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Sammanfattning 
Mercosur, som i dag består av Argentina, Brasilien, Paraguay, Uruguay och Venezuela, bil-

dades 1994 i ett försök att förstärka det ekonomiska samarbetet och befästa den omogna 

demokratin i regionen. Regionalt samarbete inleddes även i avsikt att öka stabilitet och sä-

kerhet i regionen då samarbetet föddes ur askan av en instabil och nedbruten ekonomi. 

Den dramatiska förändringen från ett inåtvänt militärt styre under större delen av 1900-

talet till en liberalisering av både den ekonomiska och politiska sfären, var en annan anled-

ning till regionalt samarbete. Den här uppsatsen behandlar sambandet mellan dessa två fe-

nomen; regional integration och demokrati, och deras parallella utveckling. Den regionala 

integrationen i området kring Mercosur är annorlunda än andra integrationsprojekt genom-

förda i världen. Detta är till stor del på grund av den starka statliga interventionalism och 

presidentialism som historiskt haft en framträdande roll, tillsammans med avsaknad av in-

syn och brist på civil delaktighet i den politiska sfären. Dessa karakteristiska drag gör det 

svårt att applicera redan framtagna teorier på Mercosur då dessa främst är utarbetade med 

hänsyn till Europeiska Unionen. Utvecklingen mot demokrati är betraktad som nödvändig-
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het i förändringsprocessen mot ett förbättrat regionalt samarbete och därmed också regio-

nal integration, trots att demokratin fortfarande är begränsad. 
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Abstract 
Mercosur, which today includes the member states Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay, Paraguay 

and Venezula, was created in 1994 in an attempt to enhance economic cooperation and 

consolidate democracy in the region. Regional cooperation was also initiated in order to in-

crease stability and security in the region. This since the integration project surged out of 

the ashes of an unstable, broken economy and a recent shift from an introvert military re-

gime towards a liberalisation of both the economical and the political sphere. This thesis 

treats the connection between these two phenomena; regional integration and democracy, 

and their parallel development. The regional integration through Mercosur is different to 

other integration projects. Among other things this is due to the strong history of state in-

tervention and scarce civil participation, as well as a prominent presidentialism and a cur-

rent lack of transparency. This makes the implementation of already existing theories that 

may explain the development of Mercosur hard to apply, since these theories are developed 
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with consideration to the European Union. The development towards democracy is seen as 

an essential cornerstone in the shift towards a more cooperative stance between the re-

gional neighbours. Even though democracy in the region still is of limited nature, its emer-

gence promoted regional integration.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 The context of the problem 

The growth of regional trading blocs is one of the strongest developments in 

international relations in recent years. In the European case, through the European 

Union, a strong economic and political force has been created which can be seen, in the 

eyes of many, as a successful example of regional integration. The entire Latin 

American continent has a unique history of economic protectionism. Statism, i.e. a high 

state involvement, has been a strong phenomena with extensive regional political 

antagonisms between states as a consequence. This was often due to strong military 

regimes which created a wide spread situation of insecurity in the region. Despite this 

fact the Mercosur area, i.e. Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay, Paraguay, and just recently also 

Venezuela1, has during the last two decades managed to introduce both a transition 

towards democracy and regionalisation.   

 

One of the pressing issues in Latin America today is how to enhance and consolidate the 

democratic movement already initiated by the democratic transition in the 1980’s. This 

process included the rule of law, effective policy making, service delivery and the 

creation of a civilian control over the armed forces. This capacity of the state to 

maintain order and, at the same time, a rule of law, is a determinant of democratic 

stability. This has historically seldom been provided by the state in the region. Regional 

integration was, during the democratic transition, considered a measure of creating 

stability in the region for the consolidation of democracy, as well as the economic 

springboard desperately needed in the region during this time. The largest and most 

successful example of this economic integration today in the region is, as already 

mentioned,  Mercosur.  

 

The resurgence of integration and intraregional trade in the 1990’s has taken place in an 

entirely new political framework. A new liberal consensus developed in the 1980’s 

                                                 

1  Gained entry on December 9th 2005. Process towards full membership is in progress.  
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supporting a shift towards democracy and to more open, market-based economies. The 

relationship between regions, neo-liberal paradigms and economic policies stands at the 

heart of the new assessment of regionalism and regionalisation today as well as the 

consolidation of democracy at the national level. Regionalisation is in this research 

defined as inter-state interactions including issues as political, economical, social, 

security and even cultural exchanges. Here the actors can be both governments and 

private actors. This regionalisation and inter-state cooperation may evolve into the 

dynamic concept of regional integration, which in both theory and reality often requires 

some degree of economical exchange. This parallel development of democratisation and 

regional integration in the Mercosur seems more than coincidental, but the precise 

nature between them is not yet clear. Hence this study intends to investigate the 

relationship between these two phenomena i.e. do the regional integration and extended 

economic cooperation contribute to the consolidation of the democracy at the national 

level within Mercosur?  

 

One important instrument to be used in order to transfer knowledge and lessons from 

one experience of regional integration to the other, is theory. To further examine my 

question theories that explain the relationship between national democratic 

consolidation could be helpful. It is important, however, to be aware of that there exist 

doubts whether a theoretical stance, that can explain the Mercosur case, is present today 

(Schmitter 1991, Malamud 2003). A presentation of the main theories that explain the 

process of regional integration will be conducted in order to see how they may 

contribute to the strengthening of national democracy.  

 

1.2 Purpose 
The purpose of this thesis is to analyse the question whether the parallel development is 

a coincidence or if the importance of regionalisation as a consolidator of democracy is 

significant in the region. This will be the focus of the essay. The purpose is as well to 

describe and analyse if the integration promotes the consolidation of democracy and to 

answer the following questions: 1) How does theories surrounding political integration 

and theories for political economy present the relationship between regional integration 

and the institutionalisation of national democracy within Mercosur? and; 2) What 
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impact (if any) does regional integration have on the consolidation of national 

democracy in Latin America?  

 

1.3 Method 

The investigation on this political issue has previously been scarce and in 1998 the 

linkage between democracy and cooperation could still be described as “unexplored” 

(Remmer 1998 p. 28). Further research is therefore desired to reach an increased 

understanding in the area. There exist, however, difficulties within social science to 

establish causal links of the strictest kind. The study will instead concentrate on possible 

explanatory factors and circumstances linking the two processes of democratisation and 

regional integration, which implies an increased regional cooperation, together. 

 

This research is an entirely qualitative research based on literature, scientific articles, 

periodicals and other publications. Since the study relies basically on secondary sources 

a qualitative research will be adequate since it provides the possibility of carrying out a 

textual analysis. In this research the focus will not be on the economical aspect of 

regionalisation, even though a certain level is essential in order to grasp the key 

concepts in the investigation. Since the specific and comprehensive literature on this 

relationship between democracy and regional integration in the area is fairly scarce (the 

former in that it focuses on the Mercosur area and the latter in the sense that many 

researches are not restricted to this specific limitation) the task was instead to draw 

essential material from other fields of research such as democratic peace, democratic 

theory, consolidation studies, interstate cooperation and liberalisation in order to gather 

relevant arguments.  

 

To obtain relevant literature I have worked in two ways: First, I searched the library 

database on the main search words: regional integration, democracy, Mercosur, 

Southern Cone, Latin America, neo-functionalism etc. Second, I have searched through 

the reference lists of the literature for further relevant authors and texts. The choice of 

literature has hence been selected based on the authors known expertise in the area, i.e. 

either I have known about the authors before, or I have discovered them through reading 
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distinct articles and books in the areas of research. Through these articles and books 

important notions and key concepts under investigation were discovered and further 

developed. 

 

As stated, the material has been fairly limited, especially in the area of 

democracy/regional integration. This is due to a larger interest among researchers in the 

pure economics or pure political or social fields. This has created limitations since 

information regarding the relationship researched in this essay has hence been relatively 

scarce. Since a scarcity of literature regarding the positions of Paraguay, Uruguay and 

Venezuela before the entry in Mercosur and after, also is present, the research will focus 

on two of  the other members, Argentina and Brazil. Research in this field surrounding 

the Argentine and Brazilian cases is more extensive, which one argument for the point 

of departure. Another reason for the delimitation to these two countries is their 

historically economical and political regional supremacy in the region. Their presence 

has shaped the entire Latin American continent and even though the prominence has 

faded some, their importance remains immense.  

 

As an intergovernmental process, Mercosur has been mostly developed through the 

dynamics of the relationship between Brazil and Argentina, while Paraguay and 

Uruguay have remained junior. Although they are by no means insignificant partners, 

they will not be extensively examined in this thesis. Another reason for this delimitation 

is the access to information where in the concerned field of research, Brazil and 

Argentina has been much more thoroughly investigated and analysed by previous 

authors. The method I consider has been fairly successful considering that the 

alternative, to conduct an investigation on place, would have been impossible under the 

present circumstances.  

 

As to the theories treated in the text they were chosen foremost due to their origins. 

Mercosur is today still in the cradle of its evolution, a place were the European Union 

was some decades ago. I will here mainly discuss the neo-functionalism that is 

considered the original theory concerning regional integration. The theory of 
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intergovernmentalism is hence chosen as a counterweight to the neo-functionalism since 

it is the prominent theory of regional integration treated in North America.   

1.4 Disposition 
Since the area of investigation could be made immense I have tried to divide it into 

three major parts. First, the study will focus on the two most decisive key players during 

the creation of Mercosur i.e. Argentina and Brazil. This will be done in order to describe 

the original initiatives and important turning points in the historically infected relation 

between the two countries. Secondly the core investigation is restricted to the years 

from the final stage and the fall of the military regimes until the creation of Mercosur 

(i.e. mid 1970’s until 1994). The concept of democratisation will be investigated here as 

well. Thirdly the focus will be on the actual relationship between democracy and the 

process of regionalisation, with both theoretical and empirical cases presented. Hence 

the focus will not be on the Mercosur as such or on the domestic transition to 

democracy.  

 

In chapter one a general background to democracy and regional integration, foremost in 

Argentina and Brazil, will be presented. This chapter serves as an introduction to the 

reader in order to get them familiarised with the area of research. In the second chapter 

the thesis will continue to define the notion of democracy and its characteristics in the 

Mercosur area. In the third chapter theories for integration in the Mercosur area will be 

described and connected to democracy and some questioning surrounding these theories 

will be conducted. In chapter four the analysis will be initiated in an attempt to find the 

links between regional integration and democracy This will be done through different 

approaches to show this linkage and also through an analysis showing the different 

characteristics of the democracy in the Mercosur area and its effect on the integration 

process. To round up the paper a concluding discussion will be provided to help 

compile the information previously presented. 
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2 Development of regional integration and democracy 

in Argentina and Brazil  

2.1 General historical background  

Latin America is an intriguing continent with an immense cultural and social diversity, 

also with a spotted past, where the hierarchical society and economic cleavages are 

without comparison in the world today. It is also a society without an influential 

position in global economy, historically held back by extreme protectionism and statism 

that brought ISI2. The creation of an excessive dependence on production towards the 

export sector and importation of manufactured goods through the ISI, which had its 

peak in the 1960´s, made the whole Latin American region extremely vulnerable to 

global economic fluctuation. It is important to get some background surrounding the 

economical sphere in order to better understand the political shifts in the region 

(Cavarozzi 1991).  

