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I 

Abstract  

While during ‘old’ or ‘closed’ regionalism, lasting approximately from 1950 to 1980, several 

regional integration projects practised a common industrial policy, in the period of ‘new’ or 

‘open’ regionalism, starting in the late 1980s, market failure correcting horizontal industrial pol-

icy started to largely replace selective industrial policy, and many regional integration projects 

did not officially practise industrial policy at all. Only in the 21st century did industrial policy 

debates broaden again, and different actors brought industrial policy back on the agenda in 

Latin American, Eurasian and European regionalism.  

 

My PhD project contributes to the research field of comparative regionalism, by analysing the 

industrial policy of four contemporary regional integration projects – the ‘Common Market of 

the South’ (MERCOSUR), the ‘Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America – Peoples' 

Trade Treaty’ (ALBA-TCP), the ‘Eurasian Economic Union’ (EAEU) and the ‘European Union’ 

(EU) – in their specific historical and politico-economic contexts and by subsequently compar-

ing (i) the programmes, (ii) the implementation results, (iii) the driving actors and institutional 

arrangements, (iv) the variegated effects caused within the respective integration projects, and 

(v) by outlining the specific challenges of (semi-)peripheral integration projects. The main body 

of the introduction concludes with a theoretical and methodological reflection. 

 

The four papers comprising the paper-based dissertation draw on and partly combine different 

theoretical perspectives – regional (economic) integration theories, regulation school, neo-

Gramscian and materialist state theory, and theories on uneven development and dependency 

– to shed light on how (intergovernmental or supranational) industrial policy sought to influence 

the complex dynamics of uneven and dependent development and who were the supporting 

and inhibiting actors in these processes.  

 

In the conclusion to the introduction, I discuss whether the presented evidence indicates that 

we have witnessed a shift from trade-centred to development-centred regionalism, formulate 

some general and region-specific recommendations for joint industrial policy design and im-

plementation, and identify persisting gaps for a future research agenda. 

  



 

II 

Zusammenfassung 

Während des “alten” oder “geschlossenen” Regionalismus von ca. 1950 bis 1980 setzten meh-

rere regionale Integrationsprojekte gemeinsame Industriepolitik um. In der Periode des 

“neuen” oder “offenen” Regionalismus, die in den späten 1980er-Jahren startete, wurde se-

lektive Industriepolitik zum Großteil durch horizontale Industriepolitik zur Korrektur von Markt-

versagen ersetzt und viele Integrationsprojekte praktizierten offiziell gar keine Industriepolitik. 

Erst im 21. Jahrhundert verbreiterten sich die Industriepolitik-Debatten abermals und verschie-

dene Akteur*innen sorgten für die Rückkehr von Industriepolitik im lateinamerikanischen, eu-

rasischen und europäischen Regionalismus. 

 

Meine kumulative Doktorarbeit leistet einen Beitrag zum Forschungsfeld des vergleichenden 

Regionalismus, indem die Industriepolitik von vier zeitgenössischen regionalen Integrations-

projekten – dem ‚Gemeinsamen Markt des Südens’ (MERCOSUR), der ‚Bolivarischen Allianz 

für die Völker Unseres Amerikas – Handelsvertrag der Völker’ (ALBA-TCP), der ‚Eurasischen 

Wirtschaftsunion‘ (EAEU) und der ‚Europäischen Union‘ (EU) – in ihren spezifischen ge-

schichtlichen und politökonomischen Kontexten untersucht werden und indem anschließend 

(i) die Programme, (ii) die Umsetzungsergebnisse, (iii) die treibenden Akteur*innen und die 

bestehenden institutionellen Strukturen, (iv) die uneinheitlichen Entwicklungseffekte innerhalb 

der jeweiligen Integrationsprojekte verglichen und (v) spezielle Herausforderungen für (semi-) 

periphere Integrationsprojekte skizziert werden. Der Hauptteil des Rahmenpapiers endet mit 

einer Reflexion der eingesetzten Theorien und Methodologie.  

 

Die vier wissenschaftlichen Artikel dieser kumulativen Dissertation bezogen sich auf unter-

schiedliche theoretische Perspektiven – Theorien zu regionaler (ökonomischer) Integration, 

die Regulationstheorie, Neogramscianismus und materialistische Staatstheorie, sowie theore-

tische Ansätze zur Erklärung von ungleicher Entwicklung und Abhängigkeit – und kombinierten 

diese teilweise, um zu beleuchten, wie (gemeinsame) Industriepolitik versuchte die komplexe 

Dynamik von ungleicher und abhängiger Entwicklung zu beeinflussen und wer die antreiben-

den und blockierenden Akteur*innen dieser Prozesse waren.  

 

In der Conclusio des Rahmenpapiers diskutiere ich, ob die präsentierten Belege darauf hin-

weisen, dass ein Übergang vom handelszentrierten zum entwicklungszentrierten Regionalis-

mus stattgefunden hat, formuliere einige allgemeine sowie einige regionalspezifische Empfeh-

lungen für die Entwicklung und Umsetzung gemeinsamer Industriepolitik und identifiziere be-

stehende Forschungslücken. 
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1. Why Manufacturing Matters (Again) in Regionalism 

All of today’s high-income countries – except of some oil-exporting countries (Lin et al., 2012) 

– have nurtured industry in the course of their economic development (Chang, 2002; Cimoli, 

Dosi, & Stiglitz, 2009b, pp. 1–3; Stiglitz et al., 2013, p. 7). Henry VII, King of England, is said 

to have argued at the beginning of the 18th century when he came to the throne: “Manufacturers 

are rich, producers of raw materials are poor. Therefore, to get rich and develop the country, 

we must promote the production of manufactured goods” (Reinert, 2020, p. 7). An important 

puzzle for economic and global sociology, political science and development economics alike 

is how to manage this endeavour. Arguably, industrial policy has been an important element 

in this process throughout history (Chang, 2002; Reinert, 2020).  

 

After several decades dominated by neoliberalism’s call to avoid state intervention in the econ-

omy so as not to distort markets, several factors rehabilitated the application of industrial policy 

in the new millennium. Among these factors rank the rise of the newly industrialised countries 

and – highly variegated – deindustrialisation tendencies into the formerly termed ‘industrialised 

countries’, which transformed the global division of labour and created new geopolitical rival-

ries. Furthermore, crises such as the Great Recession (2007/2008), the Eurozone crisis and 

the economic disruptions caused by the Covid-19 containment measures were important fac-

tors. Lastly, the challenges posed by digitalisation and by the need to dematerialise and to 

decarbonise the economies, particularly in the Global North, have contributed to the return of 

industrial policy.  

 

While the use of industrial policy is most commonly associated with different levels of the tra-

ditional nation state (local, regional1/sub-national, national), the return of industrial policy has 

also materialised in the framework of different regional integration projects such as the Com-

mon Market of the South (MERCOSUR) and the Bolivarian Alliance of the Peoples of Our 

America (ALBA) in Latin America; the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) in the post-Soviet 

space2; and the European Union (EU). The assumption that regional economic integration can 

 

1 In this text, I use ‘regional’ always in the sense of ‘macroregional’, referring to a territory encompass-
ing several nation states, if not indicated otherwise. 
2 I am aware that the use of the term ‚post-Soviet space‘ is frequently criticised, because it defines a 
region with reference to a state that has been gone for more than 30 years. The Eurasian Economic 
Union itself tries to avoid this connection by applying the term ‘Eurasian’. However, the latter term also 
has its downsides. The original concept of Eurasia (sensu latiore) coined by Humboldt designated the 
Eurasian continent, including the European and Asian landmass. Thus, it refers to a very large territory 
and is therefore too unspecific. The way the term is mostly applied today – as Eurasia sensu strictu, 
designating a region that belongs neither to Europe nor to Asia, approximately encompassing the post-
Soviet space – is sometimes linked to the ideology of Eurasianism, which is not progressive at all, while 
it sometimes simply tries to establish an alternative geographic denomination for the post-Soviet space. 
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support economic development, particularly by stimulating the growth of the manufacturing 

sector, has been broadly shared in regional integration studies since its early days (Balassa, 

1973 [1961]; List, 1841; Viner, 2014 [1950]). However, there exist contrasting views regarding 

whether these processes should happen through market-led regionalisation or whether they 

should be guided by state-led regionalism, for instance by applying common – supranational 

or intergovernmental – industrial policy. Furthermore, scholars and politicians have provided 

different answers regarding which relationship a specific regional integration project should 

take towards the world market – be that by serving as a stepping stone, a regional complement 

or even an alternative to world market integration (Staritz et al., 2021, pp. 379–380). Lastly, it 

has been disputed whether small states would disproportionately benefit from regional integra-

tion or whether there exists a tendency that the larger economies would reap most of the ben-

efits (Balassa, 1973 [1961], pp. 204–205; Sloan, 1971, pp. 143, 151–152).  

 

Therefore, all of the papers included in this PhD project ask how the joint industrial policy 

initiatives fit with the industrial development aspirations of the (semi-)peripheral member states 

of the respective integration projects, considering that they might have other needs and ex-

pectations regarding the joint industrial development strategy than the dominant countries – 

Brazil, Venezuela, Russia and Germany, respectively – in the examined integration projects. 

Furthermore, all the papers have analysed how the examined integration projects have posi-

tioned themselves towards the world market.  

 

My PhD project thus contributes to the broad field of comparative regionalism (Börzel, 2011; 

Lombaerde et al., 2010, p. 732; Söderbaum, 2015). However, the exact definition of regional-

ism varies over time and space (Söderbaum, 2015, p. 5). Broadly, regionalism refers to “cross-

border structures, institutions and dynamics of cooperation” above the nation state and below 

the global scale (Lenz & Striebinger, 2017, p. 41; see also Söderbaum, 2015, p. 5). Moreover, 

“regionalism can be placed on a continuum with regional (intergovernmental) cooperation and 

regional (supranational) integration as two opposite ends” (Börzel, 2011, p. 10). In the latter 

case, national sovereignty has been given up to some extent, and supranational bodies are 

responsible for some policy fields that had been previously regulated at the national level. By 

drawing on specific theories at the intersection of global sociology with political economy, I 

have studied industrial policy as a specific policy field in regionalism. Therefore, my PhD pro-

ject adds insights to specific debates in the fields of industrial policy research, global sociology, 

economic sociology and political economy.  

 

However, some definitions even today include (parts of) Asia in ‘Eurasia’, which means that the term is 
less concrete than ‘post-Soviet space’ (Molchanov, 2016, p. 114; Vinokurov & Libman, 2012, pp. 16–
29). In this text, I will use the terms ‘post-Soviet space’ and ‘Eurasian space’ interchangeably and refer-
ring exclusively to the region occupied by former Soviet Union member states, but being aware of the 
problems that both terms entail. 
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The introduction is structured in the following way: First, I explain the analytical perspectives I 

drew on, and which I partly combined, to study the different cases from a sociological perspec-

tive – namely, trade-centred vs. development-centred regionalism; regulation school; neo-

Gramscian and materialist state theory, as well as dependency school. Then, I introduce the 

current state of research by, first, introducing major arguments of and turning points in the 

industrial policy debate, and, second, by analysing the importance of industrial policy in differ-

ent periods of regionalism. After that, I provide an overview of the articles comprising this PhD 

project, including the resulting research questions and the adopted methodological ap-

proaches. Finally, this allows for a comparative discussion of the results regarding the pro-

grammes, the proclaimed goals and their operationalisation, the enabling and inhibiting actor 

and institution constellations, and the (shared or region-specific) challenges faced for effective 

implementation and accurate evaluation. After providing some theoretical and methodological 

reflections, the conclusion formulates some general and region-specific recommendations for 

joint industrial policy design, implementation and evaluation, and identifies remaining gaps in 

research. 
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2. Analytical Perspectives 

Comparative regionalism does not draw on one specific theory or methodological approach. 

Rather, it applies those theories and methodological approaches that fit best to the concrete 

topic of research (Lombaerde et al., 2010). These include the study of specific concepts of 

regionalism in time and space, of regional institutions and regional governance, of regionalism 

and global order, as well as particular policy fields such as financial policy, health, and migra-

tion (Börzel & Risse, 2016). To the latter also belongs regional development governance, 

which can – under specific conditions – entail measures to promote joint industrial develop-

ment (Bruszt & Palestini, 2016). Within this broader framework, my work focuses on an under-

studied aspect of comparative regionalism, which is the policy field of ‘joint industrial policy’, 

and its relationship with uneven and dependent development in time and space. However, I 

do not apply theories focusing primarily on industrial policy but instead broader political econ-

omy theories, as I consider the politico-economic, historical and social context crucial for ex-

plaining successes and failures of industrial policy measures and strategies. 

 

Scholars involved in comparative regionalism research have highlighted that the diversity of 

regional integration projects makes it impossible to develop a ‘one size fits all’ theory. Lom-

baerde et al. (2010, p. 742) critically assess “the ‘euro-centric’ bias of most regionalism theo-

ries and the tendency to use the European integration experience as a comparator for other 

regions.” Consequently, while the EU figures as one case study in my work, I try to avoid this 

trap by neither using a theory specifically developed for the European Union to explain the 

integration dynamics, nor by presenting the EU as ‘the’ example to follow. However, as the EU 

is not only the most advanced regional integration project of our times but also the one with 

the most ambitious industrial policy agenda, it clearly deserves attention in this work. 

 

In the following, I introduce the analytical approaches that have played an important role in 

one or more of my papers. First, all of my papers analyse periods in which the examined inte-

gration projects were in a development-centred phase or at least had included far-reaching 

developmental considerations on their agendas. Second, in the paper on industrial cooperation 

in the EAEU, I drew on regulation school concepts to capture diverging and sometimes com-

peting national accumulation and regulation dynamics, which affected industrial policy formu-

lation and implementation. Third, in the fourth paper, Etienne Schneider and I drew on neo-

Gramscian and state materialist theory to approach the politics of industrial policy, which allows 

us to include actors in the structure-oriented perspective of regulation school. And, fourth, con-

siderations connected to dependency theory and other theoretical assumptions regarding un-

even development play a role in all papers, assuming that a country’s position in the global 

and regional division of labour is crucial for taking advantage of industrial development oppor-

tunities and to avoid the connected pitfalls. 
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2.1 Trade-centred vs. Development-centred Regionalism 

In critical development theory, it is common to distinguish between trade-centred and produc-

tion-centred economic theories (Reinert, 1998). The former theories figure in the tradition of 

Adam Smith and David Ricardo’s classical economics and the subsequent neoclassical adap-

tations. The latter, by contrast, argue, in the tradition of Alexander Hamilton and Friedrich List, 

that not free trade but targeted state intervention, including protectionist measures, are key to 

promote a country’s productive capacities and the accumulation of capabilities and, thus, to 

increase the wealth of a nation. Both approaches have also informed theories of regional eco-

nomic integration, which allows the distinction between trade-centred and development-cen-

tred – or developmental – regional integration projects (Becker, 2006; Riggirozzi, 2012a, 

p. 20). Therefore, both positions and their implications regarding industrial policy will be shortly 

introduced.  

 

In the realm of trade-centred approaches, as far back as 1776 Adam Smith argued that the 

division of labour developed slowly and gradually, but inevitably, because humans had the 

inclination to exchange one thing for another, and thus to trade. However, he also pointed out 

that the size of the market put natural limits to the further unfolding of the division of labour 

(Smith, 1978 [1776], pp. 16, 19). Thus, he argued in favour of free trade (the abolition of tariffs) 

in order to enlarge the accessible market. Each country should import those goods that it could 

not produce cheaper at home and export those that it could produce more productively than 

other countries, thus specialising in its absolute advantage in order to benefit from international 

trade (Smith, 1978 [1776], pp. 368–373, 379).  

 

In Smith’s reasoning, it would not make sense for a country to participate in international trade 

if it was less productive in the production of all goods. David Ricardo doubted this and therefore 

reworked Smith’s argument. According to David Ricardo, two countries could also benefit from 

engaging in mutual trade if one of them was more productive with respect to the production of 

all commodities. Specialisation would still make sense, because by concentrating on those 

goods for the production of which a country needed less manpower would allow it to produce 

a greater quantity of them, as other capacities would become free and could be rechannelled. 

In turn, this would generate capital for purchasing the no longer produced commodity or com-

modities from the other country instead. Hence, the specialisation according to each trading 

partner’s comparative advantage would be beneficial for both (Ricardo, 2001 [1821], pp. 90–

91).  

 

Importantly, the comparative advantage paradigm still informs (neo-)liberal a.k.a. trade-cen-

tred theories of economic integration. However, since the 20th century, these theories have 

built on neoclassical economics, which integrated the comparative advantage into its trade 
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theory, but rejected the classical economists’ labour theory of value to explain price formation, 

arguing instead that supply and demand were responsible for price formation. Furthermore, 

they put forward the recommendation that a country should specialise in the abundantly avail-

able production factor, while it should import goods based on the domestically scarce produc-

tion factor (Becker, 2006, pp. 19–20). Lastly, the turn from classical to neoclassical economics 

meant that production lost its central status in the overall theoretical framework (Chang & An-

dreoni, 2021, p. 166). 

 

In 1950, Jacob Viner highlighted the static effects of regional economic integration from a 

trade-centred perspective. In his book “The Customs Union Issue”, he argued that the creation 

of a customs union – through the abolishment of internal trade barriers and the erection of a 

common external tariff – may benefit all participating countries if trade creation was greater 

than trade diversion. Trade creation is the outcome if the removal of tariffs makes it cheaper 

to import goods than to keep producing them domestically. Trade diversion, by contrast, occurs 

if a country ceases to import a product from a third country because it can acquire it cheaper 

from integration partners due to price shifts caused by the application of the common external 

tariff. Concerning industrial development, Viner focused on the reallocation effects regarding 

production and consumption, and stated that regional economic integration was particularly 

beneficial to small economies, because “two or more such countries combined may provide a 

market large enough to make low unit-costs of production possible” (Viner, 2014 [1950], p. 56, 

51–58). However, it was Bela Balassa who dedicated far more attention to the dynamic effects 

of integration. According to him, the increased market size of a customs union would spur 

competition and, consequently, the efficiency of firms. This would facilitate the exploitation of 

internal and external economies of scale, which would raise productivity and promote further 

specialisation and technological change, particularly in the manufacturing sector. For small 

states, the effects would be particularly strong (Balassa, 1973 [1961], pp. 120–162).  
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Table 1. Trade-centred vs. Development-centred Approach 

Trade-centred Approach Development-centred Approach 

• Classical economics: Adam Smith, Da-
vid Ricardo 

• Neoclassical economics: e.g. 
Heckscher, Samuelson 

• Neoclassical theories of regional eco-
nomic integration: Jacob Viner, Bela 
Balassa 

• Friedrich List ("National System" of political 
economy) 

• Latin American structuralism: Prebisch 

• Developmental State literature, e.g. Ams-
den, Evans, Johnson, Wade 

• Latin American neostructuralism 

• Heterodox scholars such as Erik Reinert, 
Ha-Joon Chang 

Building on neoclassical economics but  
still arguing for industrial policy: 

• The Product Space Approach: Hidalgo, Klinger,  
Barabási, Hausmann 

• New Structural Economics: Lin 

Comparative Advantage-following Comparative Advantage-defying 

• Development as a result of specialisa-
tion on (revealed or ‘latent’) comparative 
advantage 

• Allocation of factor endowments works 
best on the free market (market failures 
increasingly recognised) 

• Catch-up development requires state inter-
vention in the form of industrial policy, tariff 
protection, creation of public infrastructure 
etc. 

• It is possible to “specialise in being poor” 
(Reinert, n.d., p. 11) if a country sticks to its 
comparative advantage 

Trade-centred Regionalism Developmental Regionalism 

• Removal of tariff and non-tariff trade 
barriers  

• Creating attractive framework condi-
tions for private businesses 

• Positive perception of North-South free 
trade agreements such as NAFTA or 
FTAA 

• Promotion of productive integration 
measures alongside removal of trade barri-
ers 

• Selective industrial policy (according to the 
infant industry argument) should comple-
ment general industrial policy 

• South-South cooperation preferred, as 
North-South relations are characterised by 
dependency 

Source: own elaboration based on the literature quoted in sections 2 and 3. 

 

However, confronted with the task of catching-up, policymakers and scholars came to other 

conclusions. The main objective was to provide the appropriate conditions for industrial devel-

opment in countries economically less developed than Britain, based on the assumption that 

“a catch-up country needs to protect its young industries against the competition from superior 

foreign producers, in the same way in which we protect our children before we send them into 

the adult world” (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 137). At the end of the 18th century, Alexander 

Hamilton, the first Treasury Secretary of the USA, was the first to coin the theoretical argument 

regarding ‘infant industry protection’. He did not only advocate tariff protection but also for other 

industrial policy measures, e.g. export bans for certain raw materials, subsidies for industries 
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considered strategic, the formal imposition of product standards, as well as other policy 

measures related to infrastructure and finance. In political practice, Britain had already used 

similar measures in the first half of the 18th century, which had significantly supported the 

successful industrial revolution. However, in theoretical terms, the task of catching up triggered 

the first phase of the industrial policy debate. 

