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 Regional governance in the twenty-first century has been increasingly characterized by 

regime complexity. In Latin America, several new organizations which intersect at the regional 

and sub-regional level on multiple issues have developed including the Bolivarian Alliance for 

the Peoples of Our America (ALBA), the Union of South American Nations (UNASUR), 

Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC) and the Pacific Alliance. These 

were created on top of the Organization of American States (OAS) and MERCOSUR and the 

Andean Community (CAN). Likewise, Africa has experienced a rise in the number of 

overlapping regional organizations (RO) including the African Union (AU), the Economic 

Community of West African States (ECOWAS), the Southern African Development Community 

(SADC), the League of Arab States and the Intergovernmental Authority on Development 

(IGAD). Asia, once deemed severely under-institutionalized, has become an “alphabet soup” of 

organizations in its own right including the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), 

ASEAN Plus Three (APT), East Asia Summit, Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), and 

the Trilateral Cooperation Summit (TCS). Although Europe may look meager in comparison, it 

is home to the EU, EFTA, the Council of Europe and wider, inter-regional organizations such as 

NATO and the OSCE. In short, regime complexity has become a stable feature of regional 

institutional architectures. 

 Recent attention to the structure of regime complexity in International Relations has 

given way to greater exploration of the mechanisms underlying their development (Johnson and 

Urpelainen 2012). However, the existing literature has only begun to explore the conditions and 

causal pathways which enable member-states to pursue inter-organizational politics. Moreover, 

the literature to date remains focused on regime complexity in relation to global rather than 

regional governance given that the multilateral policy domains that have received most 
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theoretical attention so far are either the environment (Johnson and Urpelainen 2012; Keohane 

and Victor 2011; Gehring and Oeberthuer 2009) or international trade (Busch 2007; Alter and 

Meunier 2006). Similarities and difference in the patterns of organizational overlap across 

regions thus warrant further research on the growth, dynamics, and consequences of regime 

structures articulated not only at or between the global and regional level, but within specific 

regions in their own right.  

 Building on the existing literature, we push the regime complexity research agenda in a 

different direction by focusing at the level of regions. Taking a comparative approach, we 

explore how the regional and temporal context produces variation in the growth and pace of 

institution-building across the same policy domain. We argue that despite the common trend of 

overlapping regional organizations observed in all major regions of the world, we can observe 

different pathways to regional regime complexity based on the presence or absence of focal 

institutions and on the formal/informal character of ROs.  

 More specifically, we develop our argument by examining the evolution of security 

regimes in Asia and Europe. In Europe, the early adoption of a formal multilateral security 

organization increased the cost of creating additional security institutions in the post-Cold War 

era. Only after several attempts did European governments manage to overcome hurdles and 

establish an additional institutional forum through the EU’s Common Security and Defense 

Policy (CSDP). This new multilateral institution did not respond to a clearly definable and 

objectively accessible functional need. In Asia, the absence of an initial focal multilateral 

organization in the early Cold War period (and in its stead the establishment of U.S-centered 

bilateral alliances) and the penchant for informal institutions lowered the costs for states to 

experiment with multilateral initiatives to fill functional gaps. Thus in contrast to Europe’s 
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slower paced but deliberative process of institution-building in the post-Cold War period, Asia 

experienced a rapid proliferation of weak, largely informal institutions used to address regional 

security issues. In other words, earlier institutional choices differing on dimensions of formality 

and depth have produced long term variation in the shape and growth of regional regime 

complexes.  

 Additionally, we challenge previous comparisons of European and Asian regionalism, 

arguing that European institutions may in some respects be more “consensus-based” than Asian 

ones. That is, policymakers in Europe, while they may disagree with one another on the shape 

and form of their security institution, are very reluctant to create “breakaway” institutions even 

though the legal mechanisms exist to do so. Instead, the creation of additional institutions 

follows careful negotiation and the inclusion of mechanisms which relate those states left behind 

to the newly established institution. In contrast, Asian policymakers are consensus escapist. In 

Asia, policymakers often disagree on how institution-building proceeds, and rather than work to 

strengthen a few key institutions, are more prone to creating new, overlapping institutions with a 

diverse set of members. This was first marked by early post-Cold War debates between pan-

Asianism (exclusive regionalism) and Asia-Pacificism (inclusive regionalism), and later manifest 

by growing regional rivalry and institutional competition. The practice of institution-building and 

institutional layering has thus accelerated in Asia at a much faster pace than Europe. 

 Our paper is structured as follows. In the first section, we provide a brief review of 

comparative regional institution-building in Europe and Asia as well as the recent literature on 

regime complexity which we use to build our comparative theoretical framework. In the second 

section, we define key concepts and scope conditions. We then present a typology of regional 

institutions and demonstrate how the presence and form (formal/informal; bilateral/multilateral) 
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of early focal security institutions in the early phases of postwar Europe and Asia produced 

divergent institutional outcomes in the post-Cold War period.  In the third and fourth sections, 

we provide a narrative of regional institution building in Asia and Europe, respectively, focusing 

on the development of the regional security architecture.  

 

I. Layered Institution-Building in Europe and Asia 

One prominent regionalism scholar, Fredrik Soederbaum (2012: 21), observes that “the 

use of comparison is underdeveloped in the field of regionalism, primarily because many 

scholars specialize in a particular region.” Addressing this gap, we provide a theoretical and 

empirical lens through which regional cooperation, inter-organizational relations and institutional 

structures can be analyzed comparatively. What we observe in Europe and Asia is the rise of 

regional security regime complexes. Both regions are characterized by non-hierarchical, 

overlapping and nested security institutions which partially share the same membership and 

mandate. Hence, we do not equate regionalism with the rise of any single regional organization 

(Boerzel and Risse 2009; Fawcett and Gandois 2010; Fioramonti and Mattheis 2015), but rather 

treat it as an extension of several regional projects that exist within regional boundaries. 

 

Comparative Regionalism: Europe and Asia 

 Several studies already explain the different motives behind the creation of postwar 

European and Asian security institutions (Katzenstein 2005). However, few studies explore the 

effects these institutional choices played out in subsequent outcomes. The existing literature 

comparing Europe and Asia tend to revolve around three types of comparisons. The first set of 

comparisons focus on the Cold War period examining the divergent paths of Europe and Asia’s 
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security architecture. Why did postwar planners create a “hub-and-spokes” bilateral alliance 

system in Asia in contrast to the multilateral security system established in Europe? Different 

explanations have been offered, but the most plausible ones revolve around issues of power and 

identity (Hemmer and Katzenstein 2002; Cha 2009).  