 

In the 1970’s and early 1980’s, due to re-emergence of the global financial markets and 

the oil revenues for the OPEC countries, there was a huge inflow of money (mostly 

loans) to Latin American and also African countries. In Argentina, Brazil and Uruguay, 

the military juntas borrowed petrodollars3 and other funds from the financial actors of 

the North (Patomäki & Teivainen 2000). During the 1980’s the region fell in to a deep 

economic crisis which was initiated in 1982 when Mexico announced that they could 

not continue paying their huge foreign debt. This action was rapidly followed by other 

Latin American countries initiating the worst crises during the 20th century. The 

countries could not get new credits from the international banks and the direct 

investment decreased immensely. Further, the currency was devaluated with the result 

that the value of the export fell and hyperinflation was a fact for some states (Cavarozzi 

1991). During this time economic recovering was in focus and the democratisation 

                                                 

2 Import Substitution Industrialization is a trade and economic policy based on the premise that a develop-
ing country should attempt to substitute products which it imports, mostly finished goods, with locally 
produced substitutes. 

3 A petrodollar is a dollar earned by a country through the sale of petroleum that in the mid 1970s made 
borrowing extremely easy for the Latin American countries due to high liquidity on the global market.  
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process already initiated in some countries before the crisis was left in the shadow. 

Statism came to be viewed as a problem for democracy as well as for economic growth 

and stability in Latin America. The interventionist model, where the state played a 

central role in both economy and political life and where the army was an essential part 

in the practicing of power, was substituted by the liberalisation of the market and the 

diminishing of the state became a fact. This occurred to great extent due to the pressure 

carried out from the international society.  

 

Democracy was introduced in the Southern Cone4 of Latin America in 1983, with the 

resounding success of Raúl Alfonsín in the presidential election following the defeat of 

the Argentine military regime in the Falklands/Malvinas War5. There followed a 

historically rapid succession of transition in the region: Uruguay in 1985, Brazil, Chile 

and Bolivia in 1989, Peru in 1990 and Paraguay in 1993. At the same time as this 

regional wave of democratisation was the shift in the foreign policy stances of most 

states in the region. The shift was from a hostile, geopolitical conception of regional 

relations grounded in the balance of power, to foreign policies oriented more toward 

multilateral and cooperative security arrangements (Steves 2001). In the case of our two 

main concerns Argentina and Brazil6 they were both suffering from, among other 

things, the collapse of the ISI, stagnation of the economy, an extremely high and 

uncontrollable inflation, inefficient economies as a heritage from the military 

authoritarian regimes and huge foreign debts during the transition (Waisman 1999, 

Lamounier 1999).   

 

The fragile democracy was threatened from various directions and a transition to an 

open market system, economic growth (with control over inflation etc.) and the 

subordination of the military to civilian rule, were essential ingredients for the 

consolidation of the democratic process. In order to prevail over the delicate situation 

                                                 

4 The term Southern Cone (Cono Sur) refers to the southernmost countries of South America. Typically, it 
refers to Argentina, Chile, Uruguay, and Paraguay. 

5 It is hard to set an exact date for transition to democratic rule, but these dates represents the first free and 
fair elections for the executive of these states (Waisman 1999) 

6 Their development during this period will be further elaborated in following sections.  
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and to strengthen the collective security and conflict resolution mechanisms that had 

been very weak, the countries started gazing out-wards, towards cooperation and 

regionalisation. The 1980’s is also referred to in Latin America  as the ‘lost decade’, 

which was characterised by rapidly widening income gaps and rising numbers of poor 

people on the entire continent (Cavarozzi 1991). In Argentina, extreme inequalities 

grew by almost half in the late 1980’s and in Brazil they expanded by one-fifth in the 

1980’s.  

 

In the 1990’s the acceptance of the neo-liberal programme grew, which was as an 

essential condition for economic funding from the IMF7 and other associations for a 

continuing of multilateral debt rearrangements (Patomäki & Teivainen 2000). During 

the 1990’s the region also had to experience two further major financial crises: First, the 

Mexican crisis in 1994-95 that also spread to Argentina; and secondly, the Brazilian 

crisis of 1998-99 which both had repercussions in other Mercosur countries, particularly 

in Argentina. This despite the re-invention of the currency in Argentina, dollarisation of 

its economy, and radical privatisation and downsizing of the state structure (Ibid). The 

crisis in Argentina stayed behind until 2003 and had an immense impact on the 

Argentine society until the GDP ones again started to grow from its low point of US$ 

2,850 in 2002 to compare with US$ 8,210 in 1998 (Fiszbein, Giovagnoli & Isidro 

2002). Before all these crises the region was to a great extent governed by military 

regimes. In the next section a more extended analysis of the relationship between 

Argentina and Brazil during the military regime in the 1970’s will be examined.  

 

2.2 The Argentine-Brazilian relations under the military regimes 

As stated, Argentina and Brazil were the key actors of the early steps towards 

integration in the Southern Cone and the countries within where the very idea of a 

Common Market of the South was born. This was made possible through the diplomatic 

approach made between the two countries where the authoritarian years to a large extent 

have influenced both the economic and political preferences and choices of the 

                                                 

7 International Monetary Fund 
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governments. The diplomacy between the countries had been until the mid 1970’s, 

when the mutual attitudes started shifting, infected by the competition for regional 

hegemony, both in the Plata Basin8 as well as throughout South America. In this aspect 

a clear balance of power was established which showed that gains in one sub-system 

resulted in alteration of the overall regional balance (Gardini 2001). During the 1970’s 

the two countries became more active internationally with the insight that their 

belonging to the same geographical area inevitably led to overlapping of actions and 

interests, which was unfortunately, more characterised by conflict than on 

accommodation.  

 

2.2.1 Democratisation and the strive for economic integration in Argentina 

The re-establishment of democracy in 1983 in Argentina took place under extreme 

circumstances with an economy characterised by stagnation, three-digit inflation and 

staggering debt, and a polity shaped by decades of protectionism and authoritarian 

rule(Waisman 1999). However, one of the factors that spoke in advantage for this 

transition was the sincere commitment of the new president Alfonsín and his 

administration to institutionalise the liberal democracy. Consolidation of democracy 

was considered to be, during the time, facilitated by the return of economic progress and 

that this would require the tearing down the institutional structure of corporatism in the 

country i.e. undoing the wrongs made in the 1940’s and this was to be executed mainly 

in three manners (Ibid).  

 

First was the abandonment of the autarkic capitalism, i.e. the dismantlement of the neo-

mercantile state and the introduction of the open-market economy. Second was to fully 

subordinate the armed forces, which historically had an immense power, to the 

government and thirdly to institutionalise a party system that was completely committed 

to the liberal-democratic framework (Ibid). In consideration to the first issue, the 

economical development under the administration of Alfonsín can only be consider a 

failure with a negative growth rate of the GDP, growing debts and continued high 

inflation. As to the second issue the government more decisively put the armed forces 

                                                 

8 Bolivia, Paraguay and Uruguay 
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back to their legal role within the state. This also entailed the prosecution of army 

officers in violating human rights, kidnapping, torture and murder which was an act 

shown to be immensely significant for the institutionalisation of democracy. 

Nevertheless, at the same time the military junta still exercised constraints over the 

President that lead to lack of unity and consistency in the decision-making process 

(Gardini 2001). As to the third issue, the transformation from authoritarian central 

government to a party system committed to the rules of liberal democracy, the struggle 

continued during most of the 1980’s (Waisman 1999). During the authoritarian ruling 

the regional economic relations were essentially dealt with by a utilitarian and 

mercantile approach that also was in great need of modernisation (Gardini 2001). The 

situation leading to democratisation was to great extent similar in Brazil even though 

their situation had a different nuance.  

 

2.2.2 The re-democratisation and economic cooperation in Brazil 

The re-democratisation in Brazil was completed during very unfavourable set of 

circumstances where the last military administration (with General Figueiredo, 1978-

1985) overheated the Brazilian economy that was largely hit by the Mexican default in 

1982 which lead to a sudden interruption in foreign lending to Brazil like the rest of the 

region. Throughout the 1980’s both economic and political difficulties grew deeper, but 

many analysts considered the crisis to be more political than economical. This was due 

to: First, the fact that there was a sharp fall in the aggregate amount of political 

authority as a result of the mutual weakening of both military and civilian leaders; 

Second, that economic structures and ideologies were highly skewed toward state 

interventionism despite both domestic and worldwide trends indicating the need to open 

up the economy and enhance market forces (Lamounier 1999). If the highly fragmented 

nature of the Brazilian party system is added as well it can quickly be understood that 

the politicians were too ambitious in their reform agenda.  

 

The diplomacy conducted by Brazil has throughout history put its emphasis on the 

bilateral diplomacy. This has implied a minimal participation in hemispheric 
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organisations such as the OAS9 and LAFTA10 at the same time as the bilateral 

agreement with other states in the region has been an important part in Brazil's attempt 

to maintain major power status (Gardini 2001). General Figueiredo took a stand away 

from this approach in 1974 when external factors such as the world economic crisis, the 

rise in oil prices and the decline of US hegemony contributed to the reshaping of the 

Brazilian foreign policy. Another great source of the change in the foreign policy was 

that Brazil needed to expand its markets (other than Europe and the US) for growing 

exports and the mission to find alternative petroleum sources. The relations between 

Brazil and Argentina were yet frigid and were even worsened when Brazil in 1976 

created the Amazon Pact with Venezuela in order to get access to its oil supplies.  

 

2.3 The turning points in Argentine-Brazilian relations 

In Brazil the dream of becoming a global major power was abandoned in the middle of 

1970s and gave place for a more pragmatic foreign policy. A more open and 

cooperative approach was taken and the traditional bilateral dialogue developed in to an 

increase in the multilateral agreements. In Argentina the insight of that Brazil had 

become the stronger power of the two lead to the rapprochement to the Brazilian 

government by the new military junta in 1976. The path towards an increased 

cooperation from the Argentine government was anything but smooth towards the other 

neighbours, but was kept at a steady, yet very slow, pace towards Brazil. The actual 

turning point, and the concrete step towards genuine cooperation, can be claimed to 

have been the signature of the Tri-partite11 Agreement in October in 1979 that is 

considered to have placed bilateral relations on a cooperative basis (Gardini 2001). 