 

The German Friedrich List – who today is often mistakenly depicted as the ‘father of the infant 

industry argument’ – picked up Hamilton’s argument and developed it further. Unlike the USA, 

back then the German principalities were not yet unified and between them numerous trade 

barriers existed (Chang, 2003, pp. 24–26; Eder & Kaps, 2020, p. 184). Hence, Friedrich List 

not only endorsed nurturing infant industries, but he suggested that the principalities should 

form a customs union – the German Zollverein, finally established in 1834 – to dismantle the 

internal trade barriers in order to stimulate industrial development. Furthermore, he recom-

mended establishing a common external tariff towards third countries (List, 1841; Becker, 

2006, pp. 20–22). Thereby, he became the pioneer of an alternative liberal approach to re-

gional integration, development and welfare creation. Even though today Friedrich List is 

mainly known for his protectionist stance, his suggestions went far beyond mere trade regula-

tions. List favoured state interventions in diverse fields such as infrastructure (railways) and 

education, and argued that it was necessary to jointly develop the productive forces of a region 

(List, 1841, pp. 28–32). These assumptions were later developed further by theoretical cur-

rents advocating development-centred or developmental regionalism.  

 

Particularly in the developing world, List’s elaborations on regional integration attracted interest 

(see also section 3.2). As national strategies based on import substitution industrialisation (ISI) 

had soon reached their limits, even in the larger Latin American countries, Prebisch and other 

ECLAC scholars started to advocate regional integration as a remedy, particularly for the 

smaller states (ECLAC, 2016). This strategy was also suggested for other ‘non-industrialised 

free nations’ by Gordon (1961, pp. 235–236). Drawing on the “infant industry” argument, Gor-

don (1961, p. 247) stated that  

 

the realistic question is whether such protection will be based on the very small 

markets of the individual sovereign units (…), or whether it will be on a regional 

basis with some promise of adequate market size and investment scale, and even 

some hope for competitive pressures within the regional areas. These are the most 

pressing reasons for fostering deliberately a form of “developmental regionalism”. 

 

According to Sloan (1971, p. 143) development-centred regionalism would serve “not only to 

expand trade but also to encourage the emergence of new industries, to help diversify national 

economies, and to increase the region’s bargaining power with developed nations.” Thus, the 
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regional cooperation of the peripheral states was also meant to increase the political weight of 

these countries on the world scene.  

 

However, representatives of both approaches early on voiced concerns that regional integra-

tion among ‘less developed’ or ‘peripheral’ countries might not allow them to overcome uneven 

and dependent development. In the trade-centred camp, Balassa distinguished between re-

gional integration projects in the developed world, where he expected diverging income levels 

to converge over time, and Latin American integration projects. With regard to the latter, he 

acknowledged the concerns that “the freeing of tariff barriers will aggravate interregional ine-

qualities and may also impede the development of backward regions” might be correct 

(Balassa, 1973 [1961], pp. 204–205). Therefore, Balassa (1973, p. 205) pointed to the great 

importance of implementing compensatory regional policies in this geographical space. In the 

development-centred camp, Sloan (1971, pp. 151–152) asserted that  

 

[t]he larger countries (…) will be the most tempted to pursue inward-directed (na-

tionalistic) policies of development. (…) The smaller nations need the regional mar-

ket more, but they will be the most sensitive to any exploitation from larger and/or 

better developed nations within the association. Finally, the members will be espe-

cially alert to the danger that the most developed nation or nations within the as-

sociation (…) will accelerate their own national development at the expense of the 

less developed members. (Accentuation in the original, J.E.) 

 

Hence, in an integration project among (semi-)peripheral nations, pre-existing asymmetries 

might be aggravated, and the economically most advanced member state(s) might push a 

common industrial policy agenda corresponding to its/their own interests. 

 

Lastly, it is important to highlight that while the alignment of regional integration projects can 

either be trade-centred or development-centred, this characteristic is not definitely set in stone, 

but can change over time, as Becker (2006) shows regarding the European integration pro-

cess, the Common Market of the South (MERCOSUR), and the South African Development 

Community (SADC). All of the papers included in this PhD project focus on periods in which 

the respective regional integration projects followed a development-centred strategy or in 

which at least some official documents and proclamations allowed for this conclusion. How-

ever, the general distinction introduced in this chapter does not allow for the explanation of 

how the development-centred orientation of a specific integration project emerged or how it 

has been stabilised/struggled over time, as well as which factors, in some cases, ultimately led 

to the abandonment of the developmental orientation. In order to do this, it is important to focus 

on the role of institutions, actors and the dynamics of dependent and uneven development. 
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2.2 Regulation School   

The regulation school emerged in France in the 1970s to explain why capitalist accumulation 

in the Western countries was quite stable for nearly three decades in the post-World War II 

period, and why it entered into crisis thereafter. The regulationist approach is characterised by 

a great diversity. It has been used to examine how capitalisms differ (Boyer, 2005; on this 

issue see also the varieties of capitalism literature, starting with Hall & Soskice, 2001), or, 

alternatively, to approach the “variegated nature of capitalist ‘space economies’” (Jessop, 

2014), to analyse welfare regimes (Atzmüller, 2013), and to investigate the reproductive crisis 

of capitalism from a sociological gender perspective (Aulenbacher & Riegraf, 2013). However, 

it can also be applied to study the framework conditions for formulating and implementing in-

dustrial policy in specific spatio-temporal contexts (Eder, 2021b), as it allows us to capture the 

interplay between capitalist accumulation and structural forms of regulation (i.e., institutions). 

Nevertheless, the latter are not always capable of impeding the emergence of economic, po-

litical or social crises (see below).  

 

In my work, I follow Joachim Becker’s (2007, 2009, 2013) interpretation of regulation theory, 

which distinguishes between three axes of accumulation and four structural forms of regula-

tion. The basic axis of accumulation analyses whether productive or financial capital dominates 

the accumulation process (Becker, 2009, p. 97; Sablowski, 2013, p. 92). However, Jäger and 

Leubolt (2014, p. 168) rightly argue that for (semi-)peripheral countries ‘resource-based’ or 

extractivist accumulation should be introduced as a third category. In the case of productive or 

extractivist accumulation being dominant, the second axis becomes relevant. It examines 

whether accumulation is predominantly extensive or intensive. In the first case, accumulation 

relies on increasing the absolute surplus value by expanding the existing production capaci-

ties, working hours or number of workers. In the latter case, the creation of relative surplus 

value, e.g. based on innovation, is at the centre, and popular mass consumption is important 

in order to stabilise accumulation (Becker, 2009, pp. 97–98, 2013, pp. 38–39; Sablowski, 2013, 

pp. 89–91). The third axis captures the degree of dependence on the world market, on inter-

national financial and migration flows. Accumulation is introverted if the domestic market is 

crucial for accumulation, while extraversion means that the export or import of goods, capital 

(FDI and/or financial), and labour force has a significant weight in a country’s accumulation 

process. Active extraversion means that exports are crucial, while passive extraversion means 

that the country is dependent on imports in specific areas. Therefore, a combination of active 

and passive extraversion is thinkable, e.g. if a country depends on exports of specific raw 

materials and also on imports of capital flows (Becker, 2009, p. 99, 2013, pp. 39–40). 
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The combination of the three axes creates a specific mode of accumulation, the contradictions 

of which are – at least periodically – stabilised by the structural forms of regulation. The stabi-

lisation tends to work better and last longer in core economies than in (semi-)peripheral econ-

omies (see section 2.4 for a detailed explanation of the categories). The most important struc-

tural form in the context of industrial policy making is the form of competition. It specifies how 

the competition among different factions of capital and among (different groups of) workers is 

regulated. For example, regulation might favour transnationally oriented capital over small and 

medium enterprises with a domestic orientation (Becker, 2009, pp. 104–105). While the form 

of competition deals with horizontal conflict lines among capital and among labour, the wage-

labour nexus focuses on the vertical conflict line between capital and labour. Money and nature 

stand at the beginning and the end of the production process. The monetary restriction deals 

with the (often limited) access to loans but also with inflation and the exchange rate. The latter 

might favour industrial exports in case of an undervalued currency, but it favours imports if it 

is overvalued (Becker, 2013, pp. 42–43). The ecological restriction, in contrast, assesses the 

access to, and exploitation of, natural resources, and the degree and form of commodification 

of land and other issues related to human-nature relations (Becker, 2009, p. 106, 2013, p. 43).  

 

A problem specific to regional integration projects is that different structural forms of regulation 

can target different spatial levels. For example, in regional blocs, competition policy is often a 

supranationally regulated policy field (if the goal is the establishment of a common market), 

while other policies such as wage and social policy or environmental standards are often set 

out at the national level. This means that the structural forms of regulation operating at different 

scales do not necessarily coincide with the space of accumulation, and they might block each 

other. Still, Becker (2007, p. 254) points out that a “multi-level system of diverging scopes of 

regulation” does not always lead to conflicting outcomes. A regional hegemonic bloc (see sec-

tion 2.3) might be able to create a coherent ensemble. However, these general remarks can 

only be concretised by applying them to a specific integration project, as the situation in the 

EU with the most advanced integration in different policy fields (e.g. monetary policy, including 

a common currency) often differs from other (semi-peripheral) integration projects. Another 

related problem is how the regulations at different scales come about. Different actors have 

privileged access to decision centres at different scales, and can therefore influence the es-

tablishment of structural forms of regulation in favour of their interests to a different extent. For 

example, transnational capital has been successful in influencing the policy decisions taken in 

supranational EU bodies (Becker, 2007, pp. 251–259). 

 

The four structural forms in their totality build the mode of regulation, which seeks to stabilise 

accumulation by resolving emerging contradictions. The historical (and eurocentric) roots of 

regulation theory have tended to implicitly assume the existence of long periods of stability 

which are interrupted by short periods of crisis, usually leading to the realignment of the modes 
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of accumulation and/or regulation. However, not even Europe achieved a return to the stable 

economic development that it had witnessed during Fordism after the mid-1970s. In the global 

(semi-)periphery, phases of stable economic development tend to be far shorter, and more 

frequently crises emerge that do not only concern regulation but also accumulation. For exam-

ple, Becker argues, regarding Argentina’s development in the 20th and 21st century, that it was 

characterised by “constant instability with crises” (Becker, 2013, pp. 46–48). For this thesis, 

crises are of great importance, because they are often major turning points – not only but also 

– for economic policy arrangements. 

 

Regarding industrial policy, the prevalent modes of accumulation and regulation favour some 

policy strategies over others (although there is no determinism in this). For example, while 

most industrial policy strategies seek to stimulate productive and intensive accumulation, it will 

depend on the specific constellation of interests whether introversion or extraversion will be 

the guiding principle (or a sector-specific combination of both). Furthermore, joint industrial 

policy aspires to transform the accumulation process of the region by aligning the structural 

forms, particularly in the field of competition, with regional needs. However, the definition and 

imposition of regional needs – and the adequate industrial policy – might be highly contested. 

Interest groups and capital factions with an orientation on the world market or on the (regionally 

enlarged) domestic market will struggle to impose their interests on the entire bloc. Thus, the 

strategy pursued might change over time (Becker, 2006). The aim of the papers comprising 

my dissertation and of the comparative discussion of the results is, inter alia, to trace these 

struggles and their outcomes with regard to industrial development strategies. 

 

Figure 1. A Regulationist Perspective on Industrial Policy 

 

Source: own elaboration. 
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As structural forms are institutions and institutions have received great attention in the devel-

opment literature and, more specifically, in the industrial policy literature, I want to further clarify 

this issue. First, there exists a certain consensus that institutions matter for industrialisation 

and that they play an important role in designing, implementing and enforcing industrial policy 

(Andreoni & Chang, 2019; Cimoli, Dosi, Nelson, & Stiglitz, 2009; Reinert, 2020). However, 

disagreement persists over the question of whether ‘getting the institutions right’ is a precon-

dition for successful development (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2013) or whether the ‘arrows of 

causality’ run inversely (Reinert, 2020, pp. 33–34). Defending the latter position, Reinert (2020, 

p. 34) argues that “economic activities and their institutions co-evolve” and, thus, more appro-

priate institutions only emerge out of the development process. Andreoni and Chang (2019, 

pp. 143–145) are even more specific about this process by highlighting that, during industrial-

isation, institutions and policies need to be constantly aligned and adapted – at a specific mo-

ment and over time – and institutional bottlenecks need to be removed. Furthermore, they also 

argue that managing (selective) deindustrialisation processes or industrial restructuring re-

quires efficient institutions that are harmonised with reactive industrial policy. Additionally, Gru-

miller and Raza (2019, p. 6) stress that “there clearly exists no blue print for an optimal institu-

tional setup but that this depends on specific state-society relations and in particular the inter-

ests of and power relations among social actors” (see section 2.3).  

 

Second, the very definition of ‘institution’ is contested. Broadly speaking, in sociology we see 

institutions as “socially constituted systems of rules” (Maurer, 2009, p. 208) that are located at 

the meso level, and play a specific role via mediating between the micro level (human actions) 

and the macro level (social structure) (Maurer, 2009, p. 210). One common understanding 

defines institutions as “social practices that are regularly and continuously repeated, that are 

linked to defined roles and social relations, that are sanctioned and maintained by social 

norms, and that have a major significance in the social structure” (Jessop, 2001, p. 1220). 

They “provide a conduit for collective action by facilitating and organizing the interests of actors 

and enforcing principal-agent relationships” (Nee, 2010, p. 55). According to this understand-

ing of institutions, Andreoni and Chang (2019, p. 144) introduce property rights regimes or 

specific governance models as examples of institutions. Furthermore, the State is an institu-

tion, according to this perspective (Jessop, 2001). However, there is also an alternative view 

that considers “institutions as organizations or social bodies that have major significance for 

the wider society and act in a quasi-corporate manner” (Jessop, 2001, p. 1220), for example, 

different branches of government, transnational firms, trade unions and business associations. 

Hence, in this view, institutions are equivalent to organisations which have an explicit or implicit 

‘membership dimension’. Regarding industrial policy, Cimoli, Dosi, Nelson, and Stiglitz (2009) 

deploy the term institutions in this way (see the table on p. 27). Thus, when reading industrial 

policy literature, one always needs to carefully check which definition the authors use.  
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Third, economics and sociology approach institutions differently, even if there has been some 

rapprochement during the past decades. Regarding this issue, Smelser and Swedberg (2010, 

pp. 5–6) point out that  

 

[i]t is still very common, for example, for economists to treat the economic arena 

as lacking norms and institutions. The latter only emerge when markets cannot be 

constructed or when traditional rational choice analysis fails. Economic sociology, 

on the other hand, has always regarded the economic process as an organic part 

of society. 

 

During recent decades, new institutional economics (NIE) has advanced neoclassical econom-

ics, i.a. by highlighting the important of institutions for economic growth (Perry, 2020, pp. 392–

397). The NIE argues that formal and informal institutions are an outcome of the attempt of 

economic actors to deal with transaction costs that arise from economic trade (Nee, 2010, 

pp. 49–52). Thus, individuals do not act like atoms in markets but they rather create institutions 

that shape the incentive structure of a society, regulate behaviour, and reduce (market) inse-

curity (Perry, 2020, pp. 392–394). Also, in economic sociology, institutions are expected to 

help intentional actors to resolve coordination and action problems in economic life, as they 

allow for anticipating the actions of other individuals (Maurer, 2009, p. 211). However, from a 

sociological perspective, institutions are not necessarily perceived as increasing efficiency, 

because they are historically and socially constructed and reproduced and might not incentiv-

ise rational behaviour. Furthermore, culture or power structures might stabilise inefficient insti-

tutions that could even block institutional change (Beckert, 2009, pp. 189–190, 193). Lastly, 

as opposed to sociology, NIE has a strong focus on formal institutions, while economic sociol-

ogy emphasises the importance of informal constraints (Nee, 2010, p. 55). However, Khan 

(2010, pp. 18, 26) emphasises that, particularly in developing countries, informal institutions 

are of crucial importance regarding distributional issues and therefore need to be included in 

any analysis preceding industrial policy formulation. 

 

However, Bob Jessop (2001, p. 1231), as early as more than 20 years ago, argued that the 

regulation approach focused too much on stability and not sufficiently on the resulting contra-

dictions:  

 

Although its interest in structural forms (institutions) enabled it to develop histori-

cally specific analyses of accumulation regimes and the ways in which modes of 

regulation embodied specific institutionalized class compromises, more recent reg-

ulationist analyses have tended to ignore the inherent limitations, contradictions, 

and dilemmas of any and all accumulation regimes and their modes of regulation. 
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This is reflected in problems seen in some recent regulationist analyses of the ne-

oliberal forms of globalization and post-Fordism. 

 

Thus, fundamental points of critique can be formulated against the regulation school, due to 

its structuralist orientation. First, the role of social actors, conflicting interests and power has 

not been sufficiently developed. Regulation school focuses on structures and in many cases 

does not satisfactorily consider the strategies pursued by different actors and their political-

ideological dimension (Sablowski, 2013, p. 95), although it perceives the structural forms of 

regulation as political compromises resulting from social struggles. From an economic sociol-

ogy perspective, Nee (2010, p. 55) criticises new institutional economics by stressing that in-

stitutions are “not simply the formal and informal constraints that specify the structure of incen-

tives (…) but fundamentally they involve actors, whether individuals or organizations, who pur-

sue real interests in concrete institutional structures.” Hence, contradictory interests, conflict 

dynamics and their (possible) mediation require further attention. Second, the role of the state 

is not adequately developed, which is particularly problematic regarding our focus on industrial 

policy, which is by definition a public policy. Becker (2009, p. 104) criticises the assumption in 

Boyer’s regulation approach that the state is a separate structural form, and argues that the 

state is present in all structural forms. However, in our context it is important to understand the 

state not as a monolithic entity but as composed of different apparatuses, some of which are 

more prone and more capable of implementing or blocking industrial policy than others. Fur-

thermore, the question arises of how to theorise regional, intergovernmental or supranational 

institutions. Thus, from a sociological perspective, Regulation School might not always be the 

single or best choice to approach my research topic. Therefore, in several cases, it has been 

blended with neo-Gramscian and materialist state theory (Bieling, 2013; Bieling et al., 2016; 

Jessop, 2013b; see section 2.3) or with dependency school (Becker et al., 2015; Becker et al., 

2021; see section 2.4), which all also consider the prevailing power asymmetries among dif-

ferent groups both within and between countries. 

 

2.3 Neo-Gramscian and Materialist State Theory 

Assuming that actors pursue different interests through organisations and try to shape formal 

and informal institutions according to them (Nee, 2010, p. 55), the question remains where 

these interests come from. In relation to industrial policy, it makes sense to draw on materialist 

state theory and the neo-Gramscian approach, to explain the emergence of different material 

interests connected to one’s own insertion into the productive system. The point of departure 

is that different social groups, for instance industrial and financial capital, landlords and labour, 

have different material interests (Grumiller & Raza, 2019, pp. 9–11). However, capital is not 

only factionised according to the base of income (industry, finance, trade…) but also regarding 

the degree of internationalisation and dependence on foreign capital (introversion vs. passive 
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or active extraversion). Furthermore, the international embeddedness has historically grown. 

By means of employment relations, the factionisation of capital is also factionising labour. The 

class factions’ specific insertion into the division of labour equips different social groups with 

diverging degrees of power and influence (Poulantzas, 1978 [1974]; Sablowski, 2010). Con-

sequently, the formation of political alliances to implement industrial policy depends on – but 

is not determined by – a country’s economic structure and the constraints derived from its 

position in the international division of labour. For example, industrial capital and workers from 

export-oriented sectors will have interests other than those of financial capital or small and 

medium entrepreneurs oriented towards the domestic market.  

 

As industrial policy aims at transforming the existing economic structure, it will also affect the 

material interests of different groups and – if successfully implemented – change the current 

distribution of power. Thus, conflicts might arise (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, pp. 145–146; Dö-

rre, 2020). Regarding this issue, Chang and Andreoni (2016, p. 28) stress that “the more tar-

geted the policy is and therefore the easier it is to identify the winners and the losers, the more 

immediate conflict it is likely to provoke” (Chang & Andreoni, 2016, p. 28). Similarly, we can 

assume that the more ambitiously an industrial policy agenda challenges the status quo, the 

more conflicts it is likely to trigger (Eder & Schneider, 2018, p. 115; Grumiller & Raza, 2019, 

p. 5). Thus, it has often been argued that the state needs to mediate between diverging inter-

ests and provide a certain guidance throughout industrialisation or industrial restructuring (An-

dreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 146; Grumiller & Raza, 2019, p. 6). Indisputably, the state is the key 

driver of industrial policy initiatives. However, particularly in industrial policy literature, we often 

encounter a problematic conceptualisation of the state.  

