a negotiation a player may influence
the cohesiveness of the other.
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This chapter proposes a methodology based on Aggarwal and Fogarty’s
model (2004) to test the hypothesis that the degree of cohesiveness of the
regional counterpart of the EU has an impact on its interregional agreements
success. The proposed method will serve to look at the degree of
cohesiveness of the EU partners in all interregional agreements attempted
since 1995. In order to establish the degree of cohesiveness, each section of
this chapter define the expected relation with cohesiveness of each the four
factors identified in the previous chapter as having an expected impact on
cohesiveness of EU regional counterparts. Here cohesiveness is grouped
among four main factors: institutions and preferences; regional power;
regional coherence; and the EU presence. In order to establish criteria to
establish the presence of these independent variables, some flexibility is
required. Aggarwal and Fogarty establish the measurement of some of them,
particularly regarding regional coherence and EU presence. In some others,
the measurements have been developed with the help of further
interregional and regional literature.

The first variable needs some previous clarification to avoid confusion. We
define this variable as regional preferences and it is defined as the result on
how individual member states preferences and region-wide structures
contribute to cohesiveness. Thus, we are not assessing any particular
preference at the regional level, namely if the region is in favor of free trade
or not. What we assess is how this preference is made up and aggregated
through the similarities among member states preferences and the regional
institutional mechanisms. The logic is akin to the interplay that liberal
institutionalist authors made with institutions and preferences, such as
Putnam’s two level game (1988) or da Conceiçao-Heldt (2014). In their
work, Aggarwal and Fogarty (2004: 16) evaluate both the individual
member state and region-wide preferences as well as how region-wide
institutional structures shape these preferences because they are looking a
particular preference towards free trade. However, this section looks for a
specific value on cohesiveness. In it has to be found not at the regional
preferences but at the production of these preferences in both the regional
and the state level. Thus, this section is divided in two. First, we establish the
measurement on how regional institutions contribute to have a single voice.
It has been widely explained in the previous chapter that most EU studies
look at the regional institutional settings to assess the ability to speak as one
in the global arena. But, as Aggarwal and Fogarty correctly point out, it is not
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possible to establish the presence of regional preferences just by looking at
the regional institutional framework “given the generally low level of
institutionalized cooperation within counterpart regions” (ibid: 210). Thus,
the second part of the section defines a methodology to evaluate the
cohesiveness of member states preferences.
The ‘single voice’ concept, also refereed as ‘the output dimension’, argues
that having a strong institutional setting, the presence of centralized
decision-making structures and delegation of powers to the negotiator,
contributes to regional cohesiveness (Meunier 2000). The framework, used
primarily in the case of the EU, has also been applied in the interregionalism
literature (Faust 2006, Aggarwal and Fogarty 2004). Da Conceiçao-Heldt and
Meunier (2014) argue that the ‘single voice’ of a region emerges from the
internal prerequisites of actorness: authority and autonomy (Jupille and
Caporaso 1999; see also Bretherton and Vogler 2006). Authority refers to
the delegated competences to the regional level i.e. the degree of
supranationalism in decision-making in a particular policy area. The
institutional regional setting can hold decisions in the hands of the member
states of the constituency, which would complicate the ability of the region
to formulate internally consistent positions. On the contrary, competences
delegated from the member states to the regional level would favor the
cohesiveness of the group (Jupille and Caporaso 1999: 216). We would
expect that the internal cohesiveness of the group increases if the decisionmaking competences in trade policy are allocated in the regional level.
In terms of internal decision-making constrains, it emerges a second
distinction already discussed4. Interregionalism literature identifies the
importance of the number of states involved in the interregional
negotiations, which hampers the cohesiveness of the region. The increasing
number of actors in the regional table is expected to make more difficult the
progress to interregional agreement (Faust 2006: 159; see Hänggi et al.
2006). This viewpoint emerges from the literature on comparative politics,
which commonly analyzes institutions in terms of the number of veto
players within the political system. The number of veto players in a polity
refers to the actors “whose consent is necessary to change the status quo”
(Tsebelis 2002). Thus, the probability of agreement at the regional level
declines as the number of veto players increases (Mansfield et al. 2007;
O’Reilly 2005; Sebenius 1983). One would expect that the number of veto
players in a region would have a negative impact on its cohesiveness.