 

According to Franklin Steves the economic integration was preceded by regional 

security cooperation, which also appeared prior to the democratisation in the region. 

Collective security and conflict resolution mechanisms in the Southern Cone were very 

weak until the 1980’s. The inward-looking development model with strong 

                                                 

9 The Organization of American States  

10 The Latin American Free Trade Association 

11 Where Paraguay was the third party.  
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protectionism has throughout history reinforced and centred the strategic interests on 

every states own territorial defence (Steves 2001). Another view of the consideration of 

regional security can be found in the transition to democracy in Argentina. After the 

transition the authoritarian military power was still fairly strong and within the Alfonsín 

administration a prominent fear was present that these armed forces would turn to 

neighbouring countries in order to seek re-legitimise their beliefs. In response to these 

fears, the Alfonsín administration gave high priority to regional integration, actively 

pursued through strategies to promote economic integration and political coordination, 

support democratic government, revive regional multilateral institutions, discourage 

arms races and regional disputes and keep the Southern Cone clear of the bi-polar 

disputes (Ibid). Hence a very important part in the improvement of the Argentine-

Brazilian relations was the collaboration for the development of nuclear energy for 

peaceful uses (Gardini 2001). 

 

Due to the re-democratisation in Brazil and the transition to democracy in Argentina, the 

Southern Cone was a priority for the Argentine administration, just as it was for Brazil, and 

also the historical links were strengthened between the two countries and Uruguay. In 

Argentina closer relations with Brazil were considered essential in order to achieve an 

effective international integration strategy. In Argentina they considered that association 

with Brazil was an instrument to break political and economical marginalisation and a 

possibility for a common action for rescheduling the foreign debt. This action was led by a 

democratising elite who shared a belief that they needed foreign policy to strengthen and 

integrate their respective strategies for consolidating democracy (Steves 2001). It was also 

essential to create a credible international image of the countries as peace-loving and 

trustworthy democratic partners. Both countries started to reach out to other states and for 

example Alfonsín, the President of Argentina, visited 24 countries during his first three 

years in office (Gardini 2001). 

 

2.4 The Argentina-Brazil Economic Integration Pact (ABEIP) 
Despite little success in previous attempts during the 1970’s and early 1980’s  to 

improve the bilateral relationship between Argentina and Brazil, to great a extent 

because of lack in transparency due to the military regimes, the Argentine-Brazilian 
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Economic Integration Pact12 was signed in 1986 (Steves 2001, Cason 2001). The 

ABEIP was intended to, by both the Argentine President Alfonsín and the Brazilian 

President Sarney, be a mean for the consolidation of democracy domestically, further 

undermining the possibility and logic for a military intervention in domestic politics. 

Both new governments reasoned that if they tied themselves more closely to each 

other's economy, a renewal of traditional conflicts and rivalries would be less likely. At 

this time Alfonsín was more eager to also discuss an economic cooperation believing 

that this would end the rivalry between the two countries for good (Steves 2001, 

Manzetti 1990). Of course both states were also motivated not only by political 

objectives, but also by extremely pressing economic concerns with both an increase in 

bilateral trade volumes as well as an increase in the countries prominent status in 

regional politics.  

 

This initiative was clearly state-led and the private sector generally did not participate in 

the early negotiations. It was only when trade negotiators put particular economic 

sections on the agenda that the private sector became involved (Cason 2000). The 

ABEIP marked a break with previous integration efforts. Whereas Argentina and Brazil 

had traditionally been economic and military rivals in South America, the ABEIP 

agreements signalled a new push toward cooperation and an attempt to downplay past 

differences (Ibid). Although transparency was provided by the, at least partially 

consolidated, democratic institutions made the increased cooperation of the ABEIP 

possible, there were still some critics for its future. Manzetti writes e.g. that "the 

ABEIP's future prospects are not rosy. At this point, it is hard to imagine the ABEIP 

going much further than it already has" (Manzetti 1990 p. 137). He was to be proven 

wrong. 

 

2.5 Regional Economic Integration: creation of Mercosur 
The integration process initiated in 1986 stalled late in that decade, partly because of the 

continued economic instability in both countries. The failure of the heterodox anti-

inflationary plans and the economic instability, including wide fluctuations in exchange 

                                                 

12 ABEIP 
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rate, urged the two administrations to adopt short-term emergency measures and to 

concentrate on the domestic problems (Cason 2000). The end of the Cold War, 

however, dramatically changed the international context and the implications for 

regional and international trade. Both Argentina and Brazil needed to search for loyalty 

and economic resources as well as re-build the international confidence for the region 

due to the economic instability suffered during the last decade. 

 

Economic officials in Brazil and Argentina now saw the two countries facing regional 

trading blocs, both in the Americas with the negotiations for Mexican access to 

NAFTA13, and in Europe with the European Union, that appeared to be gaining strength 

(Cason 2000). Also the emergence of neo-liberal economics as the dominant approach 

to development that on the one hand stimulated a deep reform of the Argentine and 

Brazilian productive systems and on the other made the gains of integration so much 

more attractive (Ibid). This economic integration similarly enhanced the capacity of 

states to coordinate governmental policies and to anticipate and deal with disputes that 

might have escalated into military conflict. Hence the integration project led to 

significant spill-over to security cooperation (Steves 2001).  

 

In March 1991, Argentina, Uruguay, Brazil and Paraguay signed the Treaty of Asunción 

which is the constitutive act of Mercosur (Gardini 2001, Cason 2000, Steves 2001). The 

treaty was signed together with the Latin American Integration Association14 with the 

goal to before December in 1994 establish a sub-regional customs union. Not only was 

this an extremely fast schedule, but the specificity of the measures to encourage 

integration was unprecedented in Latin America, where most previous integration 

schemes had included only vague promises. The Mercosur agreement also abandoned 

the sector-by-sector approach that had been the basis of the ABEIP, instead the new 

agreement called instead for across-the-board tariff reductions. The accelerated 

timetable did not always proceed smoothly and one of the main obstacles to integration 

was the disparity in macroeconomic policies between the two main partners, i.e. 

Argentina and Brazil (Cason 2000). The Protocol of Ouro Puerto on December 17, 

                                                 

13 North American Free Trade Area   

14 Asociación Latinoamericana de Integración (ALADI) 
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1994, put an end to the transition period and gave Mercosur a formal institutional 

structure, one that remained virtually untouched, at least until the full ingression of 

Venezuela in the organisation. The Protocol also gave Mercosur an international legal 

personality and defined its juridical bases (Malamud and Schmitter 2006). The essay 

will now continue to explain the features of democracy in Latin American in general, 

and the Mercosur in particular.  

 

3 The concept of democracy used in this context  
 

The Latin American continent has a peculiar history of democratic development. It has 

been coloured by the early development of partial, elite democracy, but even though it 

was tentative and flawed, it contributed to the ultimate development towards full 

democracy in Latin America (Diamond, Hartlyn & Linz 1999). Liberal democracy is 

today the dominating feature in the region, but this liberal democracy is to some extent 

claimed to be limited. This is due to the historically strong authoritarian leadership, well 

articulated technocracy and presidentialism. All these issues will be elaborated on 

further on in this chapter and the next, as well as the original concept of democracy.  

 

3.1 Origins of democracy as a political concept  

The political and original meaning of the notion of democracy has to be understood as a 

method or as a procedure to ensure a ‘rule of the people’. The word is a compound noun 

deriving from the Greek terms demos and kratos. The combination of the former 

(people) and the latter (rule of power) give democracy its original signification. The 

term was therefore coined as a political concept. According to David Held (1995) there 

are three different basic variants of democracy: First, there is the direct or participatory 

democracy, a system of decision-making about public affairs in which citizens are 

directly involved. This was the ‘original’ type of democracy found in ancient Athens, 

among other places. Secondly, there is the liberal or representative democracy, a system 

of rule embracing elected ‘officers’ who undertake to ‘represent’ the interests or views 

of citizens within delimited territories while upholding ‘the rule of law’. Thirdly, there 
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is a variant of democracy based on a one-party model (although some may doubt 

whether this is a form of democracy at all). Until recently, the Soviet Union, East 

European societies and many developing countries were committed to this conception 

(Held 1995).   

 

Today this original denotation has been partially lost and the term democracy is 

sometimes associated with other political institutions and practices, such as social and 

economic equality or the respect of human rights not before associated to democracy. 

According to Gardini (2001) the political concept of democracy should only include 

free, periodical, fair and competitive electoral processes i.e. it should be a method to 

choose those entitled to rule on behalf of the people. This may seen as a very basic and 

rough standard, but still this is the pure political democracy. Political democracy is not 

“a set of political ideas about the means and ends of organised social action, but rather 

description of a particular system of government” (Ibid 2001 p. 39). The next sections 

are linked to a particular model of democracy; the liberal democracy and its 

characteristics and limitations in the Mercosur area.  

 

3.2 Definition of liberal democracy  
According to David Held (1995) in the arena of national politics, liberal democracy is 

distinguished by the presence of a cluster of rules and institutions all of which is 

necessary to its successful functioning; without any of these, liberal democracy cannot 

exist. The rules and institutions are: (a) the constitutional entrenchment of control over 

governmental policy is elected officials; (b) the establishment of mechanisms for the 

choice and peaceful removal of elected officials in frequent, fair and free elections; (c) 

the right to vote for all adults in such elections (unless legitimately disbarred due to 

severe mental illness or criminal conviction); and (d) the right to run for public office. 

In addition, there must be (e) an effective right for each citizen to freedom of 

expression, including the freedom to criticise the conduct of government and the socio-

economic system in which it is embedded; (f) accessible sources of information other 

than controlled by government or by any other single body or group; and finally (g) an 

established right to form and join independent associations, whether they be political, 
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social or cultural, that could shape public life through legitimate, peaceful means (Held 

1995).  

 

3.3 The encounter between democracy and liberal theory 
As mentioned before, the concept of democracy was born as a political concept and is 

today associated with several issues ranging from economic to the social fields. The 

concept of liberalism experienced a historical track similar to the one of democracy and 

many would state the blending and mixing between the two from the late nineteenth 

century, providing the concept of the modern liberal state. The two way relationship 

between democracy and liberalism can be described as: a) the procedures of democracy 

are necessary to safeguard those fundamental personal rights on which the liberal state 

is based; and b) those rights must be safeguarded if democratic procedures are to 

operate (Bobbio 1990). The prevailing element in the combinations could be considered 

liberalism, in that freedom is accepted as the end and democracy as the means to reach 

it.  