 

While neoclassical economists tend to see the state as potentially corrupt and/or ineffective, 

in heterodox approaches an equally problematic Weberian rational-legal view of the state bu-

reaucracy is widespread. Essentially, the developmental state approach and the entrepreneur-

ial state approach share this feature. For example, Evans (1995) argued that in successful 

developmental states, at least some public institutions attain and defend “embedded auton-

omy”. They are “embedded”, as they possess in-depth knowledge concerning industrial sec-

tors and production. However, at the same time they are “autonomous” regarding vested in-

terests of capital factions and clientelistic networks. Thereby, they can form so-called “pockets 

of efficiency” within the state. Similarly, Marianna Mazzucato tries to rehabilitate state inter-

vention by pointing out that the most important innovations of the past decades in many cases 

involved the state as a lead investor and risk taker. Mazzucato’s ‘entrepreneurial state’ is 

based on the premise that the innovation process in the 21st century is increasingly guided by 

‘grand challenge thinking’ connected to missions under the control of decentralised public 

agencies (which seem to exist without hierarchies), and pursuing major social, environmental 

and/or economic goals (Mazzucato, 2018b, pp. 803–804). Confronted with these challenges, 



 

18 

developing and developed countries should start to perceive of the state not only as market 

fixer but also as market maker and shaper (Mazzucato, 2018a, p. 213), which does not only 

take care of redistribution but actively adopts an entrepreneurial function. Thereby, Mazzucato 

tends to portray the state as holding ‘best intentions’ and having the ‘societal interest’ in mind 

– as opposed to the profit-oriented private sector. The state should ensure that risks and re-

wards are socialised (Mazzucato, 2018a). Power is only mentioned once, when Mazzucato 

laments that the neoliberal agenda undermined the “confidence in the positive power of public 

institutions” (Mazzucato, 2018a, p. 203). 

 

A completely different view of the state prevails in debates revolving around the ‘international-

isation’ of the state in the fields of international and critical political economy since the prolifer-

ation of neoliberal globalisation. These elaborations depart from the Gramscian conception of 

the ‘integral state’, which distinguishes between the core state (or ‘political society’) and civil 

society, which stand in a dialectic relationship. In the civil society, different groups struggle to 

impose social norms corresponding to their own interests on the wider society. A hegemonic 

consensus emerges if a historic power bloc is successful in achieving this and getting these 

interests backed by the core state. However, hegemony has to be stabilised through material 

concessions to other, particularly subaltern, groups (Becker, 2008a, p. 19). Now, it has been 

argued that in the course of neoliberal globalisation, the nation state changed its nature, losing 

some of its former authority due to the restructuring of the global division of labour, and the 

term ‘hegemony’ – used by Gramsci only at the nation state level – was applied to the global 

level, arguing that hegemony on a world scale was not the result of a militarily or economically 

dominant nation state ruling over the others, but rather implied a “consensually underpinned 

mode of transnational socialisation, including class relations, ideological relations and struc-

tures of domination and consensus” (Borg, 2001, pp. 96–97; transl. J.E.). 

 

In this context, scholars have observed the transnationalisation of formerly nation-bound clas-

ses. This process was particularly strong in the case of capital, which led to the emergence of 

a transnational capitalist class (TCC), while it was weaker and less congruent in the case of 

the civil society (Sklair, 2010). Regarding the state, Neo-Gramscian scholars, particularly from 

the Anglo-Saxon countries, have tended to view it in a functionalist manner as an “institution-

alised form of transnationalised capital power” (Brand, 2013, p. 303). However, Brand (2013, 

pp. 303–306) argues, from the perspective of materialist state theory, which draws on Poulan-

tzas’ advancement of Gramsci’s thought, that it makes more sense to conceive of the state as 

a social relation. Following Poulantzas (2000 [1978], p. 132), the state is a material “conden-

sation of a relationship of forces between classes and class fractions”. Thus, the state is rela-

tively autonomous from all classes. Still, it has an important ideological authority and is part of 

a broader hegemonic relationship that constrains the thinking and acting of human beings 
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(Hirsch, 2005, p. 17). Furthermore, nation-state building coincides with the spread of capital-

ism, which is no coincidence, but can be traced back to one of the major functions of the state, 

which is to reduce crises in capital accumulation (Hirsch, 2005, pp. 76–77). 

 

Applying neo-Gramscian and materialist state theory to industrial policy making, Grumiller and 

Raza (2019, pp. 9–11) identify five key actors: the political elite and state bureaucracy belong-

ing to the core state and, in the civil society, the capitalist class, other civil society associations 

such as business organisations and trade unions, and, lastly, international organisations.  

From this perspective, the state is neither a neutral actor nor a “unitary political subject” but 

should be understood as an institutional ensemble of state apparatuses in which the “power of 

the state is the power of the class forces that act in and through the state” (Jessop, 1999, 

p. 51). Thus, the state is characterised by ‘strategic selectivity’, that is, it “may privilege some 

actors, some identities, some strategies, some spatial and temporal horizons, some actions 

over others (…)” (Jessop, 1999, p. 51). Thus, the core state does not represent an independent 

institution or ‘judge’, but embodies the specific constellation of interests and power that prevails 

in a society at a given moment. For the design and implementation of industrial policy, it is 

important to understand these constellations, because it allows us to asses potential support-

ers and opponents of industrial strategies. Furthermore, it also helps to identify entry points for 

the shift of the strategic selectivity of the state, and, ultimately, this entails the possibility to 

create a new hegemonic industrial development project based on shared norms, values and 

beliefs (Grumiller & Raza, 2019, pp. 5, 11–12; Eder & Schneider, 2018, pp. 116–117). 

 

For peripheral states, some further specifications are necessary. Materialist state theory and 

the Neo-Gramscian approach were originally developed for ‘advanced’ capitalist states. Im-

portantly, peripheral states are characterised by some special features (Fahimi et al., 2022). 

Becker (2008a) mentions the following three: first, in peripheral states, typically passive extra-

version (connected to dependency; see section 2.4) is dominant, even if in some spheres, e.g. 

trade, active extraversion can prevail. Their economies are usually dominated by extractivist 

sectors. Even in countries that could develop industry during the period of import substitution 

industrialisation (ISI; see section 2.4), it was mostly consumer goods industries and only to a 

limited extent investment goods industries. Therefore, the availability of foreign exchange to a 

large degree conditions the fiscal basis of the state. Furthermore, foreign capital controls key 

sectors of the economy. This implies that the space of accumulation does not coincide with 

the political territory. Second, the social structure is characterised by structural heterogeneity. 

On the one hand, pre-capitalist modes of production continue to exist. On the other hand, the 

countries witness a large group of the urban population living in poverty. Lastly, civil society is 

usually weak and hegemonic consensus more limited and less stable than in ‘advanced’ West-

ern states, as there are fewer material resources available for redistribution. Khan points out 
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that the more fragile statehood also affects the relative importance of formal and informal in-

stitutions. In developing countries, the “inherited distributions of power cannot be supported by 

the incomes generated by formal institutions alone (…) informal institutions are the only feasi-

ble mechanism for sustaining economic benefits for powerful groups who would otherwise 

have lost out” (Khan, 2010, p. 26). 

 

Applying all this to regional integration, the issue becomes very complex. In regional integration 

projects, several states which all have national capitalist classes and civil societies cooperate 

and, additionally, a variety of actors, interest groups and classes, have developed transnational 

boundaries or act internationally (e.g. NGOs, international donors). The structural and power 

asymmetries already present at the national level multiply. Thus, many different groups, clas-

ses and class factions aspire to impose their preferred accumulation strategy in a specific 

integration project. For example, if important capital factions belong to the productive sector, it 

is likely that the integration project will try to protect and develop the regional productive ca-

pacities. In the case that extractivist sectors are powerful, they will strive for a totally different 

economic orientation. The institutionalist structure is also highly important. 

 

In this context, it is important to distinguish between intergovernmental and supranational in-

tegration projects. In intergovernmental regional integration projects, in which the institutional 

bodies are composed of the representatives of the governments or the head of states, deci-

sions are usually taken based on the ‘one country, one vote’ principle. Thus, in these cases 

the evolution of the agreements is less dynamic, and the economically most developed (and 

often largest) economy usually has to offer compromises to the other participating political 

representatives from the other MS. However, the former can still use informal ways to push 

the interests of national capital groups and class factions. Furthermore, intergovernmental in-

tegration projects often struggle with a lack of continuity, because each national election po-

tentially changes the balance of power at the regional level. Integration projects involving su-

pranational bodies, in contrast, have the advantage that they are not directly affected by each 

national election. Furthermore, decisions taken by supranational bodies such as the European 

Commission or the Eurasian Economic Commission do not always require the approval of 

each member state, which means that specific national constellations of interest can less easily 

exercise pressure on decision-making processes than in intergovernmental integration pro-

jects. However, this also implies that the supranational apparatuses attain some power to act 

independently from the nation states, and therefore are characterised by lower embed-

dedness. This might negatively affect the public acceptance of their political decisions. Fur-

thermore, such structures tend to facilitate the influence of groups, classes and class factions 

on policy-making that can more easily organise on the transnational level, in particular, trans-

national capital. Thus, both institutional structures do not guarantee the democratic inclusion 
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of diverse interests but are characterised by strategic selectivity (Becker, 2006, pp. 12–16, 23; 

Eder, 2017, pp. 44–45).  

 

From the perspective of materialist state theory, Brand et al. (2011, pp. 161–165) have pre-

sented a useful way of conceptualising the role of international organisations, to which regional 

integration projects belong, as a “second-order condensation of societal relationships of 

forces” (Brand et al., 2011, p. 161). At a given moment in time, nation states participating in 

international politics usually have formulated a strategy congruent with the ‘national interest’, 

which is an outcome of social struggles and thus “the expression of condensed national power 

relations. International institutions are thus conceptualized as the condensation of the power 

relationship between competing ‘national interests’ which are themselves shaped by domestic 

social struggles and compromises” (Brand et al., 2011, p. 162). However, for the authors, in-

ternational politics is not merely the ‘clash of national interests’ because, first, actors other than 

nation states, e.g. transnational companies or NGOs, have significant influence in the interna-

tional arena. Second, the compromises and hegemonic projects connected to international 

institutions can also shift national power relations and, as a consequence, may affect the pri-

orisation of interests on the national level (Brand et al., 2011, pp. 161–162). Thus, international 

institutions neither follow a dynamic completely independent from the ‘national interests’ of the 

integrating states, nor are they simply driven by the most powerful nation’s interest. Regarding 

supranational institutions, it is particularly important to analyse how much power they have 

developed to act autonomously from the nation states.  

 

However, actors do not only organise across borders; they are also a relevant factor in region-

building, as regions and their respective institutions need to be created and reproduced by 

human actions. As different interest groups, classes and class factions pursue different strat-

egies, and so region-building is always the outcome of social struggles. Consequently, from a 

constructivist view, the territorial boundaries of a region can increase or shrink (see section 

2.4; Jessop, 2013a, 2013b; Riggirozzi, 2012b; Söderbaum, 2015, pp. 17–18). A ‘window of 

opportunity’ to implement a new strategy in an existing integration project or to establish a new 

one from scratch emerges particularly in periods of political unrest and/or economic crisis. This 

can happen through state-led regionalism or informal processes of regionalisation (Jessop, 

2013a, pp. 7–10, 20–21). For instance, the progressive cycle in Latin America at the beginning 

of the 21st century, characterised by many left-wing governments being in power simultane-

ously for approximately 15 years, opened up the opportunity for a shift in MERCOSUR and the 

creation of ALBA (see section 3.4). Lastly, and importantly, region building can contribute to 

the rise or fall of a region in the world system (Jessop, 2013a, p. 9; see also section 2.4), which 

can also be an important motive for a regional power to promote regional integration. 
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2.4 Uneven and Dependent Development 

Capitalist development is characterised by spatially and socially uneven development on a 

world scale but also among smaller units (e.g., different regions within a continent or a country). 

This idea had already been put forward by different scholars and politicians adhering to Marx-

ism from the mid-19th to the mid-20th century, particularly in theoretical elaborations on imperi-

alism (Pröbsting, 2016; Sablowski, 2019). However, it was only in the period after World War 

II when the issue of uneven development received broader attention within the developing 

countries themselves. Particularly important were the contributions by the United Nations’ Eco-

nomic Commission for Latin American and the Caribbean (ECLAC) in the framework of Latin 

American structuralism and, subsequently, the dependency approach, and the debates in the 

framework of the Non-Aligned Movement, which had been founded by the newly independent 

African and Asian states in 1961 (Arndt, 1989, pp. 119–135, 140–145; Khan, 1978; Palma, 

1978). Both broad currents surged as a critical response to the then dominant modernisation 

theories, which assumed that ‘backward’ or ‘underdeveloped’ nations would just need to over-

come their internal barriers to successfully industrialise (Rostow, 1959). 

 

Broadly speaking, all theoretical elaborations in the field of uneven development assume that 

there exists a centre/periphery – or core/semi-periphery/periphery – divide in the global econ-

omy. Some approaches, e.g. the ECLAC’s structuralism in its initial period, argued that the 

problem was connected to the periphery’s specialisation in raw materials (Prebisch, 2016). 

However, from the late 1960s this view came increasingly under critique and it was argued 

that the specialisation pattern was not the cause of the problem but the outcome of a depend-

ent development process which was intertwined with and to a large degree conditioned (but 

not entirely determined) by the economic core (or centre) (Bielschowsky, 2016b; Caporaso, 

1978; Palma, 1978). Thus, from a dependency perspective, the position in the international 

division of labour and in the international financial system as well as the structural features of 

an economy constrain – and to some extent predetermine – the feasible future development 

paths (see also debates on path dependence in evolutionary economics regarding this issue).  

 

Analysing the situation of Latin America, the former executive secretary of ECLAC, Raúl 

Prebisch, attributed the ‘peripheral status’ of the Latin American countries in the global econ-

omy to their specialisation in commodities, which they had to exchange under unfavourable 

conditions on the world market for consumer and capital goods from the industrialised ‘centre’ 

(Prebisch, 2016, pp. 45–56). According to the Prebisch-Singer thesis, this specialisation was 

disadvantageous, as the terms of trade tended to worsen for the periphery, which had to export 

more and more commodities to import the same amount of more sophisticated goods 

(Prebisch, 2016, pp. 45–56; Bielschowsky, 2016b, pp. 14–15; Fischer, 2016b, pp. 23–24; 

Prebisch, 2016, pp. 45–56; Raffer, 2006, pp. 115–117; Reinert, 2020). In order to decrease 
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the dependence on raw material exports and capital goods imports, Prebisch suggested pro-

moting import substitution industrialisation (ISI) based on state intervention. While he consid-

ered selective and temporary decoupling from the world market necessary for catch-up devel-

opment, the ultimate goal was to achieve export diversification and to rejoin the world market 

on a more equal basis. Furthermore, he advocated regional integration as a way to deal with 

the limited size of the national markets (Prebisch, 2016, pp. 45–56; Bielschowsky, 2016b, 

pp. 12–24). 

 

However, as early as in the 1960s, it had become obvious that ISI had not led to the expected 

increase in autonomy from the world market. First, transnational companies belonged to the 

major beneficiaries of the ISI strategies in Latin American countries. Second, economic dual-

ism had emerged (which sparked debates connected to the term ‘structural heterogeneity’), 

and increasing social inequality could be observed. Third, the balance of payment restriction 

had become ever more worrying, because import substitution worked rather well in the con-

sumer goods sector but not in the capital goods sector. In this context, the idea grew that 

development and ‘underdevelopment’ may be two intertwined processes and that colonial ex-

ploitation had played a crucial role in shaping the peripheral status of the colonies, because a 

“key element in colonial policies was precisely to prohibit manufacturing there” (Reinert, 2020, 

p. 35). According to André Gunder Frank (2015, [1969], p. 109)  

 

underdevelopment is not due to the survival of archaic institutions and the exist-

ence of capital shortage in regions that have remained isolated from the stream of 

world history. On the contrary, underdevelopment was and still is generated by the 

very same historical process which also generated economic development: the 

development of capitalism itself. 

 

Hence, Latin American scholars in and around ECLAC as well as other development theorists 

developed the concept of ‘dependency’, which “has an internal anatomy manifesting itself in 

[societal] fragmentation and an external anatomy realised through its responsiveness to for-

eign economic activity” (Caporaso, 1978, p. 23). Thus, peripheral economies need core econ-

omies to complete their economic circuits, which makes them dependent and vulnerable to 

external shocks (Dos Santos, 2002; see a collection of the most important later ECLAC texts 

edited by Bielschowsky, 2016a). More radical scholars argued in the 1970s and 1980s that 

dependency could only be overcome by dissociation from the world market to end the unequal 

trade relations inherent in the global division of labour (Amin, 1981; Senghaas, 1978), whereas 

more moderate positions spoke in favour of temporary and selective delinking (or decoupling) 

from the world market according to the infant industry argument (Pierzyńska, 2012, p. 32). 

However, both strands defended the idea that delinking should be accompanied, not only by 

establishing self-reliant development on the national scale, but also by reintegrating on more 
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equal grounds, mostly among the developing countries themselves, in order to establish ‘col-

lective self-reliance’ (Amin, 1981; Ciupa, 2022; Khan, 1978; Matthies, 1978; Pierzyńska, 2012; 

Rist, 2008, pp. 123–139). 

 

Representatives of the world-systems approach such as André Gunder Frank, Immanuel Wal-

lerstein and Samir Amin drew extensively on dependency thinking, but integrated new con-

cepts into their overall framework. In the context of this research project, the notions of ‘semi-

periphery’ and of ‘commodity chain’ are of particular importance. According to the world sys-

tems approach, the world system is not only composed of a centre and a periphery; countries 

can also attain a semi-peripheral status. The semi-periphery takes a middle position between 

the core and the periphery, and shares some features of both. If countries move up or down 

in the international division of labour, they might become part of the semi-periphery. Unlike the 

periphery, the latter have achieved certain industrial diversification and exerts control over pe-

ripheral states, mostly of its own region. Still, it is itself dependent on the core countries, to 

which it is economically and politically subordinated. Furthermore, it has some kind of ‘buffer 

function’, attenuating the polarisation of the world economy (Wallerstein, 2019, pp. 35–36). 

 

Arrighi and Drangel (1986, pp. 15–16) have further specified the notion of semi-periphery by 

stating that they use it explicitly to denote the position of a country in the international division 

of labour, and not in global politics to designate the position of a country in the interstate sys-

tem. Furthermore, they have highlighted the existence of a fragmented form of production, 

explaining that economic activities represent nodes of commodity chains (CC) stretching be-

yond borders. In their view, a country’s position in the world system depended on how much 

profit it could extract from participating in commodity chains. In this context, Arrighi and Drangel 

already observed in 1986 that a very close relationship existed between core states and core 

TNCs (for the operationalisation of this thought regarding contemporary Europe see Chapter 

8 in Weissenbacher, 2019). Their concerns were not only linked to the functional dimension, 

as Jennifer Bair (2005, pp. 155–156) emphasises: 

 

World-systems theorists understand commodity chains as consisting not only of 

the steps involved in the transformation of raw materials into final goods, but also 

as webs connecting that set of productive activities with the social reproduction of 

human labor power as a critical input into this process. Additionally, world-systems 

theorists are most fundamentally interested in how commodity chains structure and 

reproduce a stratified and hierarchical world-system. 

 

Thus, the conceptualisation of commodity chains in world-system analysis adopted a macro 

and holistic perspective, which distinguishes it from nowadays more commonly used concepts 

that have evolved from it, such as ‘global commodity chains’ (GCCs) and ‘global value chains’ 
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(GVCs) – see sections 3.1 and 3.4 – which “are analytically oriented toward the micro (individ-

ual firm) or meso (sector) level” (Bair, 2005, p. 164). While the GCC approach originated in the 

1990s, influenced by economic sociology and development studies, it was increasingly substi-

tuted by the GVC approach in the 21st century. The latter drew on international business and 

management literature, and also became increasingly applied in development economics 

(Fischer et al., 2021, p. 35; Hess, 2009, p. 26). With these transformations, the hierarchical 

stratification of the world-system lost its centrality. For example, Gereffi & Fernandez-Stark 

(2016, p. 7) define a value chain as  

 

the full range of activities that firms and workers perform to bring a product from its 

conception to end use and beyond. This includes activities such as research and 

development (R&D), design, production, marketing, distribution and support to the 

final consumer. The activities that comprise a value chain can be contained within 

a single firm or divided among different firms. In the context of globalization, the 

activities that constitute a value chain have generally been carried out in inter-firm 

networks on a global scale. 

 

For Gereffi and Fernandez-Stark (2016), GVCs are a fundamental feature of the current global 

division of labour. However, as opposed to the CC literature, the perspective is firm-centred 

and the focus lies on nodes of the chain (where two different firms interact) and not on the 

chain as a whole (Fischer et al., 2021, pp. 36, 39). Nowadays, the GVC concept is the dominant 

one in industrial policy literature to describe the global fragmentation of production processes. 