The second set of comparisons is really an extension of the first: why did Asia remain 

under-institutionalized relative to Europe for much of the Cold War? Aaron Friedberg 

(1993/94:22) observed that Asia appeared “strikingly under-institutionalized” next to Europe. 

Unlike the rich “alphabet soup” of international agencies in Europe, Asia presented a “thin gruel” 

of institutions (Friedberg 1993/94:22). Even a decade after the collapse of the Cold War, scholars 

continued to note the slow pace of institutionalization in Asia. As John Duffield (2001:69) 

observed, “One cannot help but be struck by the relatively limited nature of the formal 

institutional security architecture to be found in the Asia-Pacific region throughout the post-war 

era, at least in comparison, once again, with the Euro-Atlantic.” Such arguments either explicitly 

or implicitly elevated Europe as a point of reference when describing Asia’s “organization gap” 

(Calder and Ye 2004) and low levels of legalization (Kahler 2000).  

In contrast to legal-rationalist explanations described above, several constructivist 

scholars, most notably Amitav Acharya (1997, 2009, 2013), challenged what he and others 

argued was a misleading if not unfair comparison between the two regions. Constructivists 

agreed with rationalists on the observable facts: institutions in Europe were indeed more formal 

and further legalized than those in Asia. However, the informal, consensus-based approached to 

institutions – otherwise known as the ASEAN Way – carried its own merits in the context of 

Asian norms. As Acharya argued, Asia’s “non-legalistic and consensus-oriented ASEAN way is 

a distinctive and workable alternative to a European-style multilateralism” (Acharya 2003). 
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Rather than equate informal institutions as a sign of weak multilateralism, the ASEAN Way 

offered an alternative path for Asians to strengthen their own regional community. As one 

scholar argued in the early 2000s, ASEAN aimed “to socialize the region with the same norms 

and rules that have proved successful within Southeast Asia” (Smith 2004:432).  

Differences in the degree of formality and in regional integrating processes have opened 

a third type of comparison focused on institutional design. Liberal institutionalists and 

constructivists have examined this debate more extensively, offering comparisons not only 

between Europe and Asia, but across other regions as well. Prior to the end of the Cold War, 

much of the literature on institutional design derived from Europe’s experience with institution 

building (Hurrell 2005). Influenced by the rise of the European Economic Community in the late 

1950s, European integration scholars explored how formal-legal institutions might fit into the 

context of political community building (Haas and Schmitter 1964; Rochester 1986:786; 

Acharya and Johnston 2007:3). However, Asian institution building in the 1990s challenged 

existing theories on the design and effect of institutions. Constructivists in particular argued that 

Asia’s brand of “soft institutionalism” provided “the condition for the success of regional 

organizations” (Acharya and Johnston 2007:11). Meanwhile, proponents of rational institution 

design examined how institutions varied across regions in their decision rules, commitment 

devices, rules for membership, degree of centralization, and the flexibility of arrangements. 

(Kahler and MacIntyre 2013:7-9). Rational-institutionalists (represented by many Europeanists) 

tended to interpret greater legalization and delegation of formal authority to institutions as 

positive developments for institution-building and design. Asian specialists disagreed, stating 

that it was a mistake to compare “European success” with “Asian failure” (Katzenstein and 

Shiraishi 1997:3). Most scholars, even those pushing for deeper institutionalization in Asia, 
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today recognize that Asian regionalism need not necessarily follow the same trajectory as Europe 

(Kahler 2013; Hurrell 2005; Acharya 2012). 

 Although the differences between particular European and Asian institutions have been 

well-documented, comparisons between overarching regional security architectures remain 

scarce. Part of the problem stems from the dichotomous bilateral and multilateral 

characterization of Asia and Europe’s regional security architectures, respectively. By 

reinforcing bilateral and multilateral frameworks, researchers have overlooked other types of 

comparisons regarding a region’s institutional make-up. Although the bilateral hub-and-spokes 

system remains a dominant feature of Asia’s security architecture, the regional architecture itself 

can be described more accurately as a complex patchwork of bilateral, mini-lateral, and 

multilateral configurations than a strictly bilateral structure (Cha 2012). European security 

institutions have also expanded in recent years thus creating significant institutional overlap, 

although to a lesser degree than in Asia. Both regions have thus experienced increasing regime 

complexity over time.  

 

Regime Complexes 

The scholarship on international institutions has increasingly paid attention to relations 

between different sets of international treaties and international organizations – often referred to 

as regime complexes – within the same policy domain. These regime complexes either come 

about through the proliferation of new organizations or the scope of expansion of existing ones 

(Haftel and Hofmann 2017). Scholars agree that regime complexes should be understood as “an 

array of partially overlapping and nonhierarchical institutions governing a particular issue-area 
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[…] marked by the existence of several legal arrangements that are created and maintained in 

distinct fora with participation of different sets of actors” (Raustiala and Victor 2004: 279).1  

Firmly located within rational choice institutionalism, the original research focus was on 

showing the different cooperation and coordination problems that explain why we can observe 

nested, overlapping or parallel dyadic relationships between international institutions in the 

realm of environment (Young 1996) and trade (Aggarwal 1998). Based on the insights gained 

from focusing on dyadic organizational relationships, scholars have since turned their attention 

to investigating different strategies available to actors (mainly states or governments), and in 

particular institutional forum shopping (Alter and Meunier 2006, 2009; Busch 2007). Once 

forum shopping was established as a strategy worth studying, scholars then examined how forum 

shopping influenced cooperation (or the lack thereof) between organizations (Bayer et al. 2014; 

Gehring and Oberthuer 2009; Biermann 2008; Gehring and Faude 2014).  