 

It is noteworthy that capitalism and democracy (or, more strictly, nation-state based 

‘liberal democracy’) are not necessarily connected. Historically it is obvious that 

capitalist market-economy can exist without democracy and during most of the modern 

era, this has been the case. Even after the late 19th century, this has been true for the 

majority of the capitalist countries. It is only in the late 20th century that it appears that 

capitalism and (liberal) democracy tend to coincide which has, since the 1980’s, also 

been the case in most parts of Latin America (Patomäki & Teivainen 2000).  

 

 

 

 

4 Limited liberal democracy: its flaws and advantages 

 

4.1 Definition of limited liberal democracy  
Gardini (2001) discusses the concept of limited liberal democracy on the Latin 

American continent, i.e. shortcomings that disturb the appointments to office by free 
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and regular elections under universal suffrage. This in the context of a functioning civil 

society, which is politically informed and capable of sustaining and active group life. 

On the Latin American continent this is demonstrated in three major areas; In the first 

place, economic exclusion limits the counterweight civic society is requested to exercise 

toward the state. This argument is valid for considerations both of economic as well as 

social nature. In the liberal democratic view the civil society provides a necessary 

counter pose to the state. The second argument refers to the violation of human rights 

that is still being committed in some South American countries and again the individual 

right goes back to liberalism. The third point concerns the privileges still granted to the 

military cast as in some cases enjoy special constitutional, institutional and electoral 

positions. This makes the principle of separation of powers harder to apply and hence 

the rule of law becomes harder to guarantee (Ibid).  

 

A big dilemma for all variants of democracy is what to do in case of democratic 

agreements on unfair, though not undemocratic, rules. Democracy alone has not 

provided any viable answer yet. Liberal democracy instead proposes the formula 

‘majority rule with minority rights’ which, put differently, is not very different from the 

liberal values of respect for the fundamental rights of the individual. This concept of 

limited democracy helps in finding the weakness of civic society and the rule of law. It 

also points out the impact of economic imbalances and institutional privileges favouring 

the military sector and granting the presidency a strong, almost authoritarian, power 

over the constitutional actors in the region.   

 

4.2 Limited liberal democracy through presidentialism  
Among the political institutions common to all Latin American countries, one of the 

most striking is the almost universal option for a president rather than parliamentary 

type of democracy (Diamond, Hartlyn & Linz 1999). Among the formal institutions, 

Malamud (2003) stresses the degree of legislative power endowed to the presidents and 

their capacity to rule over cabinet without parliamentary inference, which adds up to the 

constitutive features of presidentialism, i.e. the independent origin and survival of the 

president. The sharing of political powers that characterises the representative system is 

rather substituted by a delegative exercise of the authority. This delegative democracy is 
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strongly majoritarian and is considered as being more democratic than liberal (Ibid). 

Nevertheless the substantial difference between delegative and representative models of 

democracy has to be found in accountability. Whereas delegative systems are 

characterised by strong vertical accountability and a very weak horizontal 

accountability, in representative systems both dimensions operate efficiently (Gardini 

2001). 

 

Due to all of this there are many critiques hence claiming that the democracy in Latin 

America is ‘electoral’ or ‘delegative (Hadenius 2001)’. There are elections implemented 

and substitutions within the governments carried out, but that is also the end of the civil 

influence. The state structure can also be described as ‘soft’ where the lack of 

transparency and control makes way for corruption and nepotism (Ibid). The populism 

has totally dominated the region for decades. In Argentine and Brazilian politics there is 

an especially strong tradition of personalistic leadership. The Argentine and Brazilian 

presidents have had (and still have) more power than their North American counterpart, 

such as the ability to point out ministers and other high officials without congressional 

approval, and considerable decree powers (Waisman 1999, Lamounier 1999).  

 

Whereas the Argentine neo-liberal reforms under the Menem government (1989-99) 

were mostly executed through presidential decrees, in Uruguay both parliamentary 

debates and civil society participation have been given more importance. Unlike in the 

other member countries, in Uruguay there was at least some parliamentary and public 

debate surrounding the Treaty of Asunción during its ratification. Compared to its 

neighbours, in Uruguay trade unions, parties and other civic organisations have also 

been quite autonomous from the state. During the neo-liberal reform policies of the 

1990’s, it has therefore been more difficult for the government to control resistance to 

the reforms (Patomäki & Teivainen 2000). Even though they may express relatively 

loud criticism towards Mercosur, Uruguayan civic actors are also in general more 

positively disposed towards the deepening of Mercosur integration than their 

neighbours (Ibid).  
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Upheld by the institutional characteristics or the region’s presidentialism, the presidents 

during the creation of Mercosur constituted a crucial role for setting of the integration 

project. To some analysts the relationship between the countries of the Mercosur and 

the presidential protagonism in the negotiations is referred to as “interpresidentialism” 

(Malamud & Schmitter 2006). This is due to the lack of supra-national institutions and 

the strong position possessed by the presidents of the member countries. 

Interpresidentialism is the outcome of combining an international strategy, presidential 

diplomacy, with a domestic institutional structure and presidential democracy (Ibid). 

Mercosur here differs widely from the European Union in that the former does not 

present a pattern of increasing institutionalisation at a supra-national level, but 

progresses through inter-governmental mechanisms in a more politicised, as opposed to 

institutionalised, shape (Malamud 2003). The issue of presidentialism will also be 

further discussed later on in the text. 

4.3 Technocratic democracy within limited liberal democracy 
Since the 1960’s, in almost all Latin American countries, a growing number of technical 

experts, especially in the fields of economy and finance, have taken crucial posts within 

the decision-making process. The association of these elites of experts, or the 

‘technocrats’, with the democratic rule and mechanisms of representation has suggested 

a rise of a new kind of political entity: ‘technocratic democracy’ (Gardini 2001). These 

technocrats are not elected by the public, instead they derive their legitimacy and 

credibility from their expertise and knowledge, thus positioning above the logic of 

social and political struggle.  In technocratic democracies, elected representatives still 

retain the final power of decision but the alternatives they are called to select have 

largely been defined by the experts. Besides that, the issues are often so complex that 

even informed debates are almost impossible. These technocrats can serve as an 

alternative in a society were apathy for politics is increasing in complex matters whose 

insight can be missed by the general public, but whose consequences in turn, affect the 

life of the population (Ibid).  

 

Mercosur was initially created and maintained as an intergovernmental organisation. 

Hence, the governments insisted that all decisions would have to be made through a 

process that exclusively involved national officials with unanimous consent as the only 
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decision rule. This has therefore delegated even more power to the technocrats in their 

mission to prepare decision-makers in their decisive process. Furthermore, policies can 

only be implemented at the national level by national officials, as there exist no regional 

bureaucracy. As pointed out, integration in the region appears to be an extreme type of 

intergovernmentalism, or “interpresidentialism” (Malamud 2003, Malamud & Schmitter 

2006).  

 

4.4 Limited democracy within Mercosur under question 

This limited liberal democracy may be nuanced, but it is still what differentiates the 

democracy in the Mercosur area from effective western liberal democracies (Gardini 

2001). The increase of voluntary and independent forms of association that 

demonstrates a new dynamic in the region, could challenge this basis of the delegative 

democracy in two different ways: first it has the possibility of undermining the tradition 

of ‘clientelistic’ political intermediation, i.e. the technocratic tradition and make the 

public more present; and second it could replace the ideas of the state with that of public 

political claims (Ibid).   

 

Authoritarianism in general may be shown to coexist with strong support for democratic 

values and democracy with comparatively low levels of respect for minority rights, 

press freedom, party competition, and other competitive norms (Remmer 1998). 

Authoritarianism, which has been historically present in the region, may also facilitate 

or impede aggressive international behaviour and here much depends on the institutions 

of the authoritarian state and the electorates to which the leaders are responsive. Slow 

but steady the erosion of this populist tradition has been leading to the formation of 

autonomous public opinions within the Mercosur that do not identify themselves any 

more solely with the leaders position. In the region the human rights movement also 

seem to have broken with the principles of populist state corporatism, contrasting 

corporatist rights with individual rights. Hence a new wave of popular movement has 

recently emerged with the claim of holding public authorities accountable (Gardini 

2001). Today it seems as a process to undermine at least two of the basic assumptions of 

the limited liberal democracy, and that is a very weak separation of powers and an 

almost powerless public society. Nevertheless important constraints are still maintained 
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in that liberal guarantees and counterweights are still incomplete. Here one important 

issue is the transparency and its continuous problems with corruption that still 

penetrates a large part of the Latin American society.This issue will be adressed further 

on in the text.  

 

According to Gardini at least the democracies in Argentina and Brazil are to be 

considered limited liberal democracies, which will also be shown in the next section 

regarding degree of democracy. This broader definition takes into account their 

democratic nature as well as the several aspects still limiting their status of advanced 

liberal democracies according to western theoretical conception. In particular the 

following will be regarded as the distinctive features of the model of democracy within 

Mercosur:  

 

1) problems of economic and social exclusion resulting in a weak civic society and a limited political 

participation; 2) privileges granted to specific social actors such as the armed forces; 3) the preponderant 

role of the executive and its significant degree of personification; 4) the key position of technocrats in the 

decision-making process; 5) the burden represented by institutional and other constraints inherited by the 

transition process (Gardini 2001 p. 54).  

 

In the next two sections the issues of transparency, or corruption which is the common 

denotation, and the degree of democracy in the region compared to two member states 

of the European Union, will be presented.  

 

4.5 Problems of transparency in the limited liberal democracy 

Lack of transparency is another variable in the limited liberal democracy that is 

characteristic for the region. One interesting question to be asked in relation to the 

already presented questions is whether transparency in the region has improved and 

hence also diminished corruption since the creation of Mercosur. This together with the 

question whether the international arena can serve and help to deepen accountability and 

transparency within nation states. Historically this has been a significant problem in the 

region, and in the case of Mercosur the defence for democracy was intended to avoid 

another military coup. The states in the region also have had huge difficulties to handle 
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these problems of corruption and violation of human rights, something though to 

improve with democracy.  

 

The Corruption Perceptions Index15 from the Transparency International performs a 

ranking every year where the index grade the countries on a scale from 10 (highly 

clean) to 0 (highly corrupt) and then put the results on a list compared to other 

countries. These indexes from different years show extremely interesting results for the 

four initial members in Mercosur. Since all the countries were not present every year 

different years will be presented in a table. 

 

Table 4.1- The corruption Perceptions Index 

Index 

Year 

Number of 

territories 

ranked 

Ranking of 

Argentina 

Ranking 

of Brazil 

Ranking 

of 

Uruguay 

Ranking of 

Paraguay 

Ranking 

of 

France16 

Ranking 

of Sweden 

1996 54 35 40 - - 19 3 

1998 85 - - 42 84 20 3 

2001 91 57 46 35 - 23 6 

2006 163 93 70 28 111 18 6 

 

 

From these numbers it is easy to draw the conclusion that even though the number of 

countries evaluated, the trend towards a ’cleaner’, less corrupt Mercosur is not positive. 