Therefore, I will stick with this term in the course of my text.    

 

Lastly and unsurprisingly, critical geography has also been engaged with uneven development. 

The French scholar Francois Perroux started, in the 1940s, to theorise core-periphery relations 

in parallel to Prebisch. He argued that development reinforces spatial polarisation via the emer-

gence of so-called ‘growth poles’ which surge around one industry or several industries and 

that generate lots of forward and backward linkages (Perroux, 1983, pp. 141–152). The Gre-

noble School of Regulation combined Perroux’s concept of spatially uneven development with 

Marxist ideas on the issue. As opposed to most scholars drawing on Regulation School focus-

ing on the national scale, the Grenoble School chose the productive system, typically com-

posed of different countries, as a central unit of analysis. In their thinking, a productive system 

was composed of a centre and a periphery, and regulation would reproduce the uneven de-

velopment in the region. Only in phases of stable capitalist development were the spaces of 

accumulation and regulation identical (Becker, 2013, p. 26). From this perspective, regionalism 

can be understood as a state-led attempt of the member states to extend regulation to the 

already established space of accumulation (itself a product of regionalisation) to reduce the 
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likelihood of crisis and to guide the development process in a specific direction. However, re-

gionalism might also seek to stimulate accumulation in a wider space, as attempts in Latin 

America have shown (see publications 1 and 2).  

 

In the field of relational economic geography, at the beginning of the 21st century the concept 

of ‘global production networks’ (GPN) was developed through critical engagement with GCC 

and GVC literature. The former claims that both the GCC and GVC approach neglect the spa-

tial dimension of production chains. Furthermore, the GPN approach argues that the term ‘net-

work’ is more suitable to capture the prevailing cross-border production relations than ‘chain’, 

because the latter implies a linear production process which is often not the case. Moreover, 

the GPN approach does not mainly focus on inter-firm relations, but considers the broader 

social context in which production takes place (the ‘embeddedness’), thereby explicitly taking 

into account other actors than firms and states (Fischer et al., 2021, pp. 38–40; Hess, 2009, 

pp. 25–30). However, there exist also publications that apply both concepts, GVCs and GPNs 

(see for example Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2018). Thus, both concepts are not necessarily 

mutually exclusive. However, to ease the reading I will exclusively stick to ‘global value chains’ 

throughout the text.  

 

For our topic, it is important to analyse core-periphery relations not only at the global level, but 

to consider uneven development in spaces promoting regional integration as well. While the 

first dimension is of great significance to integration in the developing world (see the struggling 

ALBA-TCP), uneven development inside a region can become a problem for integration pro-

jects among nations at any development stage, as the EU’s experience in the wake of the 

Eurozone crisis has proven (Becker et al., 2010; Becker et al., 2015; Weissenbacher, 2019). 

Depending on the perspective one takes, a country might belong to the semi-periphery on a 

global scale, but can hold another position in its own region, either being a core (e.g. Russia 

in Eurasia, Brazil in South America) or peripheral country (e.g. some Southern European coun-

tries in the EU; Weissenbacher, 2019). However, one should be aware that integration projects 

among (semi-)peripheral states might also struggle with internal uneven development. Indeed, 

in the MERCOSUR, the recognition of the prevailing asymmetries within the bloc was a major 

driver for the introduction of the productive integration agenda (see paper 1). Consequently, 

this issue is particularly relevant for my PhD project, because developmental regionalism often 

argues that it can contribute to overcoming uneven development by deploying appropriate in-

dustrial policy. However, evidence for this is scarce (see sections 5.2, 5.4 and 5.5). 

 

To conclude, the appropriate analytical perspective to approach industrial development pro-

cesses within regional integration processes depends on the research question and on the 

time period under examination. The distinction between trade-centred and development-cen-

tred (periods of) regional integration processes is a good starting point for the analysis, but 
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one has to draw on other theories to further build on this broad distinction. Regulation school 

can contribute to capture the structural constraints of industrial policy actions, but needs to be 

complemented by theories that seek to explain the role of actors, power and institutions (con-

trolled by or belonging to the state and beyond). Lastly, considerations regarding the dynamics 

of uneven development in regional integration processes have been of particular importance 

in MERCOSUR and ALBA-TCP in the first one and a half decades of the new millennium, and 

in the EU in the wake of the Eurozone crisis from 2010 onwards. Finally, these theoretical 

approaches are helpful in order to answer specific questions based on particular methodolog-

ical approaches explained in section 3.5. 
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3. The Current State of Research: Industrial Policy in Regionalism 

The next step is now to provide an overview of different types of industrial policies (section 

3.1) and then to analyse their dominant appearance in specific historical and socio-political 

contexts, with a focus on regionalism. Cross references to the analytical perspectives intro-

duced in section 2 will only appear selectively, because I will introduce the industrial policy 

debate from a chronological perspective insections 3.2 to 3.4, so that readers will not lose track 

concerning the long time span and the many different regions. However, the analytical per-

spectives are, in some instances, operationalised and will again play a major role in the em-

pirical part (section 5). 

 

3.1 Types of Industrial Policy and Industrialisation Strategies  

In very general terms, industrial policy denotes state intervention in the economy to promote 

growth and development and to improve the competitiveness of a country or a regional bloc. 

However, it is a somewhat fuzzy concept. Its meaning ranges from very broad definitions en-

compassing any government policy that promotes structural change (see for example Rodrik, 

2008; Stiglitz et al., 2013, p. 1) and seeks to improve the environment for doing business (War-

wick, 2013, p. 16), to narrower definitions that focus explicitly on measures concerning specific 

sectors or even firms in the manufacturing sector and – sometimes – the closely connected 

production-oriented services (for an overview of different definitions see Aiginger, 2007, 

pp. 319–320). This is exacerbated by the fact that industrial policy measures are sometimes 

labelled as competition policy or location policy (Aiginger, 2007, p. 298). Consequently, indus-

trial policy can focus on different policy domains such as product markets, labour and skills, 

capital markets, land, technology, systems and institutions (Warwick, 2013, p. 27). Further-

more, it can draw on a broad range of instruments such as temporary tariff protection or tax 

breaks, support in research and development (R&D) funding, (selective) trade policies (e.g. 

tariff protection, export subsidies or import quota), selective credit policies, price controls, and 

many more (Eder et al., 2018). Therefore, any talking and writing about industrial policy re-

quires further clarifications.  

 

A first, very important, distinction concerns the orientation of industrial policy (horizontal vs. 

selective approach; see Figure 1). While horizontal measures are applied in both trade-centred 

and development-centred industrial policy strategies, selective measures usually feature 

prominently only in the latter. The broadest scope has so-called horizontal, functional or gen-

eral industrial policy which encompasses measures that – ostensibly – have equal impact on 

most or all industries, aiming to defend or to boost the economy’s overall competitiveness, and 

thus are not privileging any sector or firm over the other (Aiginger, 2007, p. 298). They can 

aspire to improve the competition policy or the macro-financial stability, or seek to open up 

trade and attract investment (Warwick, 2013, p. 46). Another typical example is the support in 
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R&D funding, which usually tries to “level the playing field between alternative options, but 

should in general avoid supporting specific technologies and solutions over others, emphasis-

ing competition and technology neutrality” (Warwick, 2013, p. 42). However, it has been ar-

gued that even horizontal industrial policy can have an uneven impact (Warwick, 2013, p. 16) 

and that, considering scarce resources, any policy choice – even for general policies – repre-

sents “implicit targeting” (Andreoni & Chang, 2016, p. 493; Rodrik, 2008, p. 6; Stiglitz et al., 

2013, pp. 5–6). Explicit selective, sectoral or vertical industrial policy, by contrast, targets spe-

cific sectors, technologies, or even tasks performed inside a value chain (Warwick, 2013, 

pp. 28–29). It “deliberately favours particular industries/sectors (or even firms) over others [so-

called ‘picking winners’, J.E.], against market signals, usually (but not necessarily) to enhance 

efficiency and promote productivity growth, for the whole economy as well as for the targeted 

industries themselves” (Andreoni & Chang, 2016, p. 493). 

 

Selective industrial policy can be further divided into reactive and strategic industrial policy 

(see Figure 1). On the one hand, changes in the economic environment, such as a financial 

and economic crisis or intensified competition due to the rise of new players on the world 

market, call for a defensive or reactive industrial policy. The latter might serve to provide short-

term solutions to acute economic problems or it might cushion the effects of long-term struc-

tural change (Warwick, 2013, pp. 28–29), e.g. during the phase-out of no longer competitive 

or the conversion of environmentally harmful industries. Active or strategic industrial policy, on 

the other hand, focuses on the creation of new capabilities and supports the entry of new firms, 

for instance in the field of renewable energies (Aiginger, 2007, pp. 299–300). Mission-oriented 

industrial policy – targeting the resolution of “grand societal challenges” – is also characterised 

by a strategic orientation (Mazzucato, 2018b). 
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Figure 2. Types of Industrial Policy 

 

Source: Slightly modified reproduction of figure in Warwick (2013, S. 29). 

 

While strategic industrial policy tends to be received more benevolently due to its (usually well-

marketed) future orientation, defensive or reactive industrial policy has faced more criticism. 

For example, Rodrik (2008, p. 19) argued that industrial policy should only provide incentives 

for new activities. Furthermore, he emphasised that governmental support should encompass 

a clear time horizon, applying automatic sunset clauses. And, lastly, he stressed that govern-

ments should abstain from saving unprofitable firms: “The appropriate question therefore is 

not whether a government can always pick winners – it shouldn’t even try – but whether it has 

the capacity to let the losers go” (Rodrik, 2008, p. 29). However, in social terms, reactive in-

dustrial policy is crucial, because it is directed towards already existing industries in the pro-

cess of industrial restructuring which, in many cases, employ a considerable number of work-

ers who might be laid off. Therefore, concepts and strategies for a “just transition” have gained 

weight in recent policy and civil society debates (Clarke & Lipsig-Mummé, 2020; Stevis & Felli, 

2015).  

 

The type of strategic industrial policy a country follows depends on its own position in the 

international division of labour and on connected policy choices (see Figure 1). Warwick (2013, 

p. 30) distinguishes four ideal-typical strategies to be followed. On the left, we encounter two 

approaches that catch-up economies may adopt: they can either build on their comparative 

advantage or they can seek to develop new comparative advantages through infant industry 

promotion (for a more detailed explanation of the ‘comparative advantage’ see section 2.1). In 

development economics, it is a longstanding debate whether developing countries should build 
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on their comparative advantage or defy it in order to develop (Lin & Chang, 2009). For coun-

tries at the technological frontier, the choices are somewhat different. They need to decide 

whether they focus on building strategic advantage in new areas or seek to consolidate frontier 

strengths. However, in practice, combinations will appear. For example, a catch-up economy 

might build on its comparative advantage in agriculture or commodities to obtain financial re-

sources for the funding of infant industries (Lin & Chang, 2009, p. 494). Likewise, in the Euro-

pean Union, industrial policy exist programmes exist for both, consolidating frontier strengths 

and tapping into possible new areas of global competitiveness (see section 5.1).  

 

Figure 3. Different Types of Strategic Industrial Policy 

 

Source: Reproduction of figure in Warwick (2013, p. 30). 

 

In the event that industrial policy encompasses a wide range of instruments and a vision state-

ment, it is sometimes designated as ‘industrial strategy’ (Warwick, 2013, pp. 16–17). In eco-

nomically highly developed countries, such strategies usually take the form of a manufacturing 

strategy – focusing on specific manufacturing sectors – or of a broader growth or competitive-

ness strategy. In developing countries, in contrast, they often take the form of development-

centred industrialisation strategies that tend to be either inward- or outward-oriented. In this 

context, import substitution industrialisation (ISI) and export-oriented industrialisation (EOI) 

have often been presented as two mutually exclusive strategies with highly diverging results. 

While Latin America’s ISI experience (approx. 1940 to 1980) was often presented as a failure 

(Lin & Monga, 2013, pp. 27–29; Stiglitz et al., 2013, p. 4; Warwick, 2013, p. 44), the East Asian 

EOI was celebrated as a success, mainly attributable to the outward orientation and the ad-

herence to neo-classical principles which avoided comprehensive state intervention (Johnson, 

2007; Wade, 2018, pp. 519–521).  
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However, as time passed, more differentiated views emerged (Ocampo, 2014; Pérez, 2016, 

pp. 357–360). Regarding the Latin American experience, Rodrik (2004) admitted that “[i]mport 

substitution, planning, and state ownership did produce some successes, but (…) got en-

trenched and ossified over time” (Rodrik, 2004). Additionally, Stiglitz et al. (2013, p. 6) point 

out that a re-examination of Latin America’s ISI experiences showed that they “have been far 

more successful, on average, than critics alleged” (Stiglitz et al., 2013, p. 6). Importantly, ex-

port promotion had its role in Latin America from the 1970s on, still during the ISI period, even 

if the domestic markets were at the centre of the development strategy (Gereffi, 1989, pp. 515–

518). Concerning East Asia, it was later stated that the region’s success was not only due to 

export promotion but was the result of a “dynamic interplay of inward- and outward-oriented 

industrialization” (Gereffi, 1989, pp. 515–519; Rodrik, 2008, p. 9). Furthermore, the develop-

mental state literature showed that the state and, in particular, industrial policy, had played a 

huge role in many East Asian countries’ development success stories (Amsden, 2001; John-

son, 2007; Wade, 2004). When the application of industrial policy in East Asia could no longer 

be denied, the effectiveness of it was scrutinised, or it was argued that, due to the ‘special 

nature’ of the experience, no other countries around the world could copy it (Andreoni & Chang, 

2019, p. 138; Wade, 2018, pp. 519–521).  

 

Finally, globalisation transformed the international division of labour, leading to a strong in-

crease in global value chains (GVCs) during the past decades (for a definition of GVCs see 

section 2.4). Policymakers and scholars such as Milberg et al. (2014, p. 152) have highlighted 

that “industrial policy strategies of earlier eras, in particular ISI or EOI, do not really fit the 

contemporary global economy” and argue in favour of using the increased fragmentation of 

production for ‘vertical specialisation industrialisation’ (VSI). In the framework of VSI, develop-

ing countries should aspire to join GVCs and, as in the beginning, this would often be con-

nected to the performance of low value-added tasks and activities, subsequently seeking to 

capture more value within GVC through different types of upgrading, which can either encom-

pass improvements of the production process or products, or functional or chain upgrading 

(sometimes also termed as intrasectoral and intersectoral upgrading). In the case of the for-

mer, the firm changes the mix of activities towards higher value-added tasks in the same chain, 

while in the case of the latter, it moves to a technologically more sophisticated production chain 

(Barrientos et al., 2011, pp. 323–324; Pietrobelli & Staritz, 2013). The rationale of VSI is that 

the integration into GVCs will act as a stepping stone to the world market for firms and workers 

in developing economies, inter alia, because for a developing country it is easier to vertically 

specialise in the provision of a specific task or activity for the chain than to set up an entire 

industry with all required linkages. Furthermore, integration in GVCs facilitates learning due to 

the technology and knowledge transfer from transnational companies (TNCs). Moreover, it is 

assumed that new jobs will emerge and incomes will rise (Milberg et al., 2014; Salazar-Xir-

inachs et al., 2014, p. 17).  
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However, in the past years, several points of critique have been raised concerning this over-

whelmingly positive view of GVC participation. Due to several reasons, it has been highlighted 

that GVCs do not automatically lead to development but might reproduce uneven development 

(Staritz, 2012) and it has been stressed that upgrading processes happen less linearly and 

automatically than different international organisations such as the World Trade Organization 

(WTO), the OECD, and the World Bank have suggested (Dalle et al., 2013, p. 12). First, tech-

nology transfer from TNCs or ‘lead firms’ to local companies might occur, but there might 

emerge enclaves with few linkages to the domestic economy, with special economic zones 

reinforcing this trend (Staritz et al., 2021, pp. 378–379). Second, huge power asymmetries 

exist within the chains. For example, lead firms put lots of pressure on suppliers (regarding 

prices) and on states regarding locational policy. Furthermore, upgrading is no automatic out-

come of GVC participation, as the decisions regarding the distribution of tasks and activities 

along the value chain are typically made in the TNCs’ headquarters in the advanced econo-

mies. Sometimes headwind comes directly from the TNCs, especially if local firms want to 

become Original Brand Manufacturers (OBM), as established companies seek to impede the 

emergence of new competitors. Thus, the state needs to strategically promote the develop-

ment of local capabilities and to curb the power of lead firms in the right moment to benefit 

from GVC participation (Dalle et al., 2013, p. 12; Gereffi & Lee, 2016; Lee et al., 2018; Staritz, 

2012, pp. 18–19). In this context, Andreoni et al. (2021, p. 287) highlight that successful catch-

up has been connected to the 

 

‘in-out-in’ industrialization process of GVC integration, where countries first ‘cou-

ple’ by entering GVCs in low value-added segments, then ‘decouple’ by building 

domestic supply chains and upgrading existing local capabilities, and finally ‘re-

couple’ by performing high value-addition activities in GVCs. 

 

Third, Barrientos et al. (2011) have found that economic upgrading does not automatically 

entail social upgrading; in the worst case it can even imply social downgrading. Therefore, 

Staritz (2012, p. 19) argues that future value chain interventions need to focus “on broader 

socio-economic and poverty reducing effects with a broad perspective on poverty alleviation.” 

Fourth, the international economic rules currently in place seriously restrict industrial policy 

options for developing countries, also regarding GVC management (Chang & Andreoni, 2020, 

p. 344; Dalle et al., 2013). Lastly, the promises of upgrading should be problematised from a 

regional integration perspective, because value chain interventions often have a national bias, 

as they aspire to improve a nation’s position in the global division of labour by improving the 

productive capabilities and capacities of its firms. Different member states of the same inte-

gration project might outcompete each other without intergovernmental or supranational policy 

coordination.  
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The rationales for deploying industrial policy have changed over time, as will be explained in 

the sections 3.2-3.4. However, the nurturing of infant industries, the creation or preservation 

of competitiveness, and the promotion of regional integration have always played a role in the 

theoretical and political debates and in practice. Still, scholars and politicians have disagreed 

over the required degree of tariff protection, varying from none at all to high trade barriers, as 

well as the appropriate time period for selective or permanent ‘delinking’ (or decoupling) from 

the world market.  

 

3.2 Industrial Pol  y’s Heyday during Old Regionalism 

Starting with the second decade of the 20th century, industrial policy became very popular 

because of several reasons. First, debates on the rapid catch-up industrialisation process of 

the Soviet Union had started (Nolte, 2009; Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 137). Second, the 

Great Depression in 1929 heralded a retreat of the leading industrialised countries from the 

world market and a refocusing of their trade relations to their remaining colonies. The partial 

decoupling of the dominant economies from the world market increased the policy space of 

(already) independent developing nations (Komlosy, 2012, p. 25). The crisis forced policy mak-

ers around the world to reconsider their attitudes towards state intervention in the economy 

and regarding the outward-orientation of their economic model. For example, while many Latin 

American countries had benefitted from their orientation towards agricultural exports during 

World War I, in the 1930s many developed countries erected trade barriers. This forced the 

more export-oriented Latin American countries to adapt their development strategy. Early im-

port substitution policies were put in place, although being reactive and still lacking a theoreti-

cal foundation (Bielschowsky, 2016b, p. 14; Devlin & Moguillansky, 2013, p. 281; Gereffi, 1989, 

p. 514; Prebisch, 2016). Third, when World War II had (again) disrupted the prevailing trade 

relations, the challenge to rebuild Europe and Japan arose (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 136; 

Komlosy, 2012, p. 26). Lastly, many of the newly independent countries in Asia and Africa 

started to study successful industrialisation experiences to inform their own development strat-

egy (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 136; Lin & Monga, 2013, p. 27).  

 

In this period, industrialisation was equated with development. Infant industry protection, state 

ownership and state co-ordination had a great importance in national development strategies 

(Warwick, 2013, p. 18). Consequently, several integration projects – among developed and 

catch-up economies alike – developed the vision of implementing sectoral industrial policy on 

the regional level to strengthen linkages during the period of ‘old regionalism’, lasting from 

approximately the late 1940s to the mid-1970s. Thus, this was a period of development-cen-

tred regionalism. Due to the inward orientation of economic policy and growth strategies, which 

favoured the national and regional markets over the world market, some scholars also speak 

of ‘closed regionalism’ in the case of Latin American countries. However, Briceño Ruiz (2007, 
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p. 16) rejects this framing, based on the insight that ECLAC had only envisioned temporary 

infant industry protection for the Latin American region, not a complete and permanent retreat 

from the world market (see also Bielschowsky, 2016b, p. 16). 