The second prerequisite of actorness, autonomy, refers to the level of
delegation to a single negotiator. When negotiating at the international level,
the Member States in a particular region can opt to reduce decision-making
costs and delegate the negotiating powers to a third authority (Majone
4

Not included in this paper
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2001: 103). Thus, not only a ‘single voice’ –the unity in the position
defended internationally– contributes to cohesiveness, but also having a
‘single mouth’ i.e. the unity of the messenger –the number of actors in the
region taking the negotiating floor– (Delreux 2014: 1020-1021). By
delegating, the agent enjoys a certain level of discretion and increases the
ability of the region to hold a consistent position externally even when the
preferences of the principals diverge (Dür and Elsig 2011, Franchino 2004).
Therefore, we would expect that delegation of negotiating powers to a single
negotiator would increase the regional cohesiveness.
The second part, measuring preferences –or the regional ‘input’– presents
some methodological complications. Aggarwal and Fogarty (2004: 7-10)
suggest to look at the willingness of the national societal groups to establish
commercial agreements and the effects of the national institutions on
shaping such preferences. However, observing the preferences presents
methodological problems as one may find a never-ending collection of
“boxes within boxes” (Frieden 1999: 46; see also Lake and Powell 1999).
The preferences of an actor examined in a particular context may be a mere
strategy to pursue its means in that specific environment. By observation,
one may not obtain the real preferences but a particular strategy which
would tell little of how this relates to cohesiveness. Thus, going too deep
would complicate our already broad analysis. Moreover, measuring
preferences do not imply per se the measurement of any cohesiveness. On
the contrary, using Aggarwal and Fogarty’s model, we only would obtain the
inclination of a particular constituency towards free trade.
Internal cohesiveness implies having the ability to formulate internally a
consistent position with a single voice which, in Robert Putnam’s words,
would imply the existence of a win-set. In his ‘two-level’ game (1988), a
consistent position at a certain level is attained when the win-sets of the
players within the constituency overlap. A win-set is defined as all the range
of possible agreements in this particular level of government (ibid: 437).
Although Putnam’s model has been originally employed to the interplay
between the domestic constituency of a state and the international level,
some authors have applied it to a region in the case of the EU (FenhoffLarsen 2007; Meunier 2000). We can expect a higher degree of cohesiveness
when having homogeneous preferences among the members of the region
since it will make more likely to reach a consistent position (Delreux 2014:
1031; see also Milner 1997). Thus, measuring preferences from a
cohesiveness perspective must imply the measurement of the variation of
these preferences among the member states that form a specific region. This
view solves the cohesiveness puzzle but not the free trade puzzle i.e. a
region could show a high level of coherence towards free trade because all
members are against trade liberalization.
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A possible solution from the interregionalist literature is brought by Hettne
with the concept of regionness, described as internal cohesion and identity
formation (Hettne 2014; see also Hettne and Söderbaum 2010). Hettne
relates internal cohesion to regionalization: “when different processes of
regionalisation intensify and converge within the same geographical area,
the cohesion —and thereby the distinctiveness of the region in the making—
increases” (Hettne 2014: 58). He identifies three simultaneous processes of
regionalization: regime convergence, economic homogenization, and relaxed
security relations. Regime convergence implies the homogenization of
essential features of the political system, such as the adoption of the acquis
communautaire as a precondition for joining the EU. Economic
homogenization is associated with uniform national adaptations to
globalization. And relaxed security relations are equated to the existence of
a security community (Deutsch 1957). One would expect that political,
economic and security homogeneity in the region would lead to a higher
degree of cohesiveness.

In contrast to the sharp relationship that literature establishes in the
positive effects on cohesiveness of homogeneity of preferences and regional
aggregating institutional mechanisms, there is more controversy on the
effects on its relation with the distribution of power within a regional group.
Even Aggarwal and Fogarty in their theoretical framework leave the effects
of power distribution open to interpretation. They attempt to assess the way
that “(economic) power considerations within the counterpart affect the
willingness of all members of the region to engage in interregional ties
within the EU” (Aggarwal and Fogarty 2004: 16). In other words, they bet
that the configurations of power in the counterpart shape the intensity of
preferences towards an agreement. However, the effects that power has in
the region’s ability to present externally a consistent position are not
developed. And in addition, neither the literature agrees on the subject. A
stream argues that cohesiveness is positively related to power asymmetry
whilst others argue the opposite: that more symmetry leads to a high degree
of cohesiveness. We suggest a U-shaped relationship in which both a
hegemonic domination and a very symmetric distribution of power
correlates positively with regional cohesiveness.