Despite the exception Uruguay, where they have managed to climb the ranking, the two 

most significant members, both economically and politically, together with Paraguay, 

has during the last decade fallen on the list. Paraguay can though be considered to have 

stayed in more or less the same low position in accordance to the countries evaluated, 

but in Argentina and Brazil the tendency is clear. The immediate effect of this lack of 

                                                 

15 (http://www.transparency.org/policy_research /surveys_ indices/cpi/2006) 

16 France and Sweden are members in the European Union. They are put in the table to demonstrate the 
difference between the different democracies.  
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transparency is the undermining of the political legitimacy and the diminishing of the 

confidence toward the government. Many theorists consider openness to be the most 

crucial part of democracy (e.g. Steves 2001). Goldmann (1994) even takes it a step 

further claiming that it is openness and not democracy that is the crucial part for a 

functioning international organisation. Transparency is also one of the key points that 

clearly distinguish the process of integration within Mercosur and the European Union 

where the member countries are found, as demonstrated with the examples France and 

Sweden, much higher on the list.  

4.6 Degree of democracy among the Mercosur members 

To measure a degree of democracy in a country is a complex task and no exact 

measurement is yet developed.  I will here use The Economist Intelligence Unit’s index 

(Kekic 2006) from 2006 that is based on five categories: electoral process and 

pluralism; civil liberties; the functioning of government; political participation; and 

political culture. This definition is rather wide and inclusive measure of democracy, but 

does not include variables such as levels of economic and social well-being. The 

countries in the survey are divided in four major groups; full democracies, flawed 

democracies, hybrid regimes and authoritarian regimes. The countries collect points in 

all five categories with points reaching from 1 (lowest) to 10 (highest) and then receive 

an overall score and a ranking. The numbers of countries participating in the survey of 

2006 were 165 independent states and two territories. In the table below an extract from 

this survey: 
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Table 4.2- Economist intelligence Unit democracy Index 2006 

 Rank Overall 

score 

Electoral 

process 

and 

pluralism 

Functioning 

of 

government 

Political 

participation 

Political 

culture 

Civil 

liberties 

Uruguay     

(full 

democracy) 
27 7.96 10.00 8.21 5.00 6.88 9.71 

Brazil     

(flawed 

democracy) 
42 7.38 9.58 7.86 4.44 5.63 9.41 

Argentina 
(flawed 

democracy) 
54 6.63 8.75 5.00 5.56 5.63 8.24 

Paraguay 
(flawed 

democracy) 
71 6.16 7.92 5.00 5.00 4.38 8.53 

Venezuela 
(hybrid 

regime) 
93 5.42 7.00 3.64 5.56 5.00 5.88 

 

 

All these variables are vital for the effectuation of democracy, and among the Mercosur 

member states the results in the table are interesting. There is a clear trend among the 

four original member states (here excluding Venezuela) of a relatively high score 

considering both the electoral process and pluralism as well as civil liberties. Both these 

variables adverts a functioning legislation and that there to some extent exist political 

pluralism within the states. Free and fair competitive elections together with the 

functioning of civil liberties are vital components to the liberal democracy developing 

in the region. However, the reverse trend is just as clear when in comes to the 

functioning of the government (especially in Argentina and Paraguay) and political 

culture. The poorly functioning of the governments can be a proof of many thing, but 

e.g. low transparency in public activity and high corruption at all levels of society, may 

serve as an explanation. This is, as stated, an immense problem in the region, since if 

democratically made decisions cannot or are not implemented, the concept of 
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democracy becomes an empty one. The figures can be interpreted as Uruguay and 

Brazil have started to address and handle the problem, whereas in Argentina and 

Paraguay the problems continue to be considerable.  

 

As to the political culture, the figures in the table are even more unanimous at a low 

level. In the case of the members of Mercosur, this is to great extent due to a general 

passivity spread in society as a heritage from the historical exclusion of minority groups 

in the political life. This passivity may also be generated through a general mistrust 

towards the authorities due to the extended corruption. All these democratic variables 

need to improve in order to ameliorate legitimacy in the political sphere (Kekic 2006).  

 

Since this survey does not say anything about previous years, conclusions from these 

cannot be drawn. It is however clear that these results together with the results from the 

transparency table show that there are many obstacles left for the Mercosur members to 

conquer before they are to be considered full democracies. It seems like, however, that 

the civil liberties are relatively well developed at the same time as the political culture 

and the functioning of the government is very scarce. This could be another sign of lack 

of transparency and corruption stated above since the ranking on this index more or less 

corresponds to the previous, i.e. The Corruption Perceptions Index. 

 

In the next section the essay will provide distinct theories for regional integration, 

which may explain the creation an increased political and economical cooperation of 

common markets, customs unions etc., and which theory that may explain where the 

organisation is headed in the future. 

 

5 Theories for regional integration in the Mercosur area 
 

5.1 Theories of neo-functionalism and intergovernmentalism 

The most prominent instrument used in order to transfer knowledge and lessons from 

one experience with regional integration to another is theory. The theories generally 

discussed regarding integration are, in the majority of the cases, there to account for 
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integration in Europe but they may be proved useful to understand integration 

elsewhere. It is important to be aware of, however, that there exist doubts whether a 

theoretical stance, which may explain the Mercosur case, is today present (Schmitter 

1991, Malamud 2003). It is only by capturing the general concepts and observed 

processes underlying the European experience that one can expect to make any 

contribution to understanding the conditions under which Mercosur might succeed. It is 

of utmost importance to be cautious when transferring such lessons given substantial 

differences in cultural norms, historical experiences, social structures, geostrategic 

location and political regimes. In the following parts concepts will be presented in order 

to make an attempt to provide the different approaches available.  

 

The first theory, or approach, to be used in analysing Mercosur is one referred to as 

‘neo-functionalism’ (Malamud & Schmitter 2006, Malamud 2003). This theory was first 

developed by Ernst B. Haas during the founding years of the European Community and 

he is also considered to be the father of neo-functionalism (Malamud 2003). This theory 

was the cornerstone in the creation of the European Community and is hence also 

considered to be the original theory of regional integration. This theory places major 

emphasis on the role of non-state actors, such as the regional organisations involved, 

and those interest associations and social movements that contributes, at the level of the 

region, in providing the dynamics for further integration. Member states, however, 

remains important actors in the process. They set the terms of the initial agreement, but 

they do not exclusively determine the direction and extent of the following change. 

Rather, regional bureaucrats seek to exploit the inevitable (and the central mechanism of 

the neo-liberal theory) ‘spill-overs’ and ‘unintended consequences’ that occur when 

states agree to assign to some degree of supra-national responsibility for accomplishing 

a limited task and then discover that satisfying that function has external effects upon 

other of their interdependent activities (Malamud & Schmitter 2006, Malamud 2003).  

 

According to this theory, regional integration is an intrinsically sporadic conflictual 

process, but one in which, under conditions of democracy and pluralistic representation, 

national government will find themselves increasingly entangled in regional pressures. 

One could claim that neo-functionalism admits a larger role to politics since supra-
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national bargaining and interest group lobbying influence the dynamics of the 

integration and are considered crucial factors for the reproduction of the spill-over logic 

(Malamud 2003). The national government continue by resolving their conflicts by 

conceding a wider scope and devolving more authority to, as previously stated, the 

regional organisations they have created. Eventually, their citizens will begin shifting 

more and more of their expectations to the region and satisfying them will increase the 

likelihood that economic-social integration will ‘spill-over’ into political integration 

(Malamud & Schmitter 2006).   

 

The dominant approach in North America in examining the concept of integration is the 

“ intergovernmentalism”. From this perspective the message is simple: power matters 

and state power matched to national interest matters absolutely, and in this approach 

economic interdependence is seen as a strong condition for integration (Malamud 

2003). The direction and pace of regional integration will be determined by the 

interaction of sovereign states, which not only control the initiation of the integration 

process but also all of its subsequent stages (Malamud & Schmitter 2006). Whether the 

process moves forward, backward or stagnates depends on the circulation of national 

interest and the relative power of the specific issue in the process. This process can 

transform the nature of its member states with the purpose to strengthen, not weaken, 

those states.  

 

Malamud and Schmitter (2006) assesses the neo-functionalism to be the most promising 

strategy for advancing integration in Mercosur of the two, yet not necessarily the most 

feasible one. With regard to origin and development, neo-functionalism may be 

considered the opposite of intergovernmentalism since it does not fully explain the 

origins of an integration process; rather it presents a hypothesis on the causes for a 

further expansion. Intergovernmentalism presupposes an extensive economical 

interdependence between the member countries, which is much less among the 

Mercosur members than for e.g. the European Union (Ibid). To continue 

intergovernmentalism, especially in its extreme form of interpresidentialism, is possible 

to imagine as much less consequential with regard to eventual regional integration, 

according to the two authors. It would be relatively easy to accomplish in formal terms 
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with treaties supposedly establishing free trade areas that are signed across the world, 

but they would not make that much of a difference in the end since there are no further 

initiatives for an enhanced integration that goes beyond these treaties (Malamud 2003).  

 

The continuing important role of the member states in the neo-functionalism is within 

Mercosur obtained by the presidents. This concludes that to a certain degree the 

essential social movements are, at least historically, left in the shadow of the integration 

process. Still the concept of ‘spill-overs’ created by neo-functionalism is considered 

more successful in the struggle towards an enhanced integration than any other theory 

according to Malamud & Schmitter (2006). This notion of neo-functionalism and its 

connection to democracy will now be further discussed.  

 

5.1.1 Questioning of the theories surrounding the integration in Mercosur 

and its connection to democracy 

Within the European Union democracy is a factor almost taken for granted throughout 

the process of integration. Obviously, when transferring the lessons of integration ‘out-

of-region’, this can no longer be taken for granted since virtually all regions in the 

world have some non-democratic tendencies within them. According to Malamud and 

Schmitter (2006) there are at least three reasons why democracy is essential for the 

integration process: 1) Only governments that have strong legitimacy within their 

respective national societies can make the sort of ‘credible commitments’ that are 

necessary for them to enter into agreements, to ratify them conclusively, and to monitor 

their eventual implementation. 2) The presence of a democratically accountable 

government within all members is a supplementary assurance that none of them will 

resort to force in resolving disputes. Whatever temptations more powerful governments 

might have to extract concessions by threatening weaker recalcitrant members it seems 

unlikely that this would be supported by its own citizens. 3) If the neo-functionalists are 

right, a key element driving the integration process forward will be the formation of 

transnational interest associations and social movements and their intervention in 

supranational policy-making. Only in national democracies will citizens have the 

freedoms needed to organise such forms of collective action and to create links with 

others across national borders (Malamud & Schmitter 2006 p. 7).  
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As stated there are doubts whether there today actually exist a theoretical stance that can 

explain the Mercosur case (Schmitter 1991, Malamud 2003). Firstly this is due to the 

fact that interdependence, mostly economic but also political, was not a precondition in 

the case of Mercosur as it was in Europe. This was actually declining for some years 

prior to the initiation of the integration project and started increasing from then on, 

hence integration actually brought interdependence. Secondly, the Mercosur countries 

have been regularly and consciously reluctant to set up any kind of institutional 

arrangements that could restrain national sovereignty. This has had negative substantial 

effects on the logical consequence of regional integration, i.e. institution building within 

the region that became a fact in the European case. Thirdly, there are internal factors, 

previously discussed, with the historical military influence and authoritarian regimes 

(Malamud 2003). There are of course further important factors, but to conclude one 

could state that the theories that often are built on the European case are not sufficient in 

explaining the complex nature of the relations in the Mercosur region. The next section 

will treat the importance of the regional integration agreements in enhancing just this 

process of democratisation as well as security aspects. 