 

In the ‘developed’ Western economies the first three decades after World War II were charac-

terised by a period called ‘ ordism’, the economic model of which stabilised mass production 

through mass consumption (Bieling et al., 2016, pp. 56–58), and comprehensive welfare re-

gimes emerged in the Western countries as a result of labour struggles and the concessions 

from the capital side (Atzmüller, 2013). In the post-war period in Europe, all countries employed 

sectoral industrial policies at the national level, mostly targeting strategic industries, to support 

reconstruction (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, section 22.2.1; Naudé, 2010, p. 5). Indeed, 

the roots of the EU even go back to a number of sector agreements (Söderbaum, 2015, p. 10). 

Already in the ‘European Common Market’, which was established together with the European 

Economic Community in 1958, the European Commission was responsible for the competition 

rules. However, in the early years the – comparatively restrictive – state aid provision rules 

“were only laxly enforced” (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020).  

 

In the communist space, all countries from the start practised national industrial policy in con-

nection with their economic planning agendas, but the aspiration to design and implement 

industrial policy on the macroregional level emerged only later. In 1948, the socialist countries 

founded their own regional integration project, the Council of Mutual Economic Aid (CMEA or 

COMECON), which first only coordinated the national plans, then supervised COMECON-wide 

specialisation agreements to optimise the utilisation of economies of scale, and finally, in 1971, 

became responsible for monitoring the implementation of joint industrial policy within the 

framework of the “Complex Programme” (Castro Martínez, 1990, pp. 395–396; Schiavone, 

1974, p. 110). The latter sought to promote the deepening of the socialist division of labour by 

moving from mostly bilateral trade agreements to truly multilateral cooperation in production. 

It envisioned the realisation of large-scale industrial projects – thus, selective industrial policy 

– with SOEs from different COMECON members, and planned the creation of joint enterprises 

with production sites in all participating countries (Castro Martínez, 1990, pp. 400–401; Lorenz, 

1978; on the progress see Eder, 2016).  

 

However, proclamations and reality tended to to come asunder. While the official COMECON 

discourse highlighted the fact that cooperation was based on the mutual respect of independ-

ence and sovereignty, mutual assistance and fraternal cooperation, including the even distri-

bution of the benefits of cooperation (Schiavone, 1974, pp. 106–108), a more critical analysis 

of the records comes to other conclusions. Before the 1970s the USSR had mainly signed 

preferential trade agreements, through which it granted indirect subsidies regarding raw ma-

terials and energy provision to the other countries, whereas in the 1970s the attitude of the 
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USSR shifted and it started to promote the principle of “mutual advantage” in trade, drastically 

reducing unilateral subsidies (Castro Martínez, 1990, p. 398). Furthermore, the socialist divi-

sion of labour officially defied the comparative advantage. However, the preferential prices 

paid for Cuban sugar, nickel and citrus fruits, as well as favourable loans and other assistance, 

still incentivised the country to specialise in commodities within COMECON trade relations, 

hence to follow its comparative advantage. These distorted trade relations were one of the 

reasons for the deep economic crisis Cuba suffered after 1991 (Dietrich, 2014, pp. 52, 63). In 

the industrialised European communist countries, state planning and plan coordination at the 

COMECON level had created specific specialisation patterns with large-scale industrial enter-

prises that became a problem after 1991, as they were not competitive on the world market 

and not cost-effective in producing for the shrunken markets. Many enterprises were either 

privatised and underwent subsequent rationalisation or were closed down entirely. Hence, 

planned specialisation, to some extent, reduced structural asymmetries regarding industrial 

endowment during the Communist era, but created – besides other problems – unhealthy in-

terdependencies that turned into pitfalls post-1991.  

 

In Latin America and other catch-up economies, the dominant rationale for the application of 

industrial policy in this period was coined by development economists such as Rosenstein-

Rodan, Albert Hirschman, François Perroux and Gérard Destanne de Bernis, as well as by 

Latin American structuralists (see section 2.4). These strands of development thinking advo-

cated the promotion of structural change towards economic activities with higher productivity 

and value-added – from reliance on commodities to manufacturing – with the aim of achieving 

industrialisation via import substitution (ISI). Therefore, the development of manufacturing in-

dustries was at the centre, which required shifting resources from the agricultural to the indus-

trial sector. It was assumed that the manufacturing sector was much more dynamic with re-

spect to creating linkages, economies of scale and employment than other sectors. However, 

also within manufacturing, capital goods industries were favoured over consumer goods in-

dustries, which was due to the chronic foreign exchange shortages of many developing coun-

tries, which complicated the acquisition of machinery and equipment from the advanced econ-

omies (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, pp. 137–138). In this context, sectoral industrial policies 

‘picked winners’, that is, they targeted infant industries and already existing ‘national champi-

ons’, namely large national companies which were in many cases state-owned (SOEs) (War-

wick, 2013, pp. 21–22).  

 

Particularly in the Global South, scholars drew on List’s elaborations on regional integration to 

develop strategies promoting catch-up development. For example, Latin American structural-

ism promoted by ECLAC argued that the focus on raw material extraction and export had to 

be abandoned so that the peripheral status could be overcome. Consequently, the erection of 

a sound industrial base independent from the centre was at the cornerstone of development 
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and economic growth (Komlosy, 2012, p. 18). However, it soon turned out that the market size 

of the Latin American countries, even of their larger economies, was a serious bottleneck to 

growth. Therefore, Prebisch suggested, on behalf of ECLAC, to establish a Latin American 

Common Market (ECLAC, 2016). Instead, the less demanding Latin American Free Trade As-

sociation (LAFTA) was founded in 1960. In its framework, as well as in the Central American 

Common Market (1960) and in the Andean Pact (1969), several sectoral industrial policy pro-

grammes were signed, but they were characterised by non-fulfilment or unevenly distributed 

benefits, these mainly going to transnational companies (for a more detailed explanation see 

Eder, 2019, pp. 40–43). 

 

During the first phase, until approximately 1970, ECLAC considered that the way out of the 

centre-periphery structure would be the development of proper industrial capacities, thus clas-

sical catch-up development. However, it became more and more obvious that problems with 

the balance of payments had reinforced instead of decreasing in the ISI context and that the 

increasing role of foreign capital in the Latin American economies had not spurred autonomous 

development. Thus, in a second phase in ECLAC thinking, which started in the 1970s, the 

question of the appropriate degree of world market integration and the notion of ‘structural 

dependency’ were intensely debated, which led to the emergence of Dependency School, 

which finally went far beyond the boundaries of ECLAC (see section 2.4). Based on the as-

sumption that development and underdevelopment were two connected processes, it was de-

bated whether and to which extent it was necessary to (selectively) delink or decouple from 

the world market. The Non-Aligned Movement, mainly formed by newly independent African 

and Asian nations, picked up the debate and presented selective delinking as a useful com-

plement to ‘collective self-reliance’, the envisioned form of South-South cooperation among 

their member states, in which the promotion of self-reliant development at the national level 

was key (Eder, 2016). 

 

Thus, in the first post-World War II decades, regional integration projects in the period of ‘old 

regionalism’ had already applied (mostly sectoral) industrial policy in the Global North, the 

Global South and the Communist Bloc alike. However, the mixed results – which towards the 

end of the period were mostly judged negatively –, the consequences of the oil crisis of 1973, 

and the rise of neoliberalism caused most of those policy initiatives to vanish into thin air. 

 

3.3 New Regionalism: Concealed Industrial Policy 

In the mid-1970s, Western Fordism and Southern ISI practices had entered into crisis. The 

growth potential from reconstruction in the European economies was exhausted, and the bot-

tlenecks of ISI came to the surface in the Latin American countries. The crisis situation left a 
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power vacuum which neoliberalism could exploit to its advantage. First, state intervention be-

came the target of criticism in the advanced economies for distorting markets, with Margaret 

Thatcher in the UK and Ronald Reagan in the USA being the ‘early movers.’ Liberalisation of 

international trade and capital flows, privatisation of SOEs, and deregulation of state re-

strictions on doing business became the new ideals of economic policy. Later, other developed 

economies followed the example and developing countries were pressured to do so, too. The 

International Monetary Fund and World Bank started to promote the ‘Washington Consensus’, 

which enforced the implementation of market-based policies through structural adjustment pro-

grammes in many developing countries, which were in a serious debt crisis and thus depend-

ent on loans from the International Financial Institutions (Salazar-Xirinachs et al., 2014, pp. 7–

8; Stiglitz et al., 2013, p. 4). Finally, these regulatory shifts facilitated offshoring and outsourc-

ing, which, together with innovations in transport as well as information and communication 

technologies, created a new international division of labour (Fröbel et al., 1981), characterised 

by the emergence of global value chains with different governance patterns (Gereffi et al., 

2005). 

 

In this period, advocates of neoliberalism attacked all types of public policies. Industrial policy 

faced critique due to its weak selection criteria for industry support, the allegedly proven ina-

bility of the state to ‘pick winners’, the supposed inefficiency of state interventions, the danger 

of crowding out the private sector, the susceptibility to corruption, and the tendency of the state 

to be captured by vested interests (Mazzucato, 2018a, p. 203; Warwick, 2013, p. 19). Indeed, 

in this period neoclassical economics became dominant, which considered the risk of govern-

ment failure far greater than that of market failure (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 138; Stiglitz et 

al., 2013, p. 4). Horizontal interventions to correct market failures in the realm of coordination 

failures, public goods, imperfect competition, information failures and negative externalities 

became the dominant – and often secretly practised – form of industrial policy (Mazzucato, 

2018a, p. 202; Naudé, 2010, p. 11), as in political discourse a laissez-faire approach was dom-

inant (Warwick, 2013, p. 19). In particular, selective industrial policy was repudiated, due to its 

market distorting character. Instead, it was argued that a country should specialise according 

to its comparative advantage in order to allow the free market to best allocate the production 

factors (Warwick, 2013, p. 19). Consequently, neoclassical economists argued that one big 

problem of the structuralist development projects – foreign exchange shortage and connected 

external debt problems – was caused precisely by their reluctance to trade and could have 

been overcome by participating in the international market, based on their comparative ad-

vantage (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 138).  

 

However, it is important to clearly differentiate between the official neoliberal policy discourse, 

more nuanced theoretical debates, and political practice. First, even though industrial policy 

suffered from a bad reputation, theoretical debates on the issue continued. Andreoni and 
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Chang (2019, pp. 138–139, 141) explicate that in this period the role of industrial policy in 

Western economies such as the USA, Japan and France was critically debated, and that the 

East Asian experience received more and more attention. As regards content, micro-organi-

sational issues such as the role of competition, learning processes and institutions became 

more important. With respect to the political economy dimension of industrial policy, the role 

of the state and the handling of conflicting interests came to the centre. Second, the disap-

pearance of industrial policy from the policy discourse did not match political practice. Andreoni 

and Chang (2019, p. 136) point out that “traditional industrial policy tools were not completely 

abandoned. Industrial policy went undercover in many leading industrial nations, while late 

industrialisers across East Asia made industrial policy the main tool for their catching up in the 

globalising economy.” Indeed, (horizontal) ‘industrial policy’ often received other labels such 

as ‘competitiveness strategies’ or ‘productivity-enhancing strategies’ so as not to attract un-

wanted attention (Naudé, 2010, p. 11). Third, during the 1990s in Latin America, a first attempt 

to combine structuralist thinking on industrialisation with the World Bank’s concept of “growth 

with equity” surged. Based on this, ECLAC developed ‘neostructuralism’ (neoestructuralismo), 

advocating for productive transformation with equity (Bárcena & Prado, 2015; Fajnzylber, 

2016). 

 

The crisis of the 1970s and the subsequent rise of neoliberal thinking also influenced regional 

integration projects around the world. Starting from the late 1980s, the world witnessed a 

strong increase in regional trade agreements, initiating a new wave of regionalism in the 1990s 

that established an understanding of the region as a stepping stone to the world market. In 

general, regionalism became more outward-oriented and less protectionist, and alongside na-

tion states, other actors such as business and civil society associations became more influen-

tial, which also increased the significance of (informal) processes of regionalisation. In regional 

integration research, this phase is usually termed “new regionalism” (Molchanov, 2015, pp. 9–

12; Söderbaum, 2015, p. 16) or “open regionalism” (Briceño Ruiz, 2007, pp. 109–128). In this 

period, shallow, trade-centred integration schemes were dominant. Regional industrial policy 

was usually not on the agenda.  

 

In the broader framework of the post-communist economies’ transition to capitalism, radical 

market liberalism dominated the scene, which discredited industrial policy on the national and 

regional level. Hence, after the COMECON’s dissolution in 1991, several new multilateral or-

ganisations were founded (Gast, 2017, p. 5), but they had no common industrial policy agen-

das. In Latin America, the return to democracy after a period characterised by military dicta-

torship in many countries spurred regionalism, particularly in the Southern Cone (Söderbaum, 

2015, p. 14). While Argentina and Brazil had established several sector agreements from the 

mid-1980s to deepen their productive integration and complementarity in basic industries, the 

establishment of the MERCOSUR in 1991 – together with Paraguay and Uruguay – broke with 
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this initial sectoral orientation and the integration project started with a trade-centred orienta-

tion (Botto, 2013, pp. 28–29). 

 

While in Latin America and the post-communist space regional integration processes had gone 

from stagnation into crisis and ended up in reorganisation, the European integration process 

also suffered from ‘eurosclerosis’ in this period (Bieling et al., 2016, p. 61; Söderbaum, 2015, 

p. 16). In the European Economic Community, transnational business associations sought to 

overcome the crisis by establishing a single market, thus facilitating the free movement of 

goods, services, labour and capital. The basis for this endeavour was laid by the Single Euro-

pean Act (SEA), which entered into force in 1987, and scheduled the single market to com-

mence in 1992. Another step of the European Economic Community – the predecessor of the 

EU – towards trade-centred regionalism was the design of the European Monetary Union 

(EMU), launched in 1992, with an anti-inflationary, ordoliberal bias. The three steps towards 

establishing a common currency facilitated trade, but increased competition among different 

national regulations (Becker, 2006, pp. 27–28; Bieling et al., 2016, p. 61; Söderbaum, 2015, 

p. 15). Bieling et al. (2016, p. 61) point out that “[a]ll these initiatives have been accompanied 

by an overall crisis discourse on the necessity of improving European competitiveness.“  

 

In this context, the national industrial policies of the European Economic Community’s member 

states shifted from sectoral to horizontal interventions, and many countries significantly re-

duced their resistance against foreign takeovers of European firms (Aiginger, 2007, p. 306; 

Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, p. 627). This shift was also linked to the collapse of the com-

munist bloc, which had discredited state planning and speeded up the privatisation process of 

state-owned companies, a process that had already started in the West. The former communist 

Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries dismantled their state capacities in a first step, 

but rather quickly started to focus on attracting Western European FDI, e.g. by setting up ex-

port-processing zones, as an alternative to implementing industrial policy. This initiated a re-

industrialisation process by integrating them into the ‘Central European Manufacturing Core’, 

which was feasible due to their proximity to Western markets and because they had relatively 

high-skilled but cheap labour force at their disposal (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2018, 2020; 

Stöllinger et al., 2013, pp. 21–22). 

 

Finally, in this period the EU becomes a more important player in the industrial policy sphere. 

First, the Single Market Programme of 1987 provided important framework conditions for in-

dustrial development, as it promised the free movement of goods, capital, labour force and 

services. Second, the establishment of the single market required a broadening and strength-

ening of the existing competition rules, which concerned regulations of state aid, merger con-

trol and public procurement. Third, the EU designed horizontal industrial policy in the fields of 

research & development, technology and innovation (RDT&I) collaboration, as well as in the 
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field of regional cohesion policy, focusing on the creation of infrastructure (Landesmann & 

Stöllinger, 2020, pp. 628–630). Thus, industrial policy decisions taken in this phase set a 

course for the future. 

 

3.4 The ‘   u n’ of Industrial Policy in 21st Century Regionalism  

With the advent of the 21st century, several factors contributed to the ‘return’ (Wade, 2012), 

‘rebirth’ (Aiginger & Rodrik, 2020), ‘renaissance’ (European Commission (2014); Ambroziak, 

2014), ‘rethinking’ (Aghion et al., 2011) or ‘rejuvenation’ (Stiglitz et al., 2013) of industrial policy 

(see Figure 3). First, the occurrence of different crises during the past 25 years helped to 

rehabilitate the image of state intervention. Apart from several financial crises in developing, 

emerging and transition economies around the year 2000, we also witnessed the Great Re-

cession from 2007 to 2009 (Stiglitz et al., 2013, p. 1), which was an important trigger for the 

Eurozone crisis, starting in 2010, and which challenged purely market-driven models of eco-

nomic development. More recently, the situation became even more delicate due to the crises 

caused by the Covid-19 pandemic as well as the Russian war in Ukraine and the associated 

sanctions. Second, it has been increasingly recognised that we quickly need to drastically re-

duce our greenhouse gas emissions (IPCC, 2022). As industry contributes approximately 30% 

to direct and indirect global GHG emissions, if we also consider the energy used for industrial 

production (IPCC, 2014, p. 47), in the past decade ‘green’ or ‘sustainable’ industrial policy has 

become a major research focus (Aiginger, 2014; Altenburg & Assmann, 2017; Anzolin & Leb-

dioui, 2021; Ferrannini et al., 2021; Lütkenhorst et al., 2014; Naudé, 2011; Rodrik, 2014; 

Vassiliadis & Borgnäs, 2020) and debates on green industrialisation and ecological leapfrog-

ging have been initiated (Luken & Clarence-Smith, 2020). Third, the digitalisation of industry, 

also termed “Industry 4.0”, has become a focal point of attention regarding its effects on the 

organisation of industrial work and on societal inequality (Butollo et al., 2019; Dörre, 2015; 

Hirsch-Kreinsen, 2018; Meyer et al., 2019), as well as regarding industrial policy making (An-

dreoni, 2020; Bailey & Propris, 2020; Gruber, 2019; Sampath, 2018). Fourth, we witnessed 

the rapid expansion of East and Southeast Asian production capacities, particularly stimulated 

by China’s WTO accession in 2001, which triggered a boom in commodity prices, thereby 

increasing the policy space of other developing countries (Salazar-Xirinachs et al., 2014, p. 8). 

Fifth, the rise of China also caused new geopolitical rivalries that have been affecting industrial 

policy decisions, particularly during the past 10 years (Eder & Schneider, 2020, pp. 4–5).  
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Figure 4. The Comeback of Industrial Policy 

 

Source: Author’s adaption and expansion of a figure originally created by Etienne Schneider. 

 

In this context, the fourth phase of the industrial policy debate was initiated, which led to the 

“mainstreaming” of industrial policy (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, pp. 139–140). Around the year 

2000, the “trail of economic destruction” (Reinert, 2012) that the application of neoliberal eco-

nomic policies had left since the 1970s increasingly began to spark criticism. Furthermore, it 

turned out that it was precisely those countries which had not followed the recommendations 

of the Washington Consensus, such as Brazil and China, that witnessed the most successful 

development outcomes (Stiglitz et al., 2013, p. 5). Thus, for example, Stiglitz et al. (2013, p. 5) 

concluded that the “issues of market failures are pervasive, even in high-income countries.” 

For instance, capital markets often fail to provide funding for new innovative firms, particularly 

for small and medium enterprises and start-ups. Furthermore, problems of appropriability arise 

when a firm generates social benefits (e.g. new knowledge, R&D externalities) but is not ade-

quately compensated for its initial investment effort (Rodrik, 2008, p. 5; Warwick, 2013, p. 20). 

 

In view of multiple failures in credit, labour, products and knowledge markets (Warwick, 2013, 

p. 20), several scholars, such as Dani Rodrik, Joseph Stiglitz, Justin Lin, Célestin Monga, Ri-

cardo Hausmann and César Hidalgo, started to legitimate the application of industrial policy 

moving beyond the market failure approach, but still building on a neoclassical framework 

(Chang & Andreoni, 2020, p. 325; Hidalgo et al., 2007; Hidalgo & Hausmann, 2009; Lin, 2013; 

Rodrik, 2008; Stiglitz et al., 2013). Recognising the need to correct these and other market 

failures, Rodrik (2008) called for “normalizing industrial policy” and Stiglitz et al. (2013, p. 6) 

pointed out that “the question is not whether any government should use industrial policy but 

rather how to use industrial policy in the best way.”  
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However, some arguments of these scholars have started to move beyond the market failure 

argument for deploying industrial policy. First, it has been increasingly acknowledged that even 

horizontal industrial policy always has a bias, and that, therefore, the focus should be on the 

strategic use of targeting (Stiglitz et al., 2013, pp. 5–6). Second, some mainstream economists 

developed a variant of the path dependence argument traditionally applied by evolutionary 

economics, arguing that the current comparative advantage opens a corridor of options for 

future industrial development. Based on the original position, approaches such as Lin’s New 

structural economics (Lin, 2013) or the ‘product space’ or ‘complexity economics’ approach 

(Hidalgo et al., 2007; Hidalgo & Hausmann, 2009) call for the application of selective industrial 

policy to develop a country’s ‘latent’ comparative advantage. The underlying idea of both – 

although defended on the basis of differing models – is that a country can best exploit its 

endowments and capabilities if it moves only one or two steps ahead of its revealed compar-

ative advantage. While this position has received severe criticism (for arguments in favour of 

and against basing a development strategy on the comparative advantage see Lin & Chang, 

2009; for a critique of the product space approach see Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 140), it 

brought more selective industrial policies back into the mainstream. Third, the relevance of the 

accumulation of knowledge and capabilities, as well as the facilitation of learning has increased 

(Cimoli, Dosi, & Stiglitz, 2009b; Nübler, 2014; Salazar-Xirinachs et al., 2014). For example, 

Stiglitz et al. (2013, p. 7) highlight that catch-up development does not only require resolving 

coordination and externality issues, but also undertaking “sufficient growth-enhancing invest-

ments, such as those associated with learning, knowledge accumulation, and research” 

(Stiglitz et al., 2013, p. 7) that the market on its own will not provide. In particular, the capabil-

ities approach usually does not build on a neoclassical framework but rather  

 

defines a wide scope for industrial policy, tasking it with promoting productive ca-

pabilities and learning processes as well as enhancing productive capacities, and 

shaping patterns and processes of productive transformation aimed at higher 

productivity growth as well as enhancing the quantity and quality of jobs (Salazar-

Xirinachs et al., 2014, p. 18). 