The most recent strand of scholarship on regime complexity focuses on the overall 

structure of regime complexes (Keohane and Victor 2011; Johnson and Urpelainen 2012; Orsini 

et al. 2013). Building on Raustiala and Victor’s (2004) groundbreaking work, Keohane and 

Victor (2011) and Orsini et al. (2013) demonstrate that regimes can relate differently to each 

other; that is, they can either constitute a hierarchical system, an integrated one, or a loosely 

coupled one (fragmented, centralized or dense, in the words of Orsini et al. 2013). Johnson and 

Urpelainen (2012) have added attention to strategies to explain elements of change within regime 

complexes. While Raustiala and Victor (2004) observe that some of the “complex” elements 

                                                
1 Keohane and Victor (2011: 8) state that “regime complexes are marked by connections between the specific and 
relatively narrow regimes but the absence of an overall architecture or hierarchy that structures the whole set”. And 
Johnson and Urpelainen (2012: 649) understand them to be “a collective of partially overlapping but nonhierarchical 
regimes.” Orsini et al. (2013: 29) refine the definition as they argue that regime complexes should be understood “as 
a network of three or more international regimes that relate to a common subject matter; exhibit overlapping 
membership; and generate substantive, normative, or operative interactions recognized as potentially problematic 
whether or not they are managed effectively”. 
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have not responded to functional needs but instead can be better understood through a lens that is 

theoretically informed by path dependency, Keohane and Victor (2011) as well as Johnson and 

Ureplainen (2012) draw our attention to exogenous factors such as distributional conflicts, 

diversity of interests, uncertainty and linkages.  

Three shortcomings exist in the current trajectory of research on regime complexity. First, 

regime complexity is mainly, though not exclusively, informed by research on policy domains of 

international trade and environment. As a result, scholars have not sufficiently addressed the 

scope conditions under which regime complexes are created and changed. Second, scholars have 

focused on the formal aspects of regime complexes, disregarding recent findings on informal 

institutional design solutions (Stone 2008; Kleine 2013). One only has to think of the G-20 or G-

7 as actors within, for example, the regime complex of international finance. Third, insufficient 

attention has been given to regional institutions. Much of the literature cited above focuses only 

on the global level or on particular dyads. As Keohane and Victor (2011: 8) point out, “[W]hile 

the term ‘regime complex’ is not new, what has been missing is a theoretical explanation for why 

this institutional form prevails in some areas and not in others” (Keohane and Victor 2011: 8). 

Our research aims to contribute to this discussion by focusing on the structure of regime 

complexes across regions and time in the security policy domain. 

 

II. Divergent Pathways to Regime Complexity 

We explore the overall structure of regime complexes, and more specifically, the 

pathways taken by regional actors to produce divergent patterns of regime complexity. By taking 

a comparative approach we can explore variation across regional regime complexes. As 

discussed in the introduction, regional institution-building in Africa, Latin America, Europe, and 
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Asia in the twenty-first century all exhibit patterns of regime complexity suggesting that the 

growth of partially overlapping or nested institutions and patterns of institutional layering can 

occur under a diverse set of scope conditions 

Shifting away from trade and environment issues, we examine regime complexity on an 

underexplored issue area: international security and in particular international crisis management. 

National and multilateral actors have pursued peace and security at the regional and international 

level via several means and tools. To break conflict cycles, actors have variably engaged in 

conflict prevention and mediation, peace-making, peacekeeping, peace enforcement, and peace-

building measures. When contributing to international or regional peace and security, actors 

often have to invest in scarce and specialized resources as well as time-consuming and 

potentially life-consuming activities.2 Given that the resources on which security provisions rely 

are often expensive and scarce, coordination should be one imperative in organizing a security 

regime complex.  

Regime complexes stem from historical-institutional antecedents (Raustiala and Victor 

2004). Policymakers build and layer institutions based on a variety of functional and normative 

reasons. The creation of new institutions (or their scope expansion) does not occur in a political 

or strategic vacuum. As historical-institutionalists argue, the timing and sequence of events are 

important to individual institutional outcomes as later events can constrain prior ones. Choices 

made earlier in time generate self-reinforcing mechanisms which encourage actors to adapt their 

behavior in ways that both reflect and reinforce pre-existing institutional arrangements (Pierson 

2004; Thelen 1999). These insights can be translated to an institutionally more complex world.  

                                                
2 In theory, the more security organizations exist for one region, the better. However, this apolitical view of regime 
complexes ignores that governments can forum shop and choose IOs according to their national preferences rather 
than rely on the IO that is best suited to provide the international public good of security and peace. 
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To understand and explain the pathways to regime complexity, it is necessary to 

investigate the initial focal institution(s) (Jupille et al. 2013: 7). It is the existence and the design 

of initial focal institutions that helps us understand what further institutional possibilities are 

most likely given that pre-existing institutions inform, shape or constrain the ability of member 

states in creating additional institutions occupying a similar policy space (Pierson 2004). We 

need to pay more attention to the presence (or absence) of such focal institutions and the degree 

to which they operate formally or informally. 

Focal organizations are distinct from other existing institutions. A focal organization is an 

international institution widely accepted among its member states as the “go to” organization to 

discuss, decide and implement multilateral action. As Jupille and Snidal (2005) point out “the 

focalness of an institution will depend partly on its ‘objective’ properties but also on the 

perceptions and understandings of the actors.”  We expect that focal organizations on the 

regional level address threats and opportunities to the community they assemble and that 

member states are willing to contribute to the maintenance of the organization, privileging it in 

their national and international discourse as an integral part of their policy in the particular issue 

domain that the organization addresses. 

A focal institution informs additional (alternative) layering and institutional choices 

across the region. Jupille and Snidal (2005) and Jupille et al. (2013: 19-22) stress that for 

layering to happen, member states need to be dissatisfied with the existing focal institution. This 

dissatisfaction is mainly voiced by pointing to the focal institution not being able to address a 

particular cooperation problem. However, we contend that this is a fairly narrow understanding 

of multilateral action that only allows for one inter-organizational relationship: division of labor. 

We want to stress that irrespective of the cooperation problem, member states can consider 
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creating additional institutions despite the existence of a focal institution. However, should a 

focal institution exist, we expect that member states need to negotiate the inter-organizational 

relationship. This can often be a long, drawn out process in which individual advantages and 

disadvantages are center stage. As Jupille and Snidal (2005: 28) as well as Wallander (2000) 

argue, this negotiation is not based on (functional) costs in which member states stress the sunk 

cost of a focal institution. Instead, these negotiations are very much political: member states may 

argue for additional community building (i.e. a subgroup of the focal institution) in their desire to 

engage in more “homogenous” cooperation, or they may instead opt to create a rival organization. 

In these political negotiations, member states debate whether to push for more formal or informal 

organizational structures when creating new regional mechanisms.  

Formal institutions are often equated with a strong bureaucracy and a detailed legal 

framework. A secretariat and international staff operate with relative autonomy from member 

states as they oversee the multilateral policy-making process (Hooghe et al. 2015). Perhaps more 

importantly, formal institutions are associated with high degrees of legalization. Rules are clearly 

defined with high levels of obligation and precision which can be delegated to third parties for 

interpretation and enforcement (Abbott and Snidal; Kahler 2000:549). The scope, mandate, and 

mission of institutions are relatively clear with high expectations that members adhere to the 

mandate and objectives of the institution.  