A wide range of literature, from realist to constructivist authors, emphasizes
the effects that a hegemonic domination has in regional cohesiveness.
Realists, for instance, claim that power politics dominates over any
institutional setting –or that the institutional setting is a function of power
politics–. Consequently, aggregated regional preferences are explained
through the economic preferences of powerful member states within the
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region (Hyde Price 2006, Grieco 1988). The strongest economic countries in
the region may use their influence through persuasion and coercion
mechanisms to manipulate the weaker countries economic preferences and
make them accept the deal. The existence of a regional hegemon would
enhance the cohesiveness of a region whilst its absence would affect it
negatively.
On the other side, a prominent amount of interregionalism literature argues
the opposite. Roloff (2006: 28) claims that regional cooperation is driven by
symmetries in interdependence because the states perceive that gains of
cooperation will be symmetrical. Therefore, a relatively equal distribution of
power across the region would be the main driver of cohesiveness. Similarly,
Weiland (2006: 188-189) argues that power asymmetries and heterogeneity
between member states within a region complicate regionalization. In his
study, he mentions Rooyen’s (1998) work on integration studies which
proves that similar levels of industrial development and broadly similar
economic and political systems stimulate efforts towards regional
integration.

Aggarwal and Fogarty’s refer to the counterpart coherence as “the degree to
which the counterpart manifests a clear and coherent zone of politiceconomic activity and the institutional underpinnings to represent that zone
vis-à-vis the rest of the world” (Aggarwal and Fogarty 2004: 17). Other
studies in interregionalism have linked identity and cohesiveness (Higgott
2014: 102, Doidge 2014, Hettne and Ponjaert 2014: 120, Hettne 2014). Such
coherence is linked to identity building studies and is represented in four
dimensions: the extent to which the region is politically self-defined, the
interdependence of the intraregional trade vis-à-vis the rest of the world
and “the extent to which existing political-economic manifestations of the
regions reflect current understandings of the ‘potential’ region” (Aggarwal
and Fogarty 2004: 210), and the degree of institutionalization of any existing
regional regime. This subsection excludes the last category, as
institutionalization of the region has already treated in the Section 3.1.
Regarding the political aspect, the authors opt for a binary category to
distinguish whether the region was self-defined by its member states or
whether it was defined by the EU. The authors uphold that it can provide a
fair indication of the self-generated will to create a regional bloc. The
expectation is that a self-defined region would show a higher degree of
cohesiveness than a region EU-defined. On the economic aspect, Aggarwal
and Fogarty measure the intraregional economic integration, namely the
percentage of intra-regional trade as opposed to the trade with the rest of
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the world. They argue that the level of economic integration creates
incentives for cohesiveness, either for creating or for strengthening the
regional bloc (see also Ribeiro Hoffmann 2016). We expect that regions with
higher intra-regional trade relative with the economic exchange outside the
region would show a higher degree of cohesiveness.
Finally, the last criterion requires some more attention. The authors
themselves recognize that this variable is much more difficult to assess
objectively even for the case of the EU. The variable refers to the percentage
of the ‘potential region’ represented in any existing bloc. In other words, the
ideal ‘potential region’ should be geographically or culturally consistent with
the existing regional regime. Aggarwal and Fogarty determine that existing
ideas on the cultural, political or geographic cohesion of the bloc shape in
turn the region identity which impacts on its cohesiveness. Thus, one would
expect a higher degree of cohesiveness in regions where the broad
understanding of the potential region is proportionally closer with the
eventual formal members of the regime. For instance, the EU does not fit in
what is considered to be Europe. Although many disparities exist in
assessing the geographical or cultural limits of Europe, a complete EU
should include, at least, countries such as the Balkans, Switzerland or
Norway.

. .