 

With regard to the last point, we witness a certain influence of traditional heterodox positions 

in mainstream theories, such as new growth theory, regarding the importance of innovation 

and learning for economic catch-up that (neo-)structural, Schumpeterian, evolutionary and in-

stitutionalist economics have always highlighted (Salazar-Xirinachs et al., 2014, pp. 4, 14–17; 

Warwick, 2013, p. 21). In this context, the importance of developing productive capabilities and 

learning strategies throughout the industrialisation process has received specific attention (An-

dreoni, 2011; Lall, 1992; Nübler, 2014). As opposed to material productive capacities, imma-

terial productive capabilities “refer to personal and collective skills, productive knowledge and 
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experiences embedded in physical agents and organizations that firms need to perform differ-

ent productive tasks; they need to furthermore adapt and implement in-house improvements 

across different technological and organizational functions” (Andreoni, 2011, p. 1; see also 

Nübler, 2014, p. 115). Thus, mere technology transfer might fail to achieve its goals if the cor-

responding capabilities and effective institutions are missing in a specific society (Cimoli, Dosi, 

Nelson, & Stiglitz, 2009). 

 

Furthermore, in this period, industrial and innovation policy move closer. While the ‘national 

systems of innovation’ had already received increasing attention in the third phase of the in-

dustrial policy debate (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 140), it was in the fourth phase when the 

stimulation of innovation became a major concern. Increasingly, we have witnessed a shift 

from the ‘market failure approach’ to a ‘systems approach’ (Aiginger, 2014; Aiginger & Rodrik, 

2020; Warwick, 2013, p. 22), which assumes that the state needs to tackle different coordina-

tion problems to allow for the smooth flow of the innovation process, and that the latter is 

connected to a “multi-layered representation of industrial systems, whereby agents (i.e. firms, 

research centres, intermediaries etc.) are embedded in a network of horizontal and vertical 

interdependences that determine their production and innovation performances” (Andreoni & 

Chang, 2019, p. 139; Rodrik, 2008). Consequently, a systemic approach to industrial and in-

novation policy became increasingly dominant (Aiginger, 2014; Warwick, 2013, p. 22). A prom-

inent example is Marianna Mazzucato’s mission-oriented approach, which argues that the 

state should define specific missions such as fighting climate change and then unite different 

actors and sectors to complete the mission. Furthermore, she argues for a proactive role of 

the state, which should act as a market-shaper and creator instead of a market-fixer, in order 

to enable innovation-led, sustainable and inclusive growth (Mazzucato, 2018b, 2018a). 

 

The most important difference among the presented views is that the scholars defending in-

dustrial policy based on neoclassical economics argue that countries should either follow their 

comparative advantage or just deviate to a moderate degree from it (Hidalgo et al., 2007; Hi-

dalgo & Hausmann, 2009; Lin, 2013; Lin & Monga, 2013), while heterodox scholars still argue 

that the natural comparative advantage has to be defied in order to achieve successful catch-

up development (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, pp. 139–140; Cimoli, Dosi, & Stiglitz, 2009a, 

pp. 544–545; Ocampo, 2014, pp. 54, 60; Reinert, 2020; Salazar-Xirinachs et al., 2014, pp. 14–

16). For example, Chang (2013) agrees with Lin and Monga (2013) that the more a country 

deviates from its comparative advantage, the riskier industrial policy gets. However, he also 

states that many of the countries that managed to catch up took that risk and applied far more 

ambitious industrial policy strategies than models based on neoclassical economics would 

suggest. Furthermore, Chang argues that it is not possible to know beforehand how much 

deviation from the comparative advantage is actually feasible and when it might become prof-

itable (Lin & Chang, 2009, p. 491; see also Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 140). 



 

45 

The most important difference from earlier industrial policy debates is the distancing attitude 

of today’s mainstream from ‘old’ industrial policy, particularly from protectionist measures such 

as tariffs. Moreover, the new industrial policy debate overlooks important issues that have been 

extensively discussed in the past. Therefore, Andreoni and Chang see a chance and a threat 

in the mainstreaming of industrial policy: while “the mere fact that they [mainstream econo-

mists] have explicitly supported industrial policy has opened the possibility for the debate to be 

far less ideological and thus more productive” (Chang & Andreoni, 2020, p. 325), the current 

mainstream of ‘new industrial policy’ does not sufficiently integrate important elements of the 

historical debates regarding structural interdependencies, institution building and policy align-

ment, and the management of conflicting interests. Hence, there are significant shortcomings 

in the debate (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 149). 

 

Apart from a pluralisation of rationales for industrial policy application, new issues came to the 

fore in the industrial policy debate. First, the proliferation of global value chains converted eco-

nomic upgrading into an “important channel of industrialization” (Milberg et al., 2014, pp. 151–

152; Chang & Andreoni, 2020, pp. 338–341). In this context, Milberg et al. (2014, p. 152) argue 

that many traditional industrial policy arguments have lost their validity due to the specific re-

quirements of vertical specialisation, and that the state’s role today is less obvious, as the GVC 

approach focuses on firms instead of states. Second, new rules in international governance, 

for instance connected to the World Trade Organization (WTO) and to the Trade-Related As-

pects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS), have restricted the policy space for developing 

countries as compared to the situation in the 20th century. However, Chang and Andreoni 

(2020, pp. 343–345) stress that the truly limiting influence usually stems from bilateral trade 

agreements between core and (semi-)peripheral countries, while some more room for ma-

noeuvre remains if only WTO and TRIPS rules need to be respected. Additionally, Cimoli, Dosi, 

and Stiglitz (2009a, p. 551) recommend developing countries to “at all costs (…) shy away 

from ‘bilateral’ agreements” [emphasis in the original, J.E.]. Third, the spread of financialisation 

has had negative effects on firms, countries and the world market, because it demolished the 

profit-investment nexus which was of crucial significance in earlier phases of (catch-up) indus-

trialisation. Hence, it has become a challenge to stimulate productive investments through in-

dustrial policy. This would, arguably, require regulations of capital flows at different levels 

(Chang & Andreoni, 2020, pp. 341–345). Lastly, ecological issues such as fighting climate 

change and resolving other environmental problems have gained importance. The main as-

sumptions and the controversially discussed points will be introduced below, as this debate on 

the supranational level is very intense in the European Union, but has mostly been absent in 

ALBA-TCP, the MERCOSUR and the EAEU. 
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Regionalism in Latin America was first in witnessing the return of industrial policy in the 21st 

century. On the one hand, this had to do with the financial crises that hit the MERCOSUR 

countries of Argentina, Brazil and Uruguay between 1998 and 2002, which led to a serious 

questioning of the until then followed trade-centred development models connected to finan-

cialisation (Becker, 2008b, pp. 163–165). On the other hand, mass resistance surged in Latin 

America during the 1990s, in the framework of the alter-globalisation movement against the 

devastating social effects of more than two decades of neoliberal policies (Bull, 2013) and, 

more specifically, the Free Trade Agreement of the Americas (FTAA), which the USA pushed 

as an attempt to create a NAFTA-like agreement encompassing the whole continent. The cre-

ation of the Bolivarian Alliance of the Peoples of Our America (ALBA) was a direct reaction to 

the political aspirations around the FTAA, which finally failed in 2005 (Muhr, 2010, p. 41). 

These factors led to the election victories of several left-wing and centre-left-wing presidents 

in different Latin American countries around the year 2000, which heralded the so-called ‘pink 

tide’ or ‘progressive cycle’, which ended shortly after the commodity boom in the mid-2010s 

(Bull, 2013; Petras & Veltmeyer, 2017).  

 

Among other consequences, the progressive cycle gave an important push to Latin American 

regionalism, which entered into a ‘post-hegemonic’ (Riggirozzi & Tussie, 2012) or ‘post-liberal’ 

(Sanahuja, 2012) phase, during which neoliberal recipes and the USA had significantly re-

duced their influence in the region. Consequently, the integration agendas of existing integra-

tion projects, such as the MERCOSUR, broadened. Keystones of the trade-centred period 

were not completely abandoned. For instance, Brazil kept sticking to orthodox macroeconomic 

policies. However, the integration project was ‘repoliticised’, that is, it was again conceived as 

a tool to influence political and social, not only economic processes. Furthermore, productive 

aspects of integration came to the fore (Riggirozzi, 2012b, p. 430). In 2008, they established 

a “Group of Productive Integration” (GIP), which started to draft a common industrial policy for 

the MERCOSUR area under the label “Programme of Productive Integration” (PIP) (Consejo 

del Mercado Común [CMC], 2008), approved in the same year. Its main motivation was to 

reduce the asymmetries prevailing among the member states and firms of different sizes 

(Granato, 2016; Granja Hernández, 2013). Furthermore, it gave specific attention to the crea-

tion of regional value chains and to the accession of GVCs (Porta, 2011; Rozemberg, 2015). 

When Venezuela became a formal member of MERCOSUR in 2012 (until it was permanently 

suspended in 2016), the hope was that this would stimulate the surge of complementary eco-

nomic relations in the bloc. However, in the end this did not materialise. While the PIP never 

officially concluded, many initiatives lost their verve with the end of the commodity boom, and 

many scholars judge the results as modest (Molinari & Ángelis, 2016), talk about “slow but 

challenging progress” (Granato, 2016, p. 392) or call it a failure (Botto, 2022; Trucco, 2017; for 

a more detailed discussion see sections 5.1 and 5.2).  
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In the same period, several new regional integration projects proliferated, e.g. the Bolivarian 

Alliance of the Peoples of Our America (ALBA), created in 2005. The former Venezuelan and 

Cuban presidents, Hugo Chávez and Fidel Castro respectively, founded ALBA so as to extend 

their bilateral partnership to include regional allies. In the course of the 2000s, they were joined 

by Bolivia, Ecuador, Nicaragua and six small island states of the Caribbean. Critical political 

economy scholars have argued that ALBA was not merely post-hegemonic but stood for “a 

new strategic regionalism” (Aponte García, 2014), seeking to become a counter-hegemonic 

integration project, and thereby trying to establish a new anti-capitalist hegemonic consensus 

in the region (Benzi, 2016; Muhr, 2010). For example, in 2006, the then-member states of 

ALBA – Bolivia, Cuba, and Venezuela – signed the Peoples’ Trade Agreement (PTA), explicitly 

labelled so in opposition to neoliberal FTAs, which foresaw non-reciprocity in trade relations to 

protect the economically weaker states (Eder, 2016, pp. 97–100). Furthermore, they envi-

sioned the creation of so-called ‘Grand National Programmes and Enterprises’ in the fields of 

healthcare, education, culture, infrastructure, and food provision to improve the living condi-

tions of the ALBA states’ peoples (for an overview see the table in Aponte García, 2014, 

p. 264). Another rationale behind promoting productive integration in ALBA-TCP was to de-

crease the integration project’s financial dependence on Venezuelan oil export revenues 

(Benzi, 2016, p. 87). However, as in the case of MERCOSUR, the commodity boom on the 

one hand provided a financial basis for deepening regional cooperation in various fields. On 

the other hand, (neo-)extractivist interests were strong and defended a policy vision detri-

mental to the more developmentalist positions presented above. Finally, with the end of the 

commodity boom, both integration projects lost significant financial leeway in order to seriously 

pursue joint industrial policy. From 2017 onwards, ALBA-TCP mostly returned to its ‘core com-

petencies’ in the field of providing medical and educational programmes, and it became clear 

that many non-social GNEs and GNPs had not really advanced (Cusack, 2019). 

 

In the post-communist space, several former member states of COMECON joined the EU in 

the framework of the Eastern Enlargement (which will be discussed further below), while in the 

post-Soviet space a myriad of partially overlapping and partially competing integration projects 

proliferated, starting with the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) created in 1991 

(Gast, 2017; Libman & Vinokurov, 2018; Wirminghaus, 2012). These integration projects fig-

ured in the tradition of open regionalism, which meant that they were shallow, basically not 

ceding any national sovereignty. Furthermore, they were trade-centred, corresponding to the 

overall neoliberal orientation of economic policy accompanying the transition period (Belarus 

and Uzbekistan stood out as exceptions). Thus, they did not envision any joint industrial policy 

measures. Lastly, they were characterised by significant implementation gaps, often the joint 

decisions existed merely on paper (Molchanov, 2015, p. 23; Wirminghaus, 2012, p. 26). One 

of these projects was the Eurasian Economic Community (EurAsEC), established in 2000 be-

tween Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, the Russian Federation and Tajikistan. Ten 
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years later, three member states – Belarus, Kazakhstan and the Russian Federation – decided 

to deepen the integration process. They agreed on building a customs union in 2010 and the 

single Eurasian Economic Space in 2012. Furthermore, they established the Eurasian Eco-

nomic Commission, a supranational body modelled after the European Commission (Mol-

chanov, 2015, pp. 39–42), and started to coordinate their national industrial policies (Eurasian 

Economic Commission [EEC], 2015a, p. 17). In 2015, EurAsEC became the Eurasian Eco-

nomic Union (EAEU), and Armenia and Kyrgyzstan joined the Union and the CU (Molchanov, 

2015, pp. 39–44). Only a few months after its foundation, the EAEU approved the “Main Di-

rections on Industrial Cooperation” (Eurasian Economic Commission [EEC], 2015b), which 

encompass sectoral and horizontal (‘system-wide’) measures (for an overview see Table 1 

and Figure 2 in Publication 3). In this specific region, it is important to analyse the regional 

integration attempts in the context of the recent geopolitical tensions regarding Ukraine and 

other post-Soviet states. This will happen together with an analysis of the programme’s basics 

and implementation progress in section 5. 

 

In the European Union, horizontal industrial policies remain dominant in this period, while we 

witness a gradual shift towards more interventionism up to the present day. In 2005, the Euro-

pean Commission still declared that it did not plan a return to selective interventionist policies, 

even if in practice it had identified specific industries, namely biotechnology, medical industries 

and aerospace industries for targeted industrial policy support (Naudé, 2010, p. 2). However, 

as a reaction to the Great Recession and the following Eurozone crisis, in 2010 it also started 

to modify the focus of its official documents and introduced a “fresh approach” to industrial 

policy, “bringing together a horizontal basis and sectoral application” (European Commission 

[EC], 2010, p. 4). In the following years, the EC published five industrial strategies and a myriad 

of related programmes, action plans and road maps. Therefore, it is not so easy to identify the 

focus areas of EU industrial policy in this period). Therefore, Landesmann and Stöllinger (2020, 

pp. 633–638) draw on budget data to analyse the industrial policy spending by the EU and the 

member states (which is important because part of the industrial policy in the EU is co-financed 

or entirely financed by the MS). Regarding the EU level, they departed from the multiannual 

financial framework (MFF) for 2014 to 2017. They found that only 3% went to sectoral industrial 

policy, while 79% of total EU industrial policy spending was directed to regional policy (and 

was distributed via the European structural and investment funds [ESIF]), while 14% was con-

nected to RDT&I spending. Also, regional policy mostly deploys funding for horizontal activi-

ties, e.g. employment, education and training, infrastructure, SME support and regional R&D 

support. However, to receive the latter, since 2016 countries have been required to have a 

smart specialisation strategy (Foray, 2017) in place that seeks to develop the latent compara-

tive advantage of a region. This is consistent with the ‘new industrial policy’ thinking that no 

longer completely defies any kind of selective interventions (see above; Landesmann & 

Stöllinger, 2020, pp. 645–646). 
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After the Eurozone crisis, the European Commission strengthened its interest in industrial pol-

icy, but the horizontal approach to increase industrial competitiveness remained dominant. 

Consequently, there was no recognisably clear break with the overall orthodox neoliberal pol-

icy, as strict fiscal discipline remained intact. However, this policy alignment has also been 

challenged. For example, Wigger (2019) criticised that the EU industrial policy’s focus in the 

wake of the Eurozone crisis sought to increase global competitiveness via ‘internal devalua-

tion’, that is, to increase the cost competitiveness of European industries through wage repres-

sion, and relied on increasing internal competition to improve price competitiveness. At the 

end of her paper, Wigger drafts an alternative vision of industrial policy that puts the solidarity 

economy at its core and, thus, abandons the ‘competitiveness paradigm’. However, also schol-

ars more inclined towards competition, for example Aiginger, in this period advocated for a 

‘high road strategy’ that does not rely on low wages and labour flexibility but on “basing com-

petitiveness on the best-trained labour force, on innovation and on excellent universities. It 

would imply taking the lead in technologies for alternative energy, for energy efficiency and 

clean production” (Aiginger, 2012, p. 7).  

 

In general, the promotion of green growth and the development of green technologies has 

received increasing attention throughout this period. Thereby, the central idea is that sustain-

able growth can and should be combined with the creation of a green competitive advantage 

on the world market (Aiginger, 2013, 2014; Altenburg et al., 2016, p. 21; Lütkenhorst et al., 

2014, p. 28). Thus, this approach to green industrial policy is clearly innovation and technol-

ogy-oriented. The EU has adopted this reasoning, which found its clearest expression in the 

“European Green  eal” from 2019 (European Commission [EC], 2019) and the “New Industrial 

Strategy for Europe” from 2020 (European Commission [EC], 2020). These policy documents 

focus on how to master the ‘twin challenge’ of the green and digital transformation. With refer-

ence to both strategies and the new circular economy action plan, the European Commission 

(2019, p. 7) emphasises that “[a] key aim of the new policy framework will be to stimulate the 

development of lead markets for climate neutral and circular products, in the EU and beyond.” 

Hence, the newest policy initiatives are congruent with the RDT&I focus of the EU’s industrial 

policy. 

 

In the fields of heterodox economics and in political economy, by contrast, the Eurozone crisis 

triggered another debate, focusing on the imbalanced development inside Europe and, partic-

ularly, the European Union. Numerous works analysed the core-periphery relations in Europe 

(Becker et al., 2015; Gräbner, Heimberger, Kapeller, & Schütz, 2020; Jäger & Springler, 2015; 

Simonazzi et al., 2013). The uneven effects of the Covid-19 pandemic have once again 

spurred the debate (Gräbner, Heimberger, & Kapeller, 2020). In response to the noted uneven 

development patterns, scholars have scrutinised the current EU industrial policy and presented 
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alternatives. For example, Landesmann and Stöllinger (2018, pp. 22–28) argue that the pre-

sent focus on RDT&I in EU industrial policy as a ‘one size fits all’ approach does not serve the 

needs of the less advanced economies and regions. Thus, they propose to design an ‘appro-

priate industrial policy’ which takes into account the specific features of the four European 

peripheries identified in their paper. In another publication, they emphasise that also place-

based innovation strategies in the context of ‘smart specialisation’, promoted in the framework 

of the EU’s regional policy, might not lead to convergence, as they incentivise regions to spe-

cialise according to their latent comparative advantage. Furthermore, several problems con-

nected to implementation have occurred (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, p. 647). 

 

One reason why the current EU industrial policy has a bias towards the most advanced econ-

omies is the new geopolitical environment that emerged in the 21st century. The dominance of 

the USA in the digital platform economy, the rise of China as a manufacturing giant, as well as 

the connected emergence of a new multipolar world order, spurred new debates in the EU 

under the buzzwords ‘strategic autonomy’ or ‘strategic sovereignty’, the latter term being pref-

erentially used in France and by French politicians in the EU (European Parliament, 2021). 

The main idea is that the EU needs to become more independent from third parties with re-

spect to strategic goods. While there is agreement on this point regarding China, the exact 

position towards the USA is disputed. One of the outcomes of the debate was the creation of 

“Important Projects of Common European Interest” (IPCEI) in 2014. These aim at the promo-

tion of transformative technologies that have a great significance for industry and society alike. 