 

5.2 The role of regional integration in strengthening democracy and 

political institutions 

Regional integration agreements17 can be useful tools for improving political 

institutions and trade blocs with strong club rules can help anchor democratic reforms in 

member countries. According to Schiff and Winters (2003) a membership in an 

agreement of this kind may increase the likelihood of achieving or upholding 

democracy, especially if the bloc includes large developed countries. The countries that 

are less politically developed may gain from joining a RIA that includes at least one 

large developed country if accession is part of a strategy of pursuing political, economic 

or social reforms (or preventing backsliding), when such moves would not be feasible 

without the conditionality embodied in the RIA’s club rules (Schiff & Winters 2003).  
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This was shown when Mercosur acquired a clear-cut principle of democracy in 1996, 

which rejects all forms or military rules (Matsushita 2000). This principle was applied 

with the support of USA and the OAS, when there was a direct threat to the democratic 

institutions of Paraguay. The commander of the Armed Forces, Lino Oviedo, was 

threatening with a military coup. It has been argued that the pressure exercised by the 

other Mercosur countries was a decisive factor is rescuing the democratic institutions 

during the crisis. According to Patomäki and Teivainen, "the civil society of Paraguay 

never would have dared to go into the streets without the support of the international 

community" (Ibid 2000 p. 3). As they point out, it is difficult to separate the influence of 

other external actors such as the United States government from that of the Mercosur 

actors. The US influence, however, was probably at the moment the most important 

external factor. On one hand, Mercosur provides various obstacles to the execution of 

military coups in the region. On the other hand, Mercosur at the same time places 

restrictions to democratic politics and imposes a particular political programme in the 

member countries through its economism (Patomäki & Teivainen 2000). 

 

Further conditions regarding democracy and human rights will be truly effective only if 

the penalties for violating them are severe and their enforcement credible (Schiff & 

Winters 2003). This is due to that in the absence of these conditions, it is difficult to see 

how the objective will be achieved and, in particular, how it will be achieved without 

the need to rely on the sort of explicit political pressure that Mercosur had to apply in 

the case of Paraguay.  

 

The enforceability of club rules depends both on the value of belonging to the bloc and 

on the credibility of the threat of action. First, new members, who in joining a large 

bloc, obtain significant benefits, including access to a large market and larger 

bargaining power with the rest of the world and they are unlikely to break the rules and 

so risk loosing these benefits. Second, the credibility of the threat of action is likely to 

be greater if violation of club rules by new members entails a large cost to the other 

members. That cost may be direct and economic or, perhaps more likely, indirect and 

                                                                                                                                               

17  Further on referred to as RIA 
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political, such as public demonstration effects. There are other circumstances that also 

might affect the credibility of enforcement. First, it seems unlikely that non 

democracies, or countries where democracy is very fragile, will prove stern 

disciplinarians even if a democracy rule exists. Second, the enforcer has to see 

enforcement as an important issue in itself. It is also important that there be no 

competing issues that are more vital to the enforcer. E.g. when the Cold War was in 

progress, the Western countries were far more concerned to ensure that client countries 

were securely anticommunist than with details of their governance structures (Schiff & 

Winters 2003). 

 

6 Analysis of the links between regional integration and 

democracy 
 

Here an analysis of different explanatory links between democracy and regional 

integration will be provided as well as approaches in the search for weaknesses of 

existing literature and findings concerning the matter. Hence these approaches try to 

explain in different manners the relationship between regional integration and 

democracy. 

 

6.1 A comprehensive approach through statistics 

The first approach, which is a carefully conducted study of the relationship between 

democracy and interstate cooperation, is the comprehensive approach where the point of 

departure will be the article “Does democracy promote interstate cooperation? Lessons 

from the Mercosur region” (Remmer 1998). Karen Remmer's article tries to investigate, 

what the author refers to as “...the unexplored linkage between democracy and 

cooperation” (Ibid p. 28) and also to investigate the growing interest concerning the 

suggestion that democracy enhances the prospects for a peaceful settlement of interstate 

relations.  
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Regime similarities are other attributes that may facilitate cooperation with the 

facilitation of the flow of information and the construction of norms and confidence, 

and Remmer claims that: “Similar regimes may be expected to reach agreements more 

rapidly than others” (Ibid p. 56). Remmer mentions the importance of transparency, 

since it may both strengthen homogeneity and reduce uncertainty between the regimes, 

in order to be able to consolidate democracy. To conduct the research Remmer uses an 

extensive statistical model to assess and analyse the behaviour of the dependent 

variable, which is cooperation, during dyad years. This is done through using different 

independent variables such as whether the regime is authoritarian or democratic 

combined with time duration, Gross Domestic Product and interstate equality etc. The 

analysis reveals patterns of interstate cooperation that are rather interesting. 

Cooperation, as measured in terms of treaties signed, increased in response to both 

regime similarity and democracy. The purpose of cooperation could be correlated to 

regime type, but the result is shown to be ambiguous, i.e. economic cooperation is 

strongly enhanced by the presence of at least one democratic element in the dyad, and is 

boosted by joint democracy, while on non-economic issues joint authoritarianism 

performs better than joint democracies.  

 

The apparent paradox here is of course the inherent limitation of using statistical models 

in social science. One can also understand that regardless of their general validity of 

indicating overall patterns, even the most sophisticated statistical models are not able to 

fully capture qualitative differences. Also to reduce cooperation to the numbers of 

treaties signed during a given time period excludes considerable variations in the 

relevance of the treaties, their relevance and the scoop of the agreement.  

 

Karen Remmer continues to make another statistical analysis that investigates the 

potential importance of democratisation in the integration process and it is suggested 

that the impact on cooperation and integration does not depend entirely on the 

consolidation of political institutions, sets of norms and legal constraints. It must be 

clear that this is a temporary phenomena and that it also depends on factors such as the 

initial enthusiasm, desire for consolidation following democratisation that is likely to 

produce a frenetic diplomatic activity. The ‘spill-over’ effect from democratisation may 

be great to begin with, but still it is not possible to continue and sign new agreements 
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and keeping the same ratio forever. Hence a statistical model is unable to take into 

account different kinds of evolutions that are likely to produce different types of 

distortion. 

 

The statistical model also shows that economic interdependence enhances the likelihood 

of economic cooperation. However this conclusion differs greatly dependent on which 

kind of regime the different states have. In the newly democratised Argentine and 

Brazilian case, with historically strong authoritarian regimes that sought autonomy and 

feared dependence, they have despite earlier absence of interdependence tried to 

increase bilateral trade, and consequently their mutual dependence. For Uruguay and 

Paraguay the conditions could be said to have been the opposite where both countries 

already inherited a large economic dependence to both Argentina and Brazil and 

therefore a clear incentive to cooperation. To conclude the comprehensive approach, on 

the basis of the presented statistical evidence, it is possible to maintain that democracy 

enhances economic cooperation and that democratisation is likely to enhance interstate 

cooperation (Remmer 1998).  

 

6.2 A systematic approach  

Another attempt in conducting a logical and systematic analysis of the consequences of 

change in regime type on international relations has been carried out by Philippe 

Schmitter in his contribution to the book Change in regime types and progress in 

international relations edited by Adler and Crawford. This theoretical analysis begins 

by discussing how the main paradigms, realism18, neo-functionalism19 and idealism20 

have tried to explain international cooperation and integration. Whereas the first two 

                                                 

18 “The ‘realist’ belief that the conflictive features of a system of independent states are inescapable” 
(Goldmann 1994 pp. 19). Realism can also be defined as; anarchy of sovereign state systems that ex-
plains to some extent what is going on in world affairs and it cannot be changed which make moral 
analysis irrelevant and according to realists, war is a reoccurring phenomena that lies in the nature of 
men. (Goldmann 1994).  

19 Neo-functionalism is examined earlier in this text.  

20 Idealism that explains the evolving of peace and harmony in international relations through a linear pat-
tern which refers to a progression toward (or regression from) some event (Dunne 1995).  
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approaches tend to downplay the relevance of the domestic factors, the idealism places 

great emphasis on the internal distribution and management of power (Schmitter 1991).  

 

According to the Kantian argument republican or democratic regimes would be 

important to cooperation through government accountability to the citizens making 

violence against other states unlikely since citizens themselves would pay the highest 

price. This ‘democratic peace’ suggests that democratic states are more likely to resolve 

disputes peacefully than other pairs of states (Remmer 1998). The collective defence of 

democracy regime (that today exist within Mercosur) illustrates a central element of the 

systematic forces shaping this ‘liberal-’ or ‘democratic peace’, but it does not 

exclusively arise from domestic liberalism, nor does the international system simply 

reinforce the ties within the liberal states. The liberal peace is constructed and 

reproduced in part by the active effort of a variety of liberal states and international 

organisations to promote democracy within states (Parish & Peceny 2002).  

 

Schmitter (1991) also tries to elaborate his own model of revised neo-idealism, 

presented as that competitive elections, free associability and popular accountability 

would have positive effects on interstate cooperation and indirectly, on regional 

integration. These hence mean parts from both political democracy and the liberal 

legacy. Schmitter continues by arguing that only if a state domestically can produce 

significant changes in interdependence, threat of violence, cooperation and regional 

integration, the revised neo-idealist paradigm is viable. He moves on to study these 

parameters through an empirical part applied on the Southern Cone. As far as 

interdependence is concerned Brazilian-Argentine trade was declining at the moment of 

democratisation and that these patterns later were changed, but it is hard to conclude 

whether this is an isolated event or consequent of the new democratic regimes. As far as 

the threat of interstate violence is concerned evidence is reassuring. Even though there 

were no armed conflicts between Argentina and Brazil in the 20th century, the 

plausibility of threatening to use it in order to gain advantage was present. The 

transition to democracy and the initiation of the bilateral agreements between the two 

countries diminished this tension that existed under the military rule (Schmitter 1991).  
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When we move on to the link between democratisation and cooperation “the change in 

regime type has had an unambiguously positive impact” (Schmitter 1991 p. 108). Like 

in Karen Remmer's study presented above, cooperation is also here measured by the 

quantity of discussions, summits, Remmer's declarations and agreements, which has 

become much more common under the recent democratic era according to Schmitter 

(1991). Finally, as far as the regional integration is concerned it is hard to use 

Schmitter's analysis in this thesis since it was realised before the creation of Mercosur. 