Regional cohesiveness may also be affected by external factors. Particularly,
Aggarwal and Fogarty claim that the EU may have different economic and
political interests within the region, which in turn may lead to treat the
countries in the counterpart region differently (2004: 22). Holland (2006:
259-260) has also referred to the problem that the EU different treatment
on the counterparts provokes on the cohesiveness of the ACP regional
groups. Aggarwal and Fogarty operationalize the different commercial
treatment of the counterpart in two factors: the degree of uniformity of EU
treatment of specific countries in the counterpart region and the type of
agreement that the EU negotiates with the counterpart, whether
interregional, subdivided interregional or bilateral. The first factor posits
little problems for the analysis but the second would need a reformulation.
The type of agreement that the EU negotiates with the counterpart is a factor
akin to our dependent variable, and including this factor as an independent
variable may easily incur in a tautology. Thus, the assessment should be
made ex-ante: the factors than can incentivize the EU to opt for a regional or
a bilateral agreement.
Starting with the first factor, the degree of uniformity of EU treatment, leads
us to have a look to the different commercial treatments that each member
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of the counterpart individually may enjoy with the EU before starting a
interregional negotiation: either may benefit from the Most Favoured Nation
treatment, whether the specific country has no other alternative instrument
from the EU, or some kind of specific commercial preference, which may be
the SGP, SGP+ or EBA. These three instruments are special advantages in
terms of tariff reductions that the firms in the third country enjoy for
exporting to the EU market. Literature contends that the other alternatives
available in a negotiation shape the BATNA (Best Alternative To Negotiated
Agreement) that actors have. A party with a high BATNA would be less
willing to make concessions in a new agreement as it already benefits from
an advantageous alternative. On the contrary, an actor with a low BATNA
would be more interested in reaching an agreement at any cost (Lax and
Sebenius 1999, Putnam 1988). The incentives for the counterpart Member
States to accept a regional agreement will be affected by the alternative
instrument that they enjoy. Therefore, we may expect that cohesiveness
would be affected by the variation within the alternative commercial
instruments that the Member States in the counterpart region enjoy during
the negotiations.
The second factor, the type of agreement –interregional or bilateral– that the
EU uses with the counterpart, must be reconsidered. For its
operationalization we must walk one step behind and look at the EU’s
“inclination to deal with these countries as a single group or plurally”
(Aggarwal and Fogarty 2004: 22). These inclinations, according to the
authors, are affected by systemic power and security considerations and the
EU’s commercial treatment will reflect this balance of opportunities and
threats “giving the EU a strong incentive to negotiate separate terms with
the countries” (ibid). Economic incentives have been typically
operationalized through the economic size of the counterpart (da ConceiçaoHeldt 2014: 983, Damro 2013; Drezner 2007). Thus, one may expect that the
EU inclination to negotiate separately with large countries in the region will
affect the level of cohesiveness in the counterpart.
In order to assess more accurately the impact of an external actor on the
cohesiveness of a region, one must take into account its capacity to exert
influence beyond its borders i.e. by its presence (Bretherton and Vogler
2006: 2). Aggarwal and Fogarty refer it in a rationalistic way and expect that
the EU may use its highest relative size in the negotiations and influence on
the attitudes of the counterpart with sanction and rewards (ibid: 20). For
instance, “the EU can best punch its weight in international politics by
granting and/or restricting access to the large and rich European market”
(ibid: 13). Presence has been largely used as well from social constructivist
viewpoints to explain how the EU influences on strengthening regional
cohesiveness and identity-building of the other in an interregional
relationship. Ian Manners (2001: 11) refers to it as “meta-regionalism”, in
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which the EU implicitly and explicitly promotes mimétisme (regional
replication) in other regions (see also Gilson 2004, 2002). The same idea has
been coined as ‘regionalism through interregionalism’ (Hänggi 2003),
developed by Doidge (2014: 45) in a more utilitaristic way. He claims that
the effects on cohesiveness are greater when a regional actor is confronted
by a relatively stronger external other. The weaker actor needs greater
coordination and feels compelled to build intra-regional institutions as a
product of engagement with a more coherent external other.
A more systematic way to operationalize the EU’s presence, or its capacity to
exert influence beyond its borders, has been described by Hettne (2014). He
defines it as a complex and comprehensive material variable, using
territorial and population size, the relative importance in the specific issue
area, the scope of its external activities, economic strength, military power
and the relative dependence upon the others market. Therefore, we would
expect that the relative capabilities of the EU vis-à-vis the regional
counterpart would influence positively on its cohesiveness.
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