As they are financed by the involved enterprises as well as by the participating member states, 

IPCEI have received an exemption from the single market-related prohibition of state aid (Polt, 

Peneder, & Prem, 2021). Furthermore, Trump’s election victory and the ‘America  irst’ agenda, 

as well as serious entry barriers to the Chinese market, including the access to public procure-

ment tenders, led the European Commission to reconsider its positive stance towards unilat-

eral trade liberalisation. Consequently, in 2016, the EU adopted new public procurement rules 

requiring reciprocity (directed against Chinese practices) and started to apply more trade de-

fence measures, such as anti-dumping duties (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, p. 632).  

 

However, the major turning point was probably at the beginning of 2019. When the European 

Commission blocked the Siemens-Alstom merger, several member states started to lobby for 

a reform of the EU competition law in order to improve the conditions for competing with Chi-

nese and US-American firms on the global level. Remarkably, within Germany, a shift in the 

social relation of forces took place and the country abandoned its strictly ordoliberal position 

(Eder & Schneider, 2020, pp. 4–5; Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, pp. 630–633). Finally, the 

Covid-19 pandemic containment measures in 2020 disrupted existing global value chains and 

led to shortages of strategic medical goods in the EU. This gave new impetus to the debate on 

strategic autonomy and resilience regarding the promotion of strategic industries in the EU and 
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possibilities of reshoring (Raza et al., 2021). Thus, in the past 10 years we have increasingly 

witnessed a return of more selective policies, even if the horizontal industrial policy measures 

have remained dominant. 

 

In the European Left, broadly understood, the Eurozone crisis revived debates on ‘left’ or ‘pro-

gressive’ industrial policy which sought to integrate ambitious social and environmental goals 

into industrial policy making. For instance, trade unions, progressive organisations and think 

tanks, as well as critical scholars, participated in the debate (Eder & Schneider, 2018, pp. 111–

114). Pianta et al. (2016, p. 24) presented as a rationale for progressive industrial policy that  

 

it can steer the evolution of the economy towards activities that are desirable in 

economic terms (improving efficiency), in social terms (addressing needs and re-

ducing inequality), in environmental terms (assuring sustainability and preventing 

climate change), and in political terms (protecting key national and European in-

terests). 

 

Thus, the social dimension figures equally importantly in relation to other dimensions. Further-

more, the authors emphasised that progressive industrial policy needed to lead to greater co-

hesion in the EU by reducing the existing imbalances (Pianta et al., 2016, p. 44). Etienne 

Schneider and I built on these and other elaborations regarding progressive industrial policy 

to make a contribution to the debate (see Eder & Schneider, 2018; Publication 4). While the 

debate has continued down to the present day, transformative industrial policy today is more 

often discussed as a specific feature of a broader socioal-ecological transformation, often tak-

ing the form of sector-specific studies (Candeias & Krull, 2022; Dörre, Holzschuh et al., 2020; 

Pichler et al., 2021).  

 

Generally speaking, scholars, policymakers and activists advocating for the social-ecological 

transformation do not consider a technology- and innovation-centred approach sufficient to 

resolve the climate crisis. They argue that innovations, e.g. aiming at an increase in energy 

and resource efficiency, can only lead to a relative decoupling of growth from resource use but 

not to an absolute decoupling (Jackson, 2009). Consequently, they argue that additional 

measures are needed, for example, the creation of a more circular economy (by now adopted 

by the EU) premised on sufficiency. The latter can only be established via selective or “sec-

torally differentiated deglobalization of global commodity chains” (Staritz et al., 2021, p. 382), 

which implies shortening value chains where it is feasible and reasonable not merely for geo-

political reasons but in support of economic, ecological and/or social sustainability (Bello, 2009; 

Brand et al., 2021; Spratt et al., 2010; Staritz et al., 2021, pp. 381–383). 
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4. Paper Outlines, Research Questions and Methodological Ap-

proaches 

Drawing on the analytical perspectives and the current state of research, my PhD project 

traced the following questions: 

 

• Why have common industrial policy initiatives emerged or been extended in the re-

spective regions (see for this also section 3)? 

• What are the main components of the examined joint industrial policy projects? Which 

similarities and differences can we discern across regions (see section 5.1)?  

• How have the (proclaimed) industrial policy objectives been operationalised, imple-

mented and evaluated? Have they reached their self-imposed goals (see section 5.2)?  

• Which actors and institutions have promoted or obstructed the design and implemen-

tation of the common industrial policy programmes (see section 5.3)? 

• How have these initiatives affected the prevailing asymmetries within the respective 

region (see section 5.4)?  

• What appeared as specific challenges for integration projects among (semi-)peripheral 

states in the industrial policy domain (see section 5.5)? 

 

As stated above, my PhD project is located in the field of comparative regionalism. However, 

this does not specify much, as pointed out by Söderbaum (2021): “[W]hile many scholars still 

rely on traditional statistical methods, an increasing creativity is seen in developing measures 

beyond the degree of institutionalization and using both quantitative and qualitative coding, 

survey analysis, and content analysis.” For an a more in-depth overview of the integration 

projects treated in my publications, see the blocks with an orange frame in Figure 5. In the 

following, I will outline the main issues treated by the four publications and I will explain how I 

proceeded methodologically, that is, discussing which data I collected or generated and how I 

analysed them.  

 

The first paper “Integración regional y políticas de industrialización en América Latina – La 

historia de un amor conflictivo [Regional integration and industrialization policies in Latin Amer-

ica – The history of a conflictive love story]” (Eder, 2019) analyses the long-term evolution of 

the relationship between regional integration and (re-)industrialisation policies in Latin America 

during the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st. It argues that the connection between the 

two phenomena was particularly dense in two phases. The first period started in the years after 

World War II, when Raúl Prebisch, Executive Secretary of the United Nation's Economic Com-

mission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) from 1950 to 1963, observed that the 

industrialisation strategies of many Latin American countries were suffering from limited na-

tional markets. Therefore, he suggested that import substitution industrialisation should go 
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hand in hand with strengthening regional integration through the creation of a Latin American 

Common Market. Furthermore, he proposed considering the implementation of joint industrial 

policy measures. While these were the theory-based recommendations, the industrial policy 

practice of so-called ‘old regionalism’ fell behind expectations, as the paper shows by drawing 

on the examples of the Latin American Free Trade Association (LAFTA), the Central American 

Common Market (CACM), and the Andean Pact. Throughout the 1980s, internal economic 

problems and several external factors led to the abandoning of the ISI development strategy 

and to the (enforced) adoption of neoliberal prescriptions. Regionalism lost its dynamics. How-

ever, starting from the 1990s, Latin America entered into the phase of new, open regionalism, 

which was a reaction to the perceived challenges of globalisation. As this phase was charac-

terised by trade-centred integration projects, joint industrial policy had no role to play. However, 

Fernando Fajnzylber, the most important ECLAC thinker of the 1990s regarding productive 

integration, tried to align the old ECLAC recommendations with the requirements of the Wash-

ington Consensus within a globalised setting. Still, his ideas were not put into practice in this 

period but only later when centre left-wing governments in South America picked up some of 

his recommendations in the post-hegemonic regionalism of the early 21st century. From the 

early 2000s until the mid-2010s, the involved policymakers sought to integrate ‘productive el-

ements’ in the already existing Common Market of the South (MERCOSUR). Also, the Boli-

varian Alliance of the Peoples’ of Our America (ALBA), founded by even more radical left-wing 

governments, claimed to follow a productive integration agenda (for an overview see sections 

3.4 and 5.1). The political changes leading to the end of the progressive cycle in Latin America 

in the mid-2010s severely weakened the existing industrial policy initiatives and stopped others 

from proliferating. Thus, the paper shows that, in theory, regional integration and industrial 

policy had a quite intimate link in some periods of recent Latin American history. However, the 

implementation of joint industrial policy measures has always been quite complicated. The 

reasons for this will be analysed in section 5.2. 

 

Methodologically, I proceeded in the following way. In order to provide a concise periodisation 

of the different periods and the most relevant turning points, I conducted a qualitative content 

analysis of the most important documents published by ECLAC scholars which adopted a re-

gional perspective. Additionally, from scientific literature I identified the integration projects with 

the strongest inclination towards implementing common industrial policy, and then searched 

for policy evaluations of those specific case studies. This finally allowed me to provide a peri-

odisation and to describe the theoretical and practical importance of joint industrial policy in 

different regional and global conjunctures. 
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Figure 5. Examined Regional Integration Projects 

 

Source: own elaboration. 

 

The second paper, “Trade and Productive Integration in ALBA-TCP – A systematic comparison 

with the corresponding agendas of COMECON and NAM” (Eder, 2016), was dedicated to con-

textualising the ALBA-TCP’s experience in the broader history of counter-hegemonic regional 

integration projects that have striven to construct an alternative to the hegemonic project being 

dominant in the region. As Cuba had been a member of COMECON and the Non-Aligned 

Movement during the 1970s and 1980s, it seemed likely that these former affiliations have also 

shaped Cuban ideas, norms, and beliefs regarding regional integration in the 21st century. All 

three projects rejected free trade and declared in their official declarations to establish solidary, 

complementary and cooperative trade relations among each other (for a critique regarding 

COMECON see e.g. Dietrich, 2014 and Castro Martínez, 1990). Thus, I was interested in dis-

covering which similarities and differences could be identified in their programmes. 

 

Relying on qualitative content analysis, following Mayring (2015), I analysed all ALBA-TCP 

declarations concerned with economic cooperation. Based on this, I isolated three broad cat-

egories of major importance: 1) principles and mechanisms of trade, 2) assumptions and goals 

regarding regional productive integration, and 3) the role of multinational SOEs (called Grand-

National Enterprises’ [GNE] in ALBA-TCP). In a second step, I applied those categories to the 

most important economic cooperation programmes, COMECON’s “Complex Programme” 

(1971) and the Non-Aligned Movement’s “Action Programme for Economic Cooperation” 

(1976). Lastly, I assessed the similarities and differences among the programmes, and set 

them in a historical and regional context.  
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While the first two papers undertook a comparison in time and space based on official docu-

ments and an extensive literature review, the third paper, “Moving towards Developmental 

Regionalism? The Opportunities and Challenges of Industrial Cooperation in the Eurasian Eco-

nomic Union from Armenian and Belarusian Perspective” (Eder, 2021b), adopted a different 

approach. It analysed the industrial cooperation agenda of the Eurasian Economic Union 

(EAEU), a contemporary integration project in the post-communist space, which consists of 

five former Soviet republics (which, as parts of the Soviet Union, were former COMECON 

members). This paper adopted a more specific theoretical approach to analyse the joint indus-

trial policy initiative, drawing on regulation theory (see section 2.2) to capture the accumulation 

dynamics and regulation patterns. Furthermore, it applied a different methodological approach, 

starting the analysis from the perspective of two small member states, Armenia and Belarus, 

which both lie in the competing spheres of influence of Russia and the EU. I decided to ap-

proach the industrial cooperation agenda from the perspective of Armenia and Belarus, having 

in mind what can be read in section 2.4 on the possibly uneven effects of regional integration 

that can lead to an unequal distribution of the costs and benefits. In this regard, the paper 

identified diverging (and sometimes conflicting) interests and expectations regarding the sig-

nificance and concrete arrangement of industrial cooperation, which had particular implications 

for the policy options of smaller member states such as Armenia and Belarus. 

 

The investigation relied on a self-designed triangulation of different methods, taking into ac-

count the guidelines formulated by Kuckartz (2014). Two qualitative methods were at the core 

of my analysis. On the one hand, I relied on document analysis to examine the official docu-

ments on the conception and implementation of joint industrial policy in the EAEU. On the other 

hand, I conducted 19 interviews with experts and representatives of different interest groups 

in – and mostly from – Armenia, Belarus and Russia, 10 interviewees of which have been 

quoted directly in paper 3. More specifically, I talked to politicians, researchers, representatives 

of business associations and international organisations (EADB, UNIDO), and policy advisers 

belonging to civil society, e.g. think tank affiliates). The goal was to identify the envisioned 

objectives of common industrial policy implementation via the official documents and then to 

determine which social groups backed or opposed them in the two examined countries (based 

on the expert interviews). For the evaluation of both data sets, I applied theory-based (deduc-

tive) qualitative content analysis following Mayring (2015). Finally, I complemented the gath-

ered insights with macroeconomic data from international organisations such as the EADB, 

UNECE, UNIDO, and the national statistic offices (see Figure 6). 
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Figure 6. Self-designed Research Framework of Paper 3 

 

Source: own elaboration. 

 

Similarly in the European Union, states belonging to the periphery – which can be differentiated 

into different blocks, e.g. the Southern periphery or the Eastern periphery (Eder & Schneider, 

2018, p. 127) – struggle with challenges connected to dependency as do other (semi-)periph-

eral countries in the developing world. This became particularly obvious with respect to South-

ern Europe in the wake of the economic and financial crisis of 2008/2009 and the following 

Eurozone crisis. Departing from this observation, debates on progressive industrial policy 

emerged that proposed the application of industrial policy deviating from the mainstream as 

an option to mitigate the uneven development within the EU, and that aspired to integrate 

progressive social and ecological goals into a broader industrial strategy (Pianta et al., 2016). 

In this context, Etienne Schneider and I co-authored the fourth and last paper, “Progressive 

industrial policy – A remedy for Europe?!” (Eder & Schneider, 2018). This paper is the outcome 

of intense debates on the existing gaps in the debate on how to design and implement pro-

gressive industrial policy in the EU. Essentially, we wrote a reflection paper, in which we tried 

to integrate theoretical debates from other disciplines and different regions and time periods 

into the European debate. First, we observed that the question of actors and power had been 

largely overlooked in the debate. Thus, we proposed to draw on neo-Gramscian and materialist 

state theory to fill this gap (see section 2.3). Second, the already published documents con-

tained many buzzwords such as “ecological sustainability”, “labour and democratic participa-

tion” or “feminist orientation”, but did not sufficiently explain what that could actually mean in 
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an industrial policy context. Thus, we formulated some suggestions based on debates taking 

place in neighbouring disciplines, for example regarding issues such as economic democracy, 

transnational solidarity, or structural change and defeminisation. Lastly, we observed that, 

since the crisis following 2008, the dynamics of uneven development in Europe had been in-

creasingly discussed, but that the underlying causes of these had not received sufficient at-

tention. Hence, we transferred some assumptions regarding dependency from the Global 

South (see section 2.4) to the European debate and formulated, based on these, policy rec-

ommendations for dealing with uneven development in the EU.  
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5. Discussion of the Results 

In the following, I will compare the theory and practice of industrial policy initiatives in the ex-

amined regional integration projects. We will start by looking at the major components com-

prising the programmes (section 5.1), and will then focus on the operationalisation, implemen-

tation and evaluation of the fixed goals (section 5.2). In section 5.3, we will analyse the politics 

of industrial policymaking on the intergovernmental or supranational level. It follows section 

5.4, discussing the variegated effects of joint industrial policy inside the regional integration 

projects, which is complemented by section 5.5, on the specific challenges faced by integration 

projects composed of (semi-)peripheral states. The discussion of the results ends with a the-

oretical and methodological reflection. Some pending questions for a future research agenda 

will be formulated in the conclusion. In order not to exceed the limits, the focus will lie on the 

contemporary integration projects. A reference to historical project will only appear if it is es-

sential to illustrate a major paradigm shift.   

 

5.1 Comparison of the Programmes 

In this section, we will first briefly depict in which contexts the joint industrial policy programmes 

were developed and will then focus on their proclaimed goals. After that we will analyse which 

horizontal and selective measures they encompass and whether the latter are reactive or stra-

tegic. Building on this, we have a look at which programmes are comparative advantage-fol-

lowing and which mainly seek to develop new comparative advantages. In the next step, we 

will check how inward- or outward-oriented the programmes are. Lastly, we will recapitulate in 

which way they reflect the issues that have become prominent in the ‘new industrial policy’ 

debate. 

 

As pointed out in section 2.3, different types of crises were often the starting point for the 

(re)formulation of joint industrial policy programmes. Crises tend to open ‘windows of oppor-

tunity’ that actors can seize to push a different strategy and they might entail a significant shift 

of power among classes, class factions and other groups which can also shift the strategic 

selectivity of the state (Jessop, 2013a). ALBA-TCP’s foundation and its trade and productive 

integration agenda was a reaction to the Free Trade Agreement of the Americas, while in the 

already-existing MERCOSUR, the ‘Programme of Productive Integration’ was formulated after 

the financial crises in the countries of the Southern Cone at the beginning of the 2000s, thus 

representing a shift from financialised to productive accumulation and from trade-centred to a 

more developmental regionalism. In both cases, social mobilisations and election victories of 

left-wing parties preceded the changes (see section 3.4 for more details). The EAEU drafted 

its industrial cooperation agenda towards the end of the commodity boom, which had provided 

the countries with some resources to consider the pursuit of such policies. Furthermore, the 

official formation of the BRICS and debates around an emerging multipolarity to some extent 
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restored Russian confidence in the international arena. In the EU, the crises of 2008/2009, the 

effects of the Covid-19 pandemic and the recent geopolitical tensions with China, the USA and 

Russia, culminating in the Russian war in Ukraine, have significantly influenced the industrial 

policy discourse and provoked a gradual shift towards more (including supranational) state 

intervention, also in the form of selective policies (see IPCEI). 

 

The major goals of joint industrial policy in the EU, the EAEU and the MERCOSUR are to some 

degree the same (see Table 2), even if the latter are in a catch-up position compared to the 

former in nearly all sectors. This is not surprising, as increasing the competitiveness has to be 

a major objective of industrial policy in capitalism. One way to become more competitive is 

through the accession of global value chains, assuming that increased competition will stimu-

late efficiency and innovation (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, p. 632) and facilitate techno-

logical learning in the case of catch-up economies (Milberg et al., 2014). Thus, the concept of 

vertically specialised industrialisation (VSI) plays a role in two of the (semi-)peripheral integra-

tion projects, while the EU also encourages its firms to join GVCs. The creation of regional 

value chains, on the other hand, is a typical goal of more interventionist regionalism, which is 

supposed to strengthen the regional production structure towards third parties (for operation-

alisation issues, see section 5.2). ALBA-TCP represents an exception. As a counter-hege-

monic integration project it, first, was the only one of the examined projects that did not even 

mention the increase of competitiveness on the world market as an aim of cooperation, but 

exclusively claimed to strive for the improvement of the living conditions of the peoples of 

ALBA. Second, its programme had an exclusive inward orientation towards the strengthening 

of regional boundaries, which implied that they did not want to use regional integration as a 

stepping stone into the world market. The latter reasoning, connected to ‘new regionalism’ (see 

section 3.3), was clearly present in the EU, the EAEU and the MERCOSUR, even though in 

the MERCOSUR it was disputed from the beginning (see section 5.2), and in the EAEU it will 

most likely be scrutinised in the light of the Western sanctions.  

 

The examined industrial policy, either conceived on the supranational or intergovernmental 

level, was mostly directed towards infrastructure (transport, energy provision etc.) as well as 

manufacturing and manufacturing-related services (e.g. R&D) in the EU, EAEU and MER-

COSUR, while ALBA-TCP’s trade and productive integration agenda focussed on the social 

sphere as well (see Table 2). In the EU, horizontal measures connected to RDT&I funding and 

regional policy – e.g. infrastructure creation – remained dominant in the 21st century (see sec-

tion 3.4). Such measures can also be found in the EAEU and in MERCOSUR (see below). A 

second common group of horizontal measures aims at reducing information and coordination 

problems. For example, the EU’s ‘tenders electronic daily’ brings together suppliers and con-

tracting companies. This is also one of the tasks of the “Eurasian Network for Industrial Coop-

eration, Subcontracting and Technology Transfer” as well as of the MERCOSUR’s “Regional 
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Permanent Observatory for Productive Integration” (ORPIP). The latter was created with fund-

ing from the Spanish development cooperation agency AECID, shortly after the approval of 

the PIP, and had a special focus on SMEs (Eder, 2019, p. 46), while the Eurasian Network 

started as a pilot project in 2020 (Eder, 2021b, p. 338). Its establishment as a permanent in-

stitution is currently underway in the framework of the “Main Directions of Industrial Coopera-

tion until 2025” (EEC Council, 2021; Eurasian Intergovernmental Council, 2021), the follow-up 

programmes of the already mentioned “Main  irections” from 2015 (see section 3.4). 

 

In addition to horizontal measures, the MERCOSUR and the EAEU developed more balanced 

programmes that also included different selective policies (see below) and, during the past 

years, the EU has also increased its selective interventions, for example introducing the smart 

specialisation strategies (Foray, 2017) or the IPCEI instrument (Polt, Peneder, & Prem, 2021). 