On the other end of the spectrum, informal institutions are marked by low levels of 

legalization. Decision-making, monitoring, and rules enforcement are not delegated to a third 

party, but often decided and determined by consensus or the most powerful member state (Kleine; 

Stone). Informal institutions also are often a reflection of regional or national norms and values 

(Acharya 2009). Informal institutions may reflect either hierarchical (based on respect or 



 
 

13 

seniority, for example) or egalitarian (based on democratic constituencies) modes of informality. 

Commitments are often non-binding and voluntary. Informal institutions usually lack an 

independent secretariat with leadership organized through rotating national presidencies which 

coordinate meetings in their respective capitals. 

Regime complexity theorists have explored when and why states decide to build 

overlapping and partially nested institutions. Digging deeper into theories of regime complexity, 

we turn our attention to how policymakers pursue institutional overlap and the different 

pathways followed by actors in Asia and Europe. Based on our two dimensions, we make the 

following three propositions. 

1. If the initial focal institution is formal in nature and (a) member state(s) insist on 

creating 

a. an additional new formal institution, high political costs will lower the likelihood of 

creating many additional organizations.  

b. a new informal institution, the potential for creating multiple new informal 

institutional layers increases  

2. If the focal institution is informal, states will resist building formal institutions out of fear 

that the focal institutions will become subsumed or irrelevant. 

Table 1 maps out a simple heuristic outlining the two different pathways towards regime 

complexity for Asia and Europe.  

 

INSERT TABLE 1 
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In the sections below, we explain how regime complexity has developed in Asia and 

Europe, respectively. In particular, the Asian security architecture, although initially defined by 

the formal structure of U.S.-led bilateral alliance system, has transpired into a complex 

patchwork of largely informal mini-lateral and multilateral security arrangements situated on top 

of bilateral alliances and later ASEAN as demonstrated in Figure 2. In contrast, Europe’s 

security architecture has been marked by greater formality, but fewer institutions represented in 

Figure 3.  

 

INSERT FIGURES 2 AND 3 

 

III. The Rise of Regional Complexes in Asia: Informal and Plural 

In Asia, the presence of  a series of bilateral rather than multilateral focal institution(s), 

coupled with the later adoption of ASEAN as the model for regional institution-building, created 

conditions facilitating a rapid growth of new, albeit weak security mechanisms. In other words, 

the absence of an early multilateral organization and the informal nature of ASEAN resulted in 

the proliferation of mostly “low-bar” institutions which emphasized dialogue and process over 

formal rules and deeper legalization. 

 

Whither Focal Institutions in Asia? 

In contrast to Europe, U.S. postwar planners and their Asia partners elevated bilateral 

alliances over multilateralism in Asia as Cold War frontlines deepened. Between 1951 and 1954, 

the U.S. established bilateral mutual defense treaties with the Philippines, Australia and New 
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Zealand, South Korea, Taiwan, and Japan.3  Although by no means pre-determined, the absence 

of a multilateral alliance was heavily conditioned by both structural and cultural factors.  Realist 

perspectives point to “extreme hegemony” or the asymmetric nature of U.S. power relative to 

other Asian states at the end of the Cold War (Crone 1993:503). Japan, temporarily governed by 

the U.S. military, was in no position to resist U.S. authority. The Republic of China (Taiwan) had 

retreated to the island of Formosa. South Korea lay in ruins following the devastation of the 

Korean War. Given that influential policymakers such as Secretary of State Dean Acheson or 

John Foster Dulles preferred bilateral arrangements as Cold War lines began to harden, vast 

power differentials between the United States and potential Asian alliance partners would have 

made it difficult to persuade the U.S. to commit to multilateral arrangements. 

U.S. perceptions of Asians also steered U.S. policy planners away from establishing a 

formal multilateral security organization. Although U.S. policymakers viewed European allies as 

“members of a shared community,” potential allies in Asia were “seen as part of an alien and, in 

important ways, inferior community” (Hemmer and Katzenstein 2002:75). As such, State 

Department officials expressed doubt and reservations even regarding the U.S.-initiated 

Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO). Moreover, with the exception of perhaps 

Thailand and the Philippines, the only two SEATO members actually located in Southeast Asia, 

local officials carried their own normative biases which made them wary of Western-style 

institutions.4 The absence of common identity or norms did not necessarily preclude the 

formation of a multilateral alliance. But to the extent that it bred mistrust and uncertainty in the 

                                                
3 Thailand would also become loosely associated with the hub-and-spokes framework with its ties to the United 
States through SEATO and reinforced by the Thanat-Rusk communique of 1962. 
4 Southeast Asian nations would eventually form the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, forming a multilateral 
institution under their own terms which would account for local norms of non-intervention and consensus, grafted 
onto new ideas about multilateral security.  See Acharya, 2009. 
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reliability of alliance partners, the lack of common identity did create additional hurdles to 

multilateralism.  

Identity and power are often pitted as alternative variables when explaining the trajectory 

of bilateralism in Asian security. However, this debate is less relevant for the purposes of our 

argument. What matters is the absence of a focal RO and the significance of bilateralism in 

becoming the defining security architecture of Asia throughout the entire duration of the Cold 

War. This early institutional choice carried a profound effect on the future trajectory of Asia’s 

regional architecture by reducing the opportunities and increasing the costs of establishing a 

parallel multilateral security structure with the passage of time.  

That is not to say that no efforts at multilateralism existed.  Despite difficult conditions, 

policymakers did at least make an effort to establish multilateral initiatives for the region. Asian 

states dabbled with ideas such as the Pacific Pact prior to the onset of the Korean War. As 

mentioned earlier, the U.S. built SEATO in 1954 to bolster regional defense for non-communist 

Asian countries. Unable to match the security guarantees of bilateral alliances, however, the 

organization faced a credibility gap between Western sponsors and Asian partners through much 

of its existence and eventually fizzled.  