To conclude there are, from a theoretical point of view two explanations suggested for a 

plausible link between democracy and cooperation; government accountability and 

extensive economic exchange, where both rely upon the assumption that citizens would 

use their empowerment to put aside violent interstate relations in order to safeguard 

their interests. From an empirical point of view Schmitter does not, as stated, use the 

Mercosur as an example, but he still claims that there is encouraging evidence that 

democracy diminishes the credibility of the threat of the use of force and promotes 

cooperation and regional integration. 

 

6.3 A liberal approach  

The research will now move on to the importance of the liberal component for the 

concept of democracy and its linkage to regional integration. This will be done mainly 

through the text “Regional Integration and Democratic Consolidation in the Southern 

Cone of Latin America”, 2001 by Franklin Steves which is an ambitious approach to 

investigate the mutual reinforcing effect between the linkage of democracy and regional 

integration.  

 

These three processes investigated by Steves are:  

 

1) the desecuritization of interstate relations was a necessary facilitating cause of democratization; 2) the 

establishment of democratic institutions facilitated the rise of regional economic cooperation; and 3) 

democratic consolidation and enhanced regional economic and security integration have become mutually 

reinforcing processes (Steves 2001 p. 76).  

 

In accordance to the Kantian liberal theory democratisation breaks down power 

disparities between interest groups within states as well as reduces power disparities 
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between states (Steves 2001, Parish & Peceny 2002). This, the fist process, is referred to 

as desecuritisation or in the case of Kantian theory, liberal peace. This provides an 

answer to our first process, that a smoother process between traditional rivals within 

Mercosur reduced the military claims for playing a central role on the basis of security 

requirements. This evolution opened new spaces for liberal and democratic forces 

previously heavily constrained and facilitated the international insertion aiming at the 

consolidation of the civilian rule.  

 

This brings us to the second process that the creation of democratic institutions 

facilitated the rise of regional cooperation. Here Steves (2001) claims that in presence of 

a tense, militarised interstate relation, regional economic cooperation is made 

impossible. The author here identifies two causal processes that have facilitated and 

increased cooperation in the Southern Cone. First, democratisation increases 

transparency. Democratic institutions, even only partially transparent ones, enhance the 

credibility of external commitments, making it impossible to discriminate against 

external actors providing domestic actors with the access to information associated with 

liberal regimes. The second causal factor facilitating the rise of economic integration in 

the Southern Cone, and the factor shaped by the agency of democratic elites, has been 

the shared interest in consolidating democracy. In dyadic relations, it is argued, 

homogeneity in regime type generates shared interests and facilitates the development 

of information-sharing, trust and norms, thus reducing the bargaining, monitoring and 

enforcement costs of interstate contracts. Hence mutual interest in maintaining 

democratic institutions increases the incentives for cooperation and the honest exchange 

of information and the transparency makes the economic cooperation possible (Ibid).  

 

Karen Remmer also brings up the topic claiming that the relative transparency of 

autocratic and democratic regimes offers a far stronger and less ambiguous basis for 

explaining the limited propensity for warfare among democracies as well as for 

exploring linkages between regime and cooperation (Remmer 1998). “In a rationalist 

framework, international crises occur precisely because state leaders cannot anticipate 

the outcome, owing to the fact that adversaries have private information about their 

willingness to fight over foreign policy interests and the initiative to misrepresent it” 

(Remmer 1998 p. 30). Here it is suggested that democracies which are characterised by 
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comparatively open information channels and broad domestic audiences, may be better 

able to signal their attentions and make international commitments than other states, 

thereby limiting security dilemmas among democratic states.  

 

The important reduction of incompatibilities between states is also brought up by Kjell 

Goldmann who claims that inherent conflicts can only be reduced through international 

law, organisation, exchange and communication. He continues to claim that this 

international exchange reduces the likelihood of war due to the increased mutual 

dependence and by making international relations increasingly complex (Goldmann 

1994). Hence focusing upon the relative openness or transparency of decision-making 

process in democratic states also makes it possible to draw conclusions on the 

connection between international security and cooperation. By enhancing the free flow 

of information through international communication and democracy, but especially joint 

democracy, may thus be plausible, seen as ameliorating obstacles to international 

cooperation (Remmer 1998, Goldmann 1994). To the theoretical insight can be 

concluded in three possible links between democracy and regionalisation: 1) increased 

domestic transparency; 2) the impact of pro-democratic ideational forces and; 3) the 

externalisation of democratic principles (Steves 2001).  

 

Up until now some theoretical explanatory factors has been provided such as 

transparency, interest in mutual survival and security, out-ward looking to secure 

internal regime, government accountability and ideology. The analysis will now 

continue to treat the advantages and shortcomings of the limited liberal democracy 

which are so specific for many Latin American countries. The focus will still be, 

however, on the member states of Mercosur in general and the Argentine and Brazilian 

cases in particular.  

 

6.4 How limited democracy can be an asset for regional integration 

Even if it may seem paradoxical the limited nature of Argentine and Brazilian liberal 

democracies may have favoured the realisation of the integration process. This is due to 

the considerable degree of decisional autonomy and relative isolation from the pressures 

from the civil society enjoyed by the executives when they wanted to design foreign 
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policy. This made the process relatively fast and non-conflictive. This fact, together 

with the extremely technical nature of the issues discussed at the negotiations and 

agreements, has made the integration process relatively immune to internal debate and 

criticism. In the end this leaves the decision-making in the hands of the presidents and 

their bureaucratic staff (Matushita 2000).  

 

6.4.1 Presidentialism or the delegative argument 

The declaration ratified in 1996 in connection to the attempted military coup in 

Paraguay defending democracy, had enormous importance. This was because it meant 

that Mercosur formally acquired some political characteristics, probably due to the fact 

that Mercosur had become practically a customs union. Nevertheless, what was meant 

by democracy in Mercosur was very limited, e.g. Mercosur has never raised the issue of 

violations of human rights. Besides, the problem of democracy was dealt with almost 

entirely through the meetings of the presidents, due to the lack of any specific low-level 

organisation to defend democracy. In other words, the problem of democracy was only 

discussed at the presidential level, without involving the people directly (Matsushita 

2000). This could therefore be considered an example of ‘democratic deficit’ within 

Mercosur.  

 

The role of the presidents in the creation and upholding of Mercosur is significant. In 

the delegative model of limited democracy, the president is an independent actor from 

parties or organised interests. Unlike the representative system, where the accountability 

of the executive is both horizontal, i.e. toward other institutional powers, and vertical, 

i.e. toward the electorate, in the delegative models the vertical dimension is less 

prominent. This entails the undermining of the liberal principles and of the respect for 

political minorities (Malamud 2003). Hence the question to answer here is whether 

presidentialism has had a crucial role in the formation of Mercosur and how has this 

pattern affected the development of the regionalisation project? There is yet no doubt 

that the Argentine-Brazilian integration and Mercosur have been state-led processes and 

that initiative came from the governments. 
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During the time of initiation of the integration project the power of decision in 

Argentina was concentrated to President Alfonsín, Foreign Minister Dante Caputo and 

to their closest group of advisers (Waisman 1999). In Brazil the situation was similar, 

but President Sarney had to try harder to increase his influence by putting his personal 

stamp on the foreign policy, since the bureaucracy there was more influential. Due to 

this institutional weakness both the personality and the strong ideological approach to 

international relations of the protagonist, i.e. ‘presidential protagonism’, have to be 

taken into account, especially on the Argentine side (Malamud 2003). For example, the 

Treaty of Asunción, which clearly was a crucial act, was forwarded to Congress in mid 

1991 and approved in September, with almost no debate. Instead of relying on the 

parliament and Congress, the presidents took the matter into their own hands and 

arranged secret negotiations and diplomatic protocols that did not require parliamentary 

approval (Gardini 2001). The political parties forwarded some critiques in the matter, 

but it never grew an important issue. Nor did the armed forces, which still have 

important political influence, but this never interfered with the integration process. This 

hence answers the question concerning the presidential diplomacy priory posted as well 

as the occurring institutional marginalisation.  

 

The thesis will now continue to answer the question whether the delegative model of 

liberal democracy affected the conception and development of integration process in 

Mercosur. This will be done through exploring the case of liberal democracy, in its 

limited version, and with precise focus on the delegative variant. Here an analysis is 

conducted that tries to link the ‘institutional deficit’ characterising internal structures 

with the institutional gap presently characterising Mercosur (Malamud 2003). Decisions 

within Mercosur are taken through intergovernmental mechanisms and unanimity is 

always required where the organisational structure consists of three regional bodies 

composed by national officials and technicians appointed by the member states. The 

central role here played by the presidents in regional decision-making therefore possess 

significant similarities with domestic processes. The characteristics of this particular 

presidential type are identified with the fixed term of the presidency and with the 

concentration of powers within the executive (Gardini 2001). This implies that this 

combination enhances that policy orientations will be maintained for a given period, i.e. 
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the presidential term, and without likeliness of reversal because of lack in institutional 

opposition. 

 

As before stated this study focuses more on the reasons leading to democracy and 

integration than on those determining its particular shape and structure. We can state 

that in the Southern Cone the concentrated powers rather than separate powers has up 

until now proved better suited to deal with regional integration. Presidents did not have 

to respect parliamentary mandates or indication which resulted in larger room for 

manoeuvre, enhanced flexibility, and greater possibility of accommodation with the 

international partner. Additionally, the restricted number of negotiators and their 

common values shared priorities facilitated the dialogue and the achievement of 

consensus (Malamud 2003). Hence for the actual integration process presidentialism 

may have been a strong contributor and I will therefore not extensively discuss its 

shortcomings. Some authors yet claim that since the presidents feel responsible for the 

national destiny, as the embodiment of popular sovereignty, and since he represents 

only a third or so of the electorate, he could never count on a strong legislative support. 

The question of the problems with low legitimacy, public confidence for the 

government, extensive corruption and nepotism are frequently asked without any real 

answers (Diamond, Hartlyn, Linz 1999).  