On August 8, 1967, representatives from five Southeast Asian nations – Malaysia, 

Indonesia, Thailand, Philippines, and Singapore – signed the Bangkok Declaration giving birth 

to ASEAN. The aims of the organization were comprehensive. ASEAN purported to strengthen 

collaboration on a wide range of issues including peace and security.5 Although not a security 

institution per se, ASEAN offered basic principles behind security cooperation such as 

consensus and non-intervention and conflict reduction, as opposed to conflict resolution 

(Acharya 2009:93). Beyond these principles, Acharya (2009:94-95) states that ASEAN 
                                                
5 Bangkok Declaration is available at http://www.asean.org/news/item/the-asean-declaration-bangkok-declaration 
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“organized and represented a microcosm of what might be called Asia’s proto-multilateralism in 

regional security affairs…a regionalism bereft of the formal commitments or mechanisms of 

collective security or collective organizations, and marked by features that suggested basic 

continuities with the normative ideas and outcomes of Asia’s earlier regionalist interaction.” 

In hindsight, it is easy to trace the roots of Asian institution-building to ASEAN. 

However, for much of the Cold War, ASEAN had little bearing on the conduct of Asian 

international relations, particularly outside of the Southeast Asia sub-region. ASEAN’s progress 

moved at a snail’s pace in its first two decades. For instance, ASEAN leaders did not hold their 

first summit meeting until 1976 in Bali, Indonesia – nine years after the establishment of 

ASEAN. Only then did policymakers decide to codify ASEAN’s principles through a Treaty of 

Amity and Cooperation. The second ASEAN summit took place in 1977, but, tensions between 

Malaysia and the Philippines prevented ASEAN from holding a third summit until nine years 

later in 1987. An ASEAN leaders meeting did not convene on a regular basis until 1992 when it 

was decided that the summit would be held every three years.6  

Although the Bangkok Declaration framed ASEAN with ambitious goals, in reality, it 

remained a weak and at times dysfunctional organization mired by internal conflict. While 

ASEAN helped foster new ideas about regionalism, its actions remained limited in scope. The 

point is not to denigrate the value of ASEAN – an institution hailed today as Asia’s most 

successful multilateral institution - but to establish the fact that bilateralism remained the 

dominant institutional framework in Cold War East Asia.  

U.S. policymakers were not opposed to ASEAN which existed on an informal basis, nor 

did they deem such regional initiatives as competing with the hub-and-spokes system. Quite the 

contrary, policymakers in Washington welcomed any indigenous regional institution which 
                                                
6 In 2001, ASEAN decide to hold the leaders meeting annually. See Asian Development Bank 2010:131. 
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adopted an anti-communist stance. As National Security Council members advised to Secretary 

of State Henry Kissinger on September 11, 1975, the U.S. should remain the “permanent friend 

and preferred power of the ASEAN states and provide more visible, public support for ASEAN 

to “boost the confidence and morale of ASEAN states” (U.S. State Department 1975). 

Conversely, several ASEAN states were looking to the U.S. to play a “discreet, but active role” 

in countering the communist threat in Indochina following the Vietnam War (U.S. State 

Department 1975). Hence there was no inherent reason for U.S. or other hub-and-spokes actors 

to block ASEAN’s emergence. ASEAN existed as a weak, informal multilateral institution 

within a broad bilateral institutional framework in Cold War Asia. Perhaps because it remained 

outside of but still complemented U.S. bilateral alliances, the creation of ASEAN was endorsed 

by American and Asian policymakers alike. Yet as a multilateral venture addressing regional 

security issues, once again, ASEAN as a multilateral venture would remain informal in nature. 

 

Post Cold-War Institution-Building and Informal Multilateralism 

 Until the end of the Cold War, Asia’s regional architecture was defined by the U.S.-led 

bilateral alliance system. The formal, bilateral structure provided the U.S. maximum leverage 

and control over Asian governments (Cha 2009). It also precluded Asian policymakers from 

establishing alternative or additional formal security arrangements.  With questions revolving 

around U.S. commitment to the region at the end of the Cold War, however, regional actors 

began exploring new ideas regarding Asian security cooperation.  

 Asia may have appeared ripe for rivalry in the early 1990s (Friedberg 1993/94), but in 

hindsight, one might make a different claim and argue that the region was ripe for rapid regional 

institution-building. Three reasons support this assessment. First, unlike Europe where strong 
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formal institutions were already in place, Asia’s institutional landscape remained wide open. 

Although the presence of formal bilateral alliances precluded the creation of an alternative 

formal security structure, the lack of multilateral institutions in Asia meant that few actors would 

resist the creation of informal institutions to address emerging security threats. Actors outside of 

ASEAN did not have any entrenched interest in existing multilateral institutions, and thus had 

little reason to block the rise of new multilateral arrangements on institutional grounds.  Of 

course, the process of institution-building was still contentious. But contention remained limited 

to the shape and form of institutions and not against the substantive idea of establishing new 

economic and security arrangements.7   

Second, as noted earlier, the immediate post-Cold War period prompted Asian 

policymakers to look inward towards new and emerging problems. On the strategic front, 

uncertainty loomed regarding the future of U.S. presence in Asia (Leifer 1996). Questions also 

emerged regarding the role of Japan or the emergence of Russia and China as new centers of 

power in a multipolar Asia (Mearsheimer 2001; Friedberg 1993/94). Asian states were thus 

looking towards new institutional arrangements which would simultaneously commit the U.S. to 

the region but also allow actors to create some alternative to U.S. bilateral alliances. Regional 

actors in the early 1990s thus floated several ideas for regional security cooperation with early 

proposals modeled after the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe (Leifer 1996:23; 

Katsumata 2009:182).  However, the pre-existing institutional environment in Asia – one defined 

by bilateral alliances in Northeast Asia and ASEAN in Southeast Asia – qualified how regional 

institutional building in Asia would unfold in the post-Cold War period. Rather than decide on 

one formal multilateral security institution for the region such as the ASEAN Regional Forum, 

                                                
7 The U.S. may have been one exception as Washington initially expressed suspicion that multilateral institutions 
might undermine the role of its bilateral alliances.  
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over the next two decades, policymakers would rapidly create several informal, overlapping 

institutions. This in turn created a fair amount of institutional redundancy in Asia’s security 

regime complex.  

The ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) emerged as the first post-Cold War multilateral 

security institution in Asia. Interestingly, two non-Asian countries – Australia and Canada – 

emerged as early proponents of multilateral security cooperation with suggestions modeling the 

Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) (Leifer 1996:23).  These early 

proposals were met with resistance, particularly from the United States and ASEAN. The George 

H.W. Bush administration’s reluctance stemmed from an implicit attitude among U.S. officials 

that multilateral security institutions undermined U.S. bilateral alliances (Katsumata 2009:123). 

ASEAN members also rejected the proposals, but on different grounds from Washington. 

Although ASEAN supported the broad idea of a regional security forum, it specifically rejected 

the rules-based framework of the CSCE as applied to Asia. Some ASEAN members feared rapid 

institutionalization of a CSCE style organization. Others deemed a Conference on Security and 

Cooperation in Asia (CSCA) as an “inappropriate” option imposed by outside powers (Ba 

1997:643). 

In response (or perhaps in reaction) to Australian and Canadian initiatives, other regional 

actors began discussing alternative multilateral security and confidence-building mechanisms. In 

June 1991, ASEAN policymakers suggested using the ASEAN-PMC as a venue for discussing 

regional security issues (Katsumata 2009:191-193). This approach was reiterated by Japan’s 

foreign minister the following month. Australian officials had also shifted away from the more 

rigid CSCA model, instead advocating a modest form of regional institutional building which 

emphasized “regional security dialogue” (Evans 1992). 
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Washington’s position also began evolving as Secretary of State James Baker took a 

cautious approach towards new forms of regional security cooperation (Katsumata 2009:124). 

Secretary Baker cautioned ASEAN not to abandon existing security arrangements in its 

consideration for regional security cooperation. But the U.S. was also reconsidering its own 

engagement strategy in Asia following the withdrawal of U.S. troops in the Philippines in 1992. 

The Bush administration saw multilateralism as a means of reassuring alliances about ongoing 

U.S. commitment in the wake of reduced U.S. military presence in the Asia-Pacific.  

Eventually, the momentum for multilateral security leadership shifted to ASEAN. In 

1992, Singapore Prime Minister Goh Chok Tong recommended that ASEAN “intensify its 

external dialogues in political and security matters by using the ASEAN Post-Ministerial 

Conferences” (Leifer 1996:21). As a follow-up, the foreign ministers of eighteen nations 

convened at a special meeting in July 1993 in conjunction with the ASEAN Annual Ministerial 

Meeting.  At this meeting, the foreign ministers agreed to hold a separate gathering to be 

launched in 1994 as the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF).  

ASEAN carried an interest in preserving its own institutional model - an informal, 

process-oriented, consensus-based approach to regional institutions – when addressing regional 

security issues (Acharya 2009:118). As a model for multilateral security, the ASEAN-PMC was 

more in line with the cognitive template of ASEAN policymakers. Michael Leifer states, “In 

facing up to the realities of the new post-Cold War security context, ASEAN sought to exploit its 

unique advantage by taking the formal political initiative to advocate its own model of 

multilateralism” (Leifer 1996:27).  Thus, ASEAN began to “reconstruct the norm of common 

security so that its institutional expression conformed to the ASEAN Way and acknowledged 

ASEAN as the main platform for developing a wider Asia-Pacific regional security institution” 
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(Acharya 2009:18). Rizal Sukma (2010:113) argues, “Once the centrality of ASEAN within the 

newly established ARF was secured, the Association immediately sought to establish not only its 

‘ownership’ over institutional arrangements but also its prerogative to set the agenda.” 

Consequently, ARF Ministerial Meetings were scheduled in conjunction with the ASEAN 

Annual Ministerial Meeting in an ASEAN capital city. The incoming Chairman of the ASEAN 

Standing Committee chaired all track one activities of the ARF.  Finally, the ASEAN Secretariat 

in Jakarta and the ASEAN Standing Committee provided administrative support for ARF which 

lacked its own secretariat (ASEAN 1995). 

Proponents of regional security cooperation were able to navigate a path forward via the 

ASEAN model because it assuaged the concerns of potential veto players such as the United 

States whose interests remained locked with existing bilateral alliance structures, and China 

whose concerns regarding sovereignty and non-interference aligned with ASEAN’s informal 

institutional model. The absence of formal multilateral institutions made it relatively easy to 

layer new multilateral security initiatives such as ARF on top of existing focal institutions – U.S. 

bilateral alliances and ASEAN. However, there was little attempt to build formal institutional 

structures. ASEAN policymakers were content in finding a low hanging fruit and declaring the 

ARF a success. Meanwhile, for states tied to formal bilateral alliance structures, ARF existed to 

“supplement, but not supplant” U.S. alliances, adding a new layer to the regional architecture. 

(Glosserman 2010:40).  

 

Rapid Institutional Layering  

The informal nature of institutions – particularly the absence of binding commitments 

and enforcement mechanisms - made it difficult for actors to resolve existing regional security 
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problems, but easy to create new ones in hopes that actors could build greater trust and 

confidence in the region. Dissatisfaction with the ARF over its lack of progress and inability to 

move beyond the confidence-building stage of security cooperation has not led to its devolution. 

Instead, the organization continues to drift as new security mechanisms are created under 

different institutional initiatives. For instance, the ASEAN + 3 (APT) and the East Asia Summit, 

established in 1997 and 2005, respectively, were established to promote a wide range of issues 

pertaining to East Asian regionalism. Although both institutions were initially more closely 

associated with economic and financial regionalism, political-security cooperation now exists as 

one of the main pillars of the APT and EAS agendas. These additional mechanisms are layered 

on top of existing security frameworks.  

Another example of layering can be found with the creation of the Shangri-La Dialogue 

(SLD), a track 1.5 meeting hosted by the International Institute for Strategic Studies and attended 

by the defense ministers of twenty-eight nations in the Asia-Pacific. Although the SLD 

differentiated itself from the ARF with the participation of defense ministers (as opposed to 

foreign ministers in the ARF), many of the issues addressed at the SLD overlapped with that of 

the ARF. Eventually, ASEAN would develop its own dialogue among defense ministers with the 

establishment of the ASEAN Defence Ministers Meeting (ADMM) in 2006, and later expand the 

forum to its eight dialogue partners under the ADMM Plus in 2010.8 Interestingly, the ADMM 

Plus did not replace the ADMM, but was instead added on top of existing security frameworks. 

As one analyst remarked following the second ADMM Plus in 2013, the institution represents 

“what is possibly the last, and best, opportunity in the region's long quest for creating a 

functional security architecture” (Mukherjee 2013). Similar dialogues have also been promoted 

                                                
8	http://www.asean.org/communities/asean-political-security-community/category/asean-defence-ministers-meeting-
admm	
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by China, which attempted to elevate the status of its biannual Xiangshan Forum in 2014 by 

inviting defense ministers of Japan and South Korea (Glaser 2014; Panda 2014). 