 

6.4.2 The technocratic models of liberal democracy 

In technocratic models of liberal democracies, elected representatives retain the final 

power of decision. However, the available choices, as well as the most appropriate 

solutions, have already been defined by the experts, i.e. the technocrats that hence 

directly affect policy-making (Gardini 2001). This technocratic argument is closely 

related to the delegative one, not only because both of them represent features of the 

same model of limited liberal democracy, but also because presidents themselves are 

‘victims’ in a sense of this mechanism. Technocratic empowerment can actually be seen 

as a second delegation, one that the president makes after his/her own delegation by the 

electorates. 
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Because these technocrats are disconnected from an electoral logic they may be more 

inclined than elected politicians to impose short-term heavy cost on large sectors of the 

population for the sake of long-term benefit. This technocratic argument also provides a 

further explanation of the events since 1990’s when the spreading of the neo-liberal 

paradigm renewed the cohesion between consolidated external attitudes of openness and 

liberalisation, and internal strategies of development and macroeconomic policy. 

Experts working within the economic ministries, and essentially concerned with internal 

matters, began to see eye to eye with the experts of the foreign ministry, who in turn 

principally concerned with international economic relations. Hence this process 

facilitated regionalisation in that integration planning and implementation became much 

more coordinated.  

 

To conclude one can argue that foremost presidentialism, but also the technocratic 

model has strongly contributed to the creation of Mercosur and hence the regional 

integration. Even though inter-presidentialism seems to contribute to the enhancement 

of the integration process, the intention here is not to claim that the more authoritarian 

ruling, the better for the integration process. Without democratic legitimacy and 

commitment, liberal transparency and pluralism (even though it may be limited as well), 

and the expectations connected, it is hard to see what reasons other than economic that 

could be fostered in the Mercosur area and as previously shown, mere economic reasons 

were not sufficient. 

 

7 Concluding discussion 
 

During the 400 years that has passed since the initiation of the colonalisation of the 

South American continent, the liberal democracy has only been a part of society for an 

extremely short time. Democracy needs stability and prosperity to be consolidated in 

society, something that has been scarce in the region with several historical drawbacks; 

economical, social and political. Through the creation of Mercosur in 1994 a new period 

in the regional integration was initiated in Latin America. The regional cooperation 

surged out of the ashes of a broken economy and a recent transition to democracy which 

was still extremely fragile. After a period characterised by economic crisis during the 
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1980’s (also referred to as the ‘lost decade’), integration was once again seen as a tool 

for re-building both the stumbling economy as well as the weak democracy. The 

purposes for the regional integration were hence many other than the strictly economic 

ones. Variables such as a building block to the neo-liberal project,  a political initiative 

with the intention of bringing old antagonists together and to consolidate the new-found 

democracies, and also a response to globalisation and the US hegemony. The Southern 

Cone demonstrated an underlying transition in the ideological stance of political elites 

across the region. This transition originated in a world view dominated by state-centred, 

conflict-dominated conceptions of domestic and international politics, and developed to 

a world view in which democracy, the rule of law, liberalism, free-markets, and regional 

cooperation structured the domestic political agendas.  

 

Both political and economic arguments have been used to explain why the establishing 

members of Mercosur, Argentina and Brazil, pursued regional integration for the sake 

of strengthening domestic rule. The arguments used on the political side are that the 

rapprochement of the two countries undermines conflictive mutual perceptions, thus 

diminishing and further re-legitimating military claims for power. On the economic side 

closer cooperation, and eventually integration, would improve economic performance, 

thus reinforcing regime stability. Without the fundamental shift to a cooperative stance 

towards the regional neighbours the countries in the Southern Cone would probably not 

now be able to consolidate their democracies. 

 

7.1 Explanatory links 
 

In this thesis the purpose was to describe and analyse if the integration promote the 

consolidation of democracy through answering the following questions: 1) How does 

theories surrounding political integration and theories for political economy present the 

relationship between regional integration and the institutionalisation of national 

democracy within Mercosur?, and; 2) What impact (if any) does regional integration 

have on the consolidation of national democracy in Latin America?   

 

I can conclude that among the authors discussed in this text, the insight that there exist a 

prominent connection between democratisation, its consolidation, and regional 
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integration, is substantial. Schiff and Winters (2003) argues that a membership in a RIA 

may increase the likelihood of achieving or upholding democracy. Further Remmer 

(1998) states, with a statistical model as point of departure, that it is possible to maintain 

that democracy enhances economic cooperation and that democratisation is likely to 

enhance interstate cooperation. Here the author also mentions the importance of 

transparency since it may both strengthen homogeneity and reduce uncertainties 

between the regimes within the bloc in order to consolidate democracy, which is also 

emphasised by Steves (2001). This transparency, even though still not fully provided in 

the region, is yet claimed to improve with the bringing of democracy. Remmer also 

mentions the Kantian argument of democratic peace, i.e. that democratic states are more 

likely to resolve disputes than other pairs of states, and hence the collective defence of 

democracy within Mercosur is of utmost importance.  

 

Another link between democratisation and cooperation is made by Schmitter (1991) 

who states that there exist encouraging evidence that democracy diminishes the 

credibility of threat of the use of force and hence promotes cooperation and regional 

integration. Steves (2001) continues by claiming that mutual interest in maintaining 

democratic institutions increases the initiatives for cooperation and the honest exchange 

of information as well as the before mentioned transparency, makes the economic 

cooperation possible. Steves concludes three possible links between democracy and 

regionalisation: First that regionalisation brings an increased democratisation that also 

has enhanced regional economic and security integration strategies through increased 

domestic transparency; Second that the impact of pro-democratic ideational forces is 

substantial and; third is the externalisation of the democratic principles. These links 

shows, according to Steves, that regionalisation has been a significant factor in shaping 

the consolidation processes of democracy in the Southern Cone.  

 

With these elaborations on the issue one can claim that without democracy the 

development toward integration would have a hard time evolving in the region and 

reaching its contemporary level of success. The parallel development of democracy and 

integration hence seems to have occurred in some kind of symbiosis. Although the pure 

causal relationship between the two variables is hard to scientifically prove, it certainly 

seems as they are working together. In a region where authoritarianism during a long 
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time has been extremely present, it seems as the democracy has been an indispensable 

ingredient in creating confidence between the states and facilitate negotiation. To reason 

and elaborate further surrounding how the situation would have been with an other path 

of history would not supllement anything to this thesis. Other scenarios would probably 

be reality in the region e.g. if the military regimes would still be in power. This would 

entail a relatively introvert economy as well as society, where cooperation (further than 

bilateral) and integration would be made almost impossible and where democracy could 

never prevail. 

 

7.2 Theories as explanatory tools 
 

As to the theories as a tool of explaining the issues of regionalisation and the 

institutionalisation of democracy at the national level, I agree that neo-functionalism is 

the best viable option in explaining the situation within Mercosur. This due to the belief 

in that the inherent conflictual patterns between states can be internally solved through a 

deeper cooperation, which has to a high degree been the case within Mercosur. The 

improved security and stability in the area is much due to the bureaucrats within the 

regional organisations in their struggle to transfer the increased economic cooperation 

and inter-dependence as ‘spill-over’ more to the political and social areas. Nevertheless, 

the non-state actors in the region, if one refers to the civil society, are still 

underrepresented in relation to the authority and power possessed by the state. Neo-

functionalism yet predicts an evolution towards more extended supra-national politics, 

something which I think can be hard to apply in the Mercosur case. This is due to the 

strong tradition of statism and presidentialism, which hence implies difficulties to 

surrender to the politics and pressure from other states. This authoritarian heritage is 

something that needs to be conquered in order for the cooperation within Mercosur to 

function. As to the intergovernmentalism I consider the weak points to be that it 

presupposes that a strong interdependence is present prior to the initiation of the 

integration process, which was not the case among the members of Mercosur. The prior 

general interaction within the region (hence not just the economic part) was also fairly 

weak, which is another precondition for the intergovernmentalism and makes it hard to 

apply in the Mercosur case. It can nevertheless make decision-processes shorter and 

more efficient, which I would argue to also prevail in the short run, but since it also 
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excludes the political participation of a large part of civil society and other political 

actors, it can never prevail in the long run.  

 

I have realised that the theories are founded on the European situation and do not take in 

account many of the characteristics possessed by the Mercosur members. The many 

specific features in the Mercosur region, such as the mentioned presidentialism and lack 

of transparency, make the application of a general theory to explain the regional 

integration difficult to make. Despite this fact, according to Malamud and Schmitter 

(2006) democracy is still a vital part for the development of regional integration 

according to the neo-functionalist theory.  

 

7.3 Final reflections 
 

Even though I expected the relation between regional integration and democracy to 

exist, there are still strong concerns regarding the progress of democracy in the region. 

The strong presidentialism with a scarce civic participation and the lack of transparency 

with an extended corruption are immense threats against the legitimacy of democracy. 

This is as well a source that threatens to undermine the public confidence for 

democracy. The undeniable fact that the presidentialism, and in many cases also the 

lack of transparency, has precipitated the integration process also has to be 

acknowledged. A diminished insight in the political sphere for the civil society has 

often made the intergovernmental processes shorter and more efficient. Consequently 

the trade-off between efficiency and political legitimacy therefore seem to exist in the 

region.  

 

As to the consolidation of national democracy, regional integration may be the right 

tool, but the greatest threat to the enhancement of democracy at all levels in society is 

the lack of civil participation and the legitimacy and the confidence the people in charge 

inherit from the public. The confidence for the government and public authority has 

during many decades been damaged .To repair this damage an improvement has to be 

done of the situation of the extended corruption. The civil society must be allowed into 

the corridors of power on many levels in order to spread legitimacy for the governing 

authority.  
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My choice of topic is very current and under continuous change. I have made an 

historical approach, which is a necessary way of understanding the current condition, 

but I will not prophesy extensively on what will come or predict future outcomes. The 

future of the Mercosur points today at many different directions and its development 

will yet be interesting to follow. The study conducted raises new questions that have 

only briefly been discussed in this paper, and here one of the most lucid ones is how 

Mercosur will handle the question of legitimacy among the politicians due to corruption 

and also how it will the civil society will be allowed to increase their participation in the 

political life and debate.  

 

If I were to continue on this topic it would be interesting to further investigate the 

historical political heritage in the region, and how it has affected the current political 

situation. Among other things, the lack among the member states historically to rise 

above narrow short-term national interests in favour of the collective objective is a 

crucial ingredient in the Mercosur cooperation that needs to be dealt with. The study 

whether the liberal instruments will further enhance cooperation as well as the study of 

the existing liberal elites and their effects on the consolidation of democracy would be 

another interesting area of research. This is due to the fact that the transition to liberal 

policies occurred rapidly and with international leverage and also because the liberal 

democracy in the region is different in many senses to the one found in e.g. Europe. In 

this retrospect I think many answers can be found surrounding both the extended 

corruption, lack of confidence for politicians and the system as such, the 

presidentialism, the lack of civil participation etc. 
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