 

Consensus Escapist in Asia 

 Much has been argued about process-driven, consensus-building norms fundamental to 

Asian institutions (Acharya 2009; Other citations). Although decision-making procedures may 

rely on consensus-building, ironically, Asia’s path to increasing regime complexity suggests a 

regional architecture devoid of consensus. National interests and geopolitical rivalries partially 

explain the fragmented nature of Asian regionalism (Frost 2015). For instance, China welcomes 

institutions in East Asia which exclude the United States. Organizational  interests also make 

states .  

Additionally, competing visions between an Asia-Pacific and pan-Asian version of 

regionalism have fostered the creation of multiple, overlapping institutions (Yeo 2017; Cho and 

Park 2014). In essence, this normative debate boils down to who belongs in East Asia and who 

does not?  A more inclusive understanding of Asian regionalism accepts Western membership, 

most notably the United States and Australia. By contrast, an exclusive version of East Asian 

regionalism touts an “Asia for Asians” in which regional building is limited to countries 

culturally and geographically bounded in Asia.In the post-Cold War period, preference towards 

the Asia-Pacific model has signaled support (if not deference) for U.S. and Western involvement 

in East Asia whereas calls for pan-Asianism have represented political leaders’ desires for 

reduced U.S. influence in the region and greater foreign policy autonomy. More recently, an 

Asia-centered institutional architecture has been associated with regional initiatives promoted by 

“pro-China” governments (Cho and Park 2014:166). Normative concerns stemming from 



 
 

25 

competing visions of Asian regionalism have enabled advocates from both camps to promote 

different institutions which cater to diverse interests. In the absence of a strong, initial 

multilateral focal institution, over time Asian regionalism has beenmarked by both exclusive and 

inclusive multilateral arrangements with significant overlap in membership, and to some extent 

institutional mandate.  

Although the hub-and-spokes system still exists as a dominant feature of the regional 

security architecture, states both within and outside of this system have been unable to build a 

regional multilateral institution which satisfactorily meets the needs of regional actors. 

Consequently, a number of institutions and forums in Asia have rapidly proliferated since the 

end of the Cold War.  Many of these institutions complement and reinforce once another. But 

their weakness enables influential actors to steer existing or build new institutions in a manner 

which reinforces rather than reduces mistrust, thereby generating institutional competition.9 

 

IV. Negotiated Institutional Layering in Europe:  Few and Formal 

 In Europe, the onset of an additional formal, multilateral institution next to NATO makes 

the process of institutional overlap costly as any new institution would likely compete with the 

focal institution if they occupied the same policy space. Given the political costs of leaving some 

states behind and member states fearing inter-organizational competition, additional 

organizations need to be negotiated carefully. Hence we observe negotiated consensus-based 

decision-making rather than escapism in Europe. 

 

Focal Organization by Accident? Creating a Consensus-based Mechanism 

                                                
9 What we observe in Asia is a form of contested multilateralism (Morse and Keohane 2014).   
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 The nascent European security architecture was built around one focal formal and 

multilateral organization: NATO. Nonetheless, the very initial period after World War II 

presented various options to European states. With the end of World War II, some European 

states (Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and the UK) wanted to respond to Soviet foreign 

and security policy and initiated the Brussels Treaty of 1948. Given the continuous presence of 

American forces on the European continent and the increasing tensions with the USSR, which 

was building up its bloc system up to the West German frontier, the Brussels Treaty, European 

states also signed the North Atlantic Treaty with the US and Canada in 1949. In other words, two 

treaties (and hence two options) to organize European security policy existed by 1949, but no 

organization that would implement them.  

 With the Korean War requiring more coordination and cooperation across transatlantic 

militaries, we can speak of the creation of NATO as an organization with a headquarter, a 

Secretary-General and an international staff.  Next to the formal aspects, inclusiveness within 

NATO soon became an issue. Given that the organization had become multilateral from its 

inception, many different preferences had to be accommodated. From its inception, consultation 

was a primary mechanism within NATO (Washington Treaty Art 4; Risse-Kappen 1996), though 

not every national security decision was taken with the consent with other NATO members – see 

the US’s Vietnam War - the reflex of consulting with the membership was nonetheless present 

(Hofmann and Yeo 2014). Furthermore, while NATO is primarily known as a defense alliance, it 

also had to manage security relations between its members – in particular between Greece and 

Turkey but also between Germany and France (Lepgold 1998; Haftendorn et al. 1999; Kreps 

1999). NATO soon was not only providing a training ground for joint military exercises, but also 
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building trust and reducing uncertainties among its members through weekly consultations 

among the ambassadors and more frequent exchanges between their staff.  

 The degree of the US’s commitment to European territorial integrity was hotly debated 

within the US Congress during this period. To demonstrate that Europeans were willing to share 

into the burden of their security provision, the US administration asked the European partners to 

manage the rearmament of Germany. France’s Prime Minister Pleven suggested to create a 

supranational defense force in form of the EDC and to put Germany’s armed force directly under 

EDC’s command (Germany preferred to enter NATO). While the EDC treaty was signed in 1952, 

it never went into effect because a change in government in France opposed the supranational 

nature of the EDC (Parson 2003). The failure to institutionalize a European security institution 

with the consent of the US resulted in Germany simultaneously joining NATO and the newly 

created WEU.  

 With the failure of the EDC, the Brussels Treaty was reincarnated as the Modified Treaty 

of Brussels in 1954 (also including Italy and the Federal Republic of Germany). This amended 

version was implemented in form of the Western European Union (WEU).  In i Article IV of the 

Treaty, member states declared that “In the execution of the Treaty, the High Contracting Parties 

and any Organs established by Them under the Treaty shall work in close co-operation with the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. Recognising the undesirability of duplicating the military 

staffs of NATO, the Council and its Agency will rely on the appropriate military authorities of 

NATO for information and advice on military matters” (Art 4 of Modified Brussels Treaty). The 

WEU became at its inception de facto subordinate to NATO. This de facto hierarchical 

relationship led to Europeans focusing predominantly on NATO and not using the WEU for any 

purposes but another consultation mechanism. 
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Re-focalizing? Formal Structures and Mutual Commitment 

While NATO was maturing and becoming a more robust focal organization, institutional 

challenges existed. But any attempt to create an additional formal organization to NATO failed. 

Some European states, in particular France, tried to circumvent the consensus that had been 

institutionalized within the transatlantic Alliance by suggesting to other European countries to 

create a break-away security institution. Only one very informal foreign policy coordination 

mechanism managed to be created – handling only a very limited foreign policy portfolio 

(basically the Middle East and OSCE). European governments were not united enough to 

overcome the consultation driven nature that had been institutionalized in NATO.  

 One attempt to create a purely European security institution, for example, came in from 

the French government in 1960 in the form of the Fouchet plans. Just before leaving NATO’s 

military integrated command structure, France’s De Gaulle government advanced a vision of an 

intergovernmental Europe at odds with the more supranational vision of other European 

governments such as the German and Dutch governments (Howorth 1996: 28). Equally as 

important, the German, Dutch and Belgian governments at the time did not like the anti-NATO 

flavor that such an organization would produce (Bodenheimer 1967). Hence, the proposal was 

never turned into a treaty and institution. 

 The 1970s witnessed the creation of two informal organizations: the EPC and the CSCE. 

European foreign affairs ministers tested out the waters of a more West European political 

unification within the EEC framework. They realized early on that a formal organization was out 

of the question, given the different European security preferences on that matter. Instead they 

created an informal mechanism where foreign ministers could debate and inform each other on 
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foreign and security policy matters (Nuttall 1992). Also in the 1970s, the CSCE saw the light of 

day. In an attempt to reduce the tensions between the American and the Soviet blocs, the US, 

USSR and Western Europe negotiated a meeting schedule in form of “conferences” to discuss 

security matters informally (Flynn and Farrell 1999). Both these informal institutions would 

eventually be formalized on way or another after the end of the Cold War (the OSCE’s 

constitutive charter has non-binding status; it’s a political commitment emphasizing process of 

cooperation). 

 While various states tried to create additional security institutions next to NATO, NATO 

itself became institutionally sticky (Wallander 2000). Even France, which left NATO’s 

integrated military command structure never left the organization itself, but instead enjoyed the 

particular status that it had in the organization. The collective identity reduced fear of defection 

from cooperative interactions or from the distributional gains will be divided too unevenly 

(Risse-Kappen 1995). 

 

Adding an Informal Organization 

 The creation first of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and 

then the Organization on Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) shows that layering on top 

of NATO is possible without much negotiation and deliberation if the additional organization is 

informal. The CSCE was primarily occupied with promoting the dialogue between NATO and 

Warsaw Pact member states. Given its informal structure, even initial critics of the conference 

supported it as a vehicle to communicate NATO (or Western) preferences to the Soviet bloc and 

understood the OSCE as complementary to NATO activities. This is primarily so because the US 

was member of both institutions and could reinforce its predominant position. The CSCE’s 
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transformation into the OSCE in 1994/5 was tolerated as the OSCE’s decisions are not binding 

and the US insisted that the main bodies to not meet very frequently (Dean 1999).  

 

Additional Layering: Negotiating a Consensus 

Despite the end of the Cold War and the changes in the international system that came 

along with it, European states have not immediately created a new, formal and robust security 

institution that is more adapted to their own security needs. Instead, they launched a process that 

could – but did not have to – eventually end in the creation of an autonomous European security 

institution as well as engage in the transformation of NATO to be better adapted to the new 

security environment. This shows that despite the major changes in the security environment and 

resulting uncertainties, formal break away organizations are hard to negotiate and create. 

The creation of a formal autonomous European security institution took three attempts in 

the 1990s. The various parties for or against such an institution shifted over time but the line of 

argument always stayed the same: how would this new organization relate to NATO and how 

integrated would it be? The consensus only emerged because of particular political constellations 

at the time, where all major European governments were in favor of the European political 

project and were in favor of the continued NATO attachment (Hofmann 2013). Given these 

signals, neither the US government nor very pro-NATO European countries were too worried 

that the break away institution, the European Security and Defense Policy (since then renamed to 

the Common Security and Defense Policy) would challenge NATO in a major way. Non EU-

NATO member states such as Turkey insisted to be as present as possible in the newly created 

ESDP. 
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Around the same time, NATO underwent several reforms that would stress its security 

management functions to show that the organization could face a diverse set of threats and risks 

originating not just from states but also non-state actors (Wallander 2000: 715). As Lepgold 

(1998: 89) points out, NATO’s “three traditional functions [nuclear and conventional protection, 

security community] have not disappeared; they have, however, receded in political and strategic 

importance as compared to the two types of peace-operations tasks: humanitarian operations and 

operations designed to affect the political incentives of the actors in the conflict.”  

Since the existence of both formal multilateral institutions, NATO and the EU’s CSDP 

have tried to coordinate their policies and strategic outlook. However, a small minority of states 

has aggravated this process – in particular Turkey and Cyrus – that try to block any formal 

cooperation between them. This scenario was not on European policy-makers radar when they 

negotiated ESDP in 1999. 

 

Conclusion 

Regime complexes exist on the global and regional level and can be found within or 

across particular policy domains. However, the institutions, treaties, and organizations that 

comprise these regime complexes vary in form and legalization structures. With this paper, we 

provided a first glimpse of why security regime complexes in Asia and Europe vary. 

We have shown that the institutional architecture in Asia and Europe has evolved through 

processes of institutional layering and overlap resulting in regime complexity. But based on the 

conditions set by initial focal institutions, Asia and Europe’s respective trajectory towards 

regime complexity in the post-Cold War period diverged. While both regions established formal 

security institutions during the early years of the Cold War, the regime complex for security in 
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Asia is more decentralized and decoupled than in Europe. In Asia, states have yet to agree upon a 

unifying or overarching mechanism which can effectively address existent and emerging security 

issues. In Europe, an autonomous European institution has been created but under close 

consideration of NATO so that both IOs will not become too independent in their actions. 

These discussions hopefully contribute to a more thorough comparative study of regional 

projects and ideas of regionalism. This paper helped us demonstrate that various regional 

projects can exist within one point in time. Not all of these projects have to necessarily succeed. 

But they are more likely to succeed if initial institutional structures are conducive to institutional 

layering and if member states are willing to negotiate additional institutional layers with already 

existing and functioning organizations that we qualify as focal organizations. 
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Table 1: Regime Complex Variation 
 

 
 
 
 

                                                                Deliberation &            Regime Complex 
         Layering Process 
         
EUR   Formal focal instit (multilat)    à   Difficult       à         Slow growth, informal institutions, more  

consensus among members 
 
                       
ASIA Formal focal instit (bilat) à   Moderate  à Resistance from those within bilat instit,    
       but potential for multilateral informal RO 
       built on top of formal bilateral RO. 

 
     Informal focal instit  (multilat) à   Easy       à  Rapid growth, informal institutions,  

more fractured/heterogeneous complex  
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Fig. 2 Regime Complexity Structure in Asia 
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Fig. 3 Regime Complexity Structure in Europe 
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