Also, in the case of ALBA-TCP, programmes targeting specific sectors were dominant. If we 

recall that the ‘new industrial policy’ debate arrived at the conclusion that horizontal industrial 

policies also often lack neutrality (Andreoni & Chang, 2016, p. 493; Rodrik, 2008, p. 6; Stiglitz 

et al., 2013, pp. 5–6; Warwick, 2013, p. 16), we can interpret the inclusion of selective 

measures in the programmes of the EAEU, ALBA-TCP and the MERCOSUR, as well as the 

recent broadening of the EU agenda, as consequences of this changed view. 

 

Importantly, the return of selective policies in supranational and intergovernmental industrial 

policies has mostly concerned sectors or technologies considered strategic for the future. Only 

the EU recently decided to start supporting reactive industrial policy connected to its “Just 

Transition Mechanism” (JTM), which “will help to reduce the costs of the transition in regions 

most negatively impacted by it” (European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive 

Agency [CINEA], 2021). The other integration projects entirely focus on strategic joint industrial 

and research endeavours, while reactive industrial policy remains limited to the national do-

main. This probably makes sense in view of the scarce resources, because the application of 

reactive industrial policy requires funding decisions based on selection criteria and could po-

tentially trigger open distributional conflicts, particularly in (semi-)peripheral integration pro-

jects.  

  

Regarding the strategic selective measures, the EU is still far more reluctant than the MER-

COSUR, ALBA-TCP and the EAEU. The EU mostly develops selective programmes in frontier 

sectors such as biotechnology, medical industries, aerospace industries (Airbus) or key tech-

nologies, the latter mostly within the framework of IPCEI. Thus, apart from the smart speciali-

sation tool, all strategic projects are (or at their launching were) at the technological frontier 

and comparative advantage-developing. In ALBA-TCP, surprisingly, because deviating from 

the rather revolutionary rhetoric, the suggested programmes are mostly building on the existing 



 

61 

comparative advantage; thus, they are comparative advantage-following. However, a success-

ful implementation would have meant the diversification of the existing productive structures. 

In the MERCOSUR and the EAEU, the strategic sectoral initiatives related to manufacturing 

are particularly diverse and the EAEU obviously also targets the development of key technol-

ogies. Looking at the BRIC countries, Cimoli, Dosi, and Stiglitz (2009a, p. 551) even name 

Russia as the only one with the capabilities “to forge ahead in new technological paradigms.” 

Therefore, these aspirations will be discussed in more detail in the next paragraph.  

 

Figure 7. The Orientation of Strategic Industrial Policy 

 

Source: Adaptation of figure in Warwick (2013, p. 30). 

 

The sectoral programmes of the EAEU and the MERCOSUR are remarkable for several rea-

sons. First, looking at the selected sectors in comparison, it turns out that the two programmes 

resemble each other (even though the MERCOSUR focused far less on the joint development 

of new technologies). Considering that the industrial department of the EEC studied the MER-

COSUR’s productive integration programme before formulating its own, this is not surprising 

(Eurasian Economic Commission [EEC], 2015a, p. 17). Second, in both cases, we find re-

source-based and manufacturing sectors included in the programme, and a tendency to build 

on the strengths in development instead of promoting infant industry creation. In MERCOSUR, 

the sectoral programmes for the gas and oil sector as well as for the automotive industry pre-

ceded the PIP and were simply integrated into it in 2008 (BID-INTAL, 2009, p. 94). However, 

the PIP also included new sectors for which no joint industrial policy had been in place, but 
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which had already existed at the national level of an MS (see Table 2 based on Botto & Moli-

nari, 2013). In the EAEU, the former EEC Minister3 in charge of Industry and Agriculture, Ser-

gey Sidorsky (2013, pp. 26–27), presented a first suggestion regarding joint industrial policy 

for the three MS of the CU – Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia – preceding the EAEU. In the 

same year, Decision No. 40 by the Supreme Eurasian Economic Council determined nearly 

the same 19 priority sectors which also appeared in the “Main Directions of Industrial Cooper-

ation” in 2015 (Eurasian Economic Commission [EEC], 2015b, pp. 60–86). However, in the 

document “Industrial Policy of the Eurasian Economic Union” (Eurasian Economic Commis-

sion [EEC], 2018, p. 86) some sectors have disappeared and other, resource-based sectors 

have been added to the priority sector list (see table 1 in Eder, 2021b). This could be inter-

preted as a way to integrate part of the extractivist elites into a developmental coalition. Inter-

estingly, the current priority sectors are nearly identical with those that were promoted in COM-

ECON (Schiavone, 1974, p. 125), which shows that there obviously exists some path depend-

ence in the post-Soviet space. 

 

Third, the EAEU and the MERCOSUR have chosen to support quite a lot of sectors, 19 versus 

18, which raises the question as to why this has happened and how it should be financed (the 

latter will be debated in section 5.2). It is likely that the consideration of numerous sectors for 

support was an attempt to avoid distributional conflicts, which are, according to Chang and 

Andreoni (2016, p. 28), in any case far more likely to appear in industrial policy settings apply-

ing a considerable number of selective measures. Still, it might be recommended to proceed 

in a more targeted way, as the current way of proceeding limits the states’ options to steer the 

development path in a specific direction, as they do not know which projects will be submitted 

by the private sector and materialise in the end. This might be less of a problem in the three 

core states of the EAEU – Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia – in which public institutions and 

state enterprises play an important role in RDT&I development, as well as in some very im-

portant manufacturing sectors, but has proven difficult in the MERCOSUR. Due to the private 

sector’s lack of interest in engaging with significant financial means in the MERCOSUR’s pro-

ductive integration agenda, Trucco (2017, pp. 115, 119–120) suggested that state-owned en-

terprises or companies in which the government held a relevant share should become the 

driver of future initiatives, as he considered that this would facilitate the access to loans from 

international financial institutions, e.g. multilateral development banks. Furthermore, he rec-

ommended moving from the numerous sector initiatives to policies that had “a narrower scope 

than the sector level but a greater intensity” (Trucco, 2017, p. 117), because he expected bet-

ter implementation results as a consequence.   

 

3 The board of the Eurasian Economic Commission is composed of one chairman and nine ministers 
that exercise similar functions as the President of the European Commission and the European Com-
missioners in charge of different policy fields, respectively.  
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Regarding the question of inward or outward orientation, all integration projects had some 

measures of export promotion, but diverged regarding their approach to import substitution 

and vertical specialisation. The Latin American integration projects shied away from mention-

ing import substitution in their many documents about productive integration. This avoidance 

strategy is most likely the result of the much-criticised Latin American ISI period after World 

War II (Lin & Monga, 2013, pp. 27–29; Stiglitz et al., 2013, p. 4; Warwick, 2013, p. 44). How-

ever, the MERCOSUR discussed the issues in its internal meetings. For example, in the 

minutes of the IX Regular Meeting of the Sub-Working Group N° 14 in September 2015, point 

1.2 on the agenda was on “import substitution” connected to agricultural machinery and car 

parts (Sub-Working Group N°14, 2015a). Furthermore, in 2018 the MERCOSUR Secretariat 

presented the study “List of goods that are imported from extra-zone and could be produced 

regionally” (Secretaría del MERCOSUR, 2018b), which proves that the considerations regard-

ing import substitution have also been followed quite seriously by the main technical-adminis-

trative body of the MERCOSUR. Additionally, scholars worked on the issue; for example, Mo-

linari and Ángelis (2016) developed a methodology to identify the value chains in which the 

the establishment of complementarity between industrial units of the MERCOSUR member 

states would be possible, if the economic actors from different member states would specialise 

accordingly. 

 

The EAEU, by contrast, in its documents already openly states that it practices import substi-

tution, and they have even established a working group on the issue (Eurasian Economic 

Commission [EEC], 2018, pp. 95–96). However, how serious Russian re-industrialisation and 

connected import substitution policies actually are is disputed. Jaitner (2019) argues that a 

selective import substitution strategy is in place, which is concentrated on the oil and gas sec-

tor, and includes the closely linked chemical industry and machine building. However, also 

other sectors such as the agro-industrial and the military-industrial complex are partially inte-

grated into the strategy. Thus, import substitution is not a merely rhetorical claim. Moreover, 

the multiple Western sanction rounds against Russia and Belarus are likely to have reinforced 

the interest in designing and implementing more ambitious policies in this regard. Furthermore, 

as the Russian economy is far bigger than all other member states’ economies put together, 

the country has recognised the need to integrate the other states in its own import substitution 

strategy if it wants the integration process to work out (some more remarks on this issue follow 

in section 5.4.). For this purpose, the EEC published in November 2020 an ‘industrialisation 

map’, “which helps coordinate and efficiently monitor the import substitution activities” (Eura-

sian Economic Commission [EEC], 2020a), on which it had been working for almost two years. 

Lastly, the EU is more cautious not to use the term ‘import substitution’ in the public debate, 

but is basically striving for it with the IPCEI projects that aim to establish sovereignty regarding 

key technologies (Guinea & Espés, 2021). Thus, all integration projects rely on a specific com-

bination of export orientation, import substitution and vertical integration. Hence, the task 
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should be to determine not whether we face an ISI, EOI or VSI orientation but to understand 

which – partly conflicting – elements of the three compose the overall strategy. 

 

Lastly, I want to point out how the integration projects’ industrial policy reflects some central 

assumptions of the ‘new industrial policy’ debate. First, as opposed to the phase of ‘old indus-

trial policy’ and ‘old regionalism’, economic planning and state ownership have been replaced 

by the market-based setting of incentives, and intense cooperation between the state and the 

private sector. With respect to the former, ALBA represents an exception, because it stated 

that a “plan for integral economic complementation” was required (ALBA-TCP, n.d.–b). Im-

portantly, in the post-World War II period, economic planning was not restricted to socialist 

countries but also practised by and recommended for capitalist economies. For example, 

Sloan (1971, p. 145) emphasised, with reference to Perroux’s growth poles for developmental 

regionalism, that “[i]t will require the combination of national and regional planning to accom-

plish the goal of a more complementary industrial structure.” Furthermore, the ownership of 

the means of production is not debated anymore, which is congruent with new industrial pol-

icy’s approach to supporting private sector activity through the state’s resources (Rodrik, 

2008). Surprisingly, even in ALBA a fundamental challenging of the private property structures 

did not happen, as GNEs were open to be formed by SOEs and private sector companies alike 

(Aponte García, 2014; Eder, 2016, p. 108). However, it could be argued that this invitation was 

just a discursive move, as for the socialist ALBA presidents it must have been clear that their 

proposals would be rather unattractive for private profit-oriented firms. Indeed, GNEs and 

GNPs aimed to create alternative structures to the private sector. 

 

Second, the issue of the accumulation of capabilities, particularly regarding technology, has 

received growing attention (Cimoli, Dosi, & Stiglitz, 2009a, 2009b; Lall, 1992; Nübler, 2014). 

While the EU’s central budget for industrial policy mostly goes to RDT&I in the framework of 

the Horizon 2020, now the Horizon Europe programme (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, 

pp. 643–644) and also the MERCOSUR and the EAEU fund initiatives in this field. In Decem-

ber 2014, the MERCOSUR approved the Framework Programme for Science, Technology and 

Innovation for the period 2015 to 2019 (BID-INTAL, 2015, pp. 74–75), while the EAEU pursues 

two horizontal initiatives in this field, the creation of an “Eurasian Machine Tool Engineering 

Centre” and the establishment of an “Eurasian Network for Industrial Cooperation, Subcon-

tracting and Technology Transfer”. Furthermore, the EAEU disposes over more than 10 tech-

nology platforms (see Table 2), which are in some cases intimately connected with one of the 

more than 30 Russian Technology Platforms (Lowry, 2020, p. 208).  

 

Without drawing on a specific example, Andreoni and Chang (2019, p. 147) mention that poli-

cies focusing on the manufacturing system as a whole, such as technology platforms “are 

critical for manufacturing development”, as they can trigger important spillover effects. The two 
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authors explicitly mention the importance of capabilities in machine tools, for which the EAEU 

specially created an engineering centre. Also, Cimoli, Dosi, and Stiglitz (2009a, p. 544) under-

line the relevance of the appropriation of general purpose technologies, as does Mazzucato 

(2018a, p. 205), who recommends that the State should support innovation in nanotechnology 

and biotechnology, because in those fields the private sector only acts when returns are in 

sight, as the initial investment requirements are huge. Thus, the Eurasian RDT&I initiatives are 

compatible with the contemporary industrial policy recommendations of heterodox economists, 

and attempt to develop a comparative advantage in new areas.  

 

Lastly, the greening of industrial policy is another specific feature of the most recent industrial 

policy period. However, while the EU has presented several programmes and initiatives that 

seek to promote sustainable, climate neutral development, e.g. the European Green Deal or 

several IPCEIs (European Commission [EC], 2019; Polt, Peneder, & Prem, 2021), in the 

EAEU, the MERCOSUR and ALBA-TCP green issues were less central (see Table 2). The 

latter might be explained by the commodity boom, as in all major countries integrating the 

integration projects a (neo-)extractivist development model, characterised by resource-based 

accumulation strategies, dominated at the national level (Jaitner, 2015; Lubbock, 2020, p. 219; 

Svampa, 2019). However, in the MERCOSUR the sectoral programme on renewable energies, 

proposed by Uruguay, kept evolving (Sub-Working group N°14, 2018) and one ETP in the 

EAEU develops “Technologies for ecological development” (see Table 2). 

 

Consequently, we see that, regarding the new relationship between the state and the private 

sector, as well as concerning the development of technological capabilities, all integration pro-

jects follow the trend (minus ALBA in the latter case), while green industrial policies have ar-

rived at centre stage in the EU only. In the other examined integration projects, environmental 

issues do not represent a priority, even if there exist scattered projects in this regard.  
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Table 2. Systematic Comparison of the Programmes 

 ALBA-TCP   MERCOSUR EAEU EU 
G

o
a

ls
 

G
o
a
ls

 

Increase 
industrial 

competitive-
ness 

  
X 

 
X 

 
X 

Join 
GVCs 

 X X X 

Create new 
RVCs 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

H
o

ri
z
o

n
ta

l 
M

e
a

s
u

re
s
 

• Petrocaribe: energy 
subsidies 

• ALBA Cultura / GNE 
ALBA Cultura 

• ALBA Turismo / 2 
GNPs: Elaboration of 
Plan for Social tourism; 
creation of a Tourism 
University of ALBADI-
ALBA – Transport  

• ALBA Energy / GNE 
ALBA Energy 

• ALBA Telecommunica-
tions / GNE Telecom-
munications of ALBA 
(ALBATEL) 

• Guarantee Fund for SMEs 
(FOPYME) 

• Structural Cohesion Fund (FOCEM) 

• ‘Entrepreneurial Fora' (from 2012) 

• Regional Permanent Observatory for 
Productive Integration (ORPIP) 

• Cooperation in R&D, promotion of 
technological pooling and technology 
transfer 
→ “Programa Marco de Ciencia, 
Tecnología e Innovación del 
MERCOSUR” (2015-2019); 
approved in December 2014 

• Cooperative projects (funded 
by the EADB) 

• Interstate programmes and 
projects (financed by the par-
ticipating states) 

• Eurasian Machine Tool Engi-
neering Centre 

• Eurasian Network for Indus-
trial Cooperation, Subcon-
tracting and Technology 
Transfer 

• Regional policy, infra-
structure policy 

• RDFT&I (Horizon 
2020, Horizon Eu-
rope) 

• TED Tenders Elec-
tronic Daily 
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 ALBA-TCP   MERCOSUR EAEU EU 

S
e

le
c

ti
v

e
 M

e
a

s
u

re
s

 
1. ALBA Education / GNP 

ALBA Literacy and 
Post-Literacy 

2. ALBA Healthcare / Reg-
ulatory Centre for Drugs 
of ALBA (ALBAMED) 

3. ALBA Foodstuff / GNE 
ALBA Foodstuff  

4. ALBA Industrial / GNE 
goods of stainless steel; 
Development of white 
goods manufacturing 
for the ALBA countries 
with international allies 
(Belarus, Iran, China)  

5. ALBA Environment / 
GNE ALBA Forestry 
→ later included in 
ALBA Mining 

6. ALBA Mining / various 
GNEs planned 

7. ALBA – Fair Trade – 
TCP / various GNEs 

1. Sector meetings out of 
which sectoral programmes 
(see 3.) could emerge 
 

2. ‘Comp       n ss Fo ums’ 
(along certain value chains) 
that have already existed 
since 2002 should be inte-
grated but the initiative had al-
ready stumbled (see section 
5.2) 
  

3. 18 targeted sectors (here 
the 8 most advanced sec-
toral programmes men-
tioned): 

• Metal processing (pr) 

• Gas and oil/automotive indus-
try (pu/Br) 

• Renewable energies (pu/Ur) 

• Toys (pr) 

• Lumber and furniture (pu/Br) 

• Shipbuilding (pu/Br & Ur) 

• Aerospace (pu/Br) 

• Agrochemicals (pu/Ar) 

1. 19 priority sectors: 

• Manufacture of electrical machinery 
and electrical equipment 

• Radio and electronic industry 

• Automotive industry 

• Tool-making industry 

• Light industry 

• Fuel and energy complex 

• Ferrous and Non-Ferrous Metallurgy 

• Medical industry, pharmaceuticals 
and biotechnologies 

• Manufacture of machinery and 
equipment for oil refining and oil ex-
tracting industry 

• Chemical and petrochemical indus-
try (including agricultural chemistry) 

• Railway engineering production 

• Forestry and woodworking industry 

• Production of construction materials 

• Aerospace and engine construction 

• Manufacture of agricultural machin-
ery 

• Shipbuilding 

• Manufacture of machinery and 
equipment for mining industry 

• Power engineering 
 

2. 16 approved Eurasian Technology 
Platforms (for all planned ETPs see 
Figure 2 in Eder, 2021, p. 341; Paper 
3 included in Part 2) 

• biotechnology,  

• medical industries  

• aerospace industries 
(Airbus) 

More recently:  

• Smart Specialisation 
Strategies 

• IPCEI 
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 ALBA-TCP   MERCOSUR EAEU EU 

C
o

m
p

a
ra

ti
v

e
 A

d
v

a
n

ta
g

e
  

D
e

fy
in

g
 o

r 
F

o
ll

o
w

in
g

 

both; both; studies show that successes are in 
the comparative adv.-following fields 

both; however, in practice com-
parative-following initiatives have 

blossomed 

both;  
1) strong RDT&I focus, 

also IPCEI, and 
green industrial pol-
icy: comparative ad-
vantage-developing 

2) S3 strategies: building 
on comparative ad-
vantage (thus com-
parative-advantage 
following) 

 
In recent years, compar-
ative advantage-develop-

ing initiatives have in-
creased (Horizon 2020, 

IPCEI) 

In
w

a
rd

/o
u

tw
a

rd
 o

ri
e

n
ta

ti
o

n
 Import 

substitu-
tion 

proclaimed; in reality, com-
petitive and low developed 
productive structures made 

it difficult 

selectively yes; specialised working group 
on the topic 

yes; but not termed so; 
goods and technologies 

considered strategic 
(‘strategic autonomy’), 

IPCEI 

Export 
promo-

tion 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

VSI / in-
tegration 

into 
GVCs 

  
X 
 
 

 

 
X 

 
X 
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 ALBA-TCP   MERCOSUR EAEU EU 

M
a

in
 i

n
s

ti
tu

ti
o

n
a

l 
b

o
d

ie
s
 

(s
e

e
 s

e
c
ti
o

n
 5

.3
) 

• Presidential Council 

• Council of Ministers 
(Economic, Social or 
Political/Foreign Af-
fairs):  

• Council of Social Move-
ments 

• Depending on the topic 
either Social or Eco-
nomic Council or one of 
their working groups 
deal with industrial pol-
icy-related issues 

• ALBA Bank 

• Group of Productive Integration 
(GIP), later converted into MER-
COSUR’s permanent Sub-Working 
Group N°14 

• Regional Permanent Observatory for 
Productive Integration (ORPIP) 

• Mechanism for the Productive 
Strengthening of the MERCOSUR 
(planned from 2014, but never imple-
mented) 

• Common Market Council (CMC) and 
Common Market Group (GMC) 

• Industrial Policy Department 
of the Eurasian Economic 
Commission 

• Advisory Committee of Indus-
try 

• Eurasian Economic Commis-
sion (EEC Council & Board) 

• Secretariat-General 
coordinated many dif-
ferent institutions that 
may develop or help 
to implement indus-
trial policy measures, 
for example 

• DG Internal Market, 
Industry, Entrepre-
neurship and SMEs 
(DG GROW)  

• DG Competition 

• DG Research and In-
novation 

• DG Climate Action 

• DG Environment 

• DG Defence Industry 
and Space 

 
Other EU bodies such as 
the European Parliament 
can get involved 
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 ALBA-TCP   MERCOSUR EAEU EU 

F
u

n
d

in
g

 
(s

e
e
 s

e
c
ti
o

n
 5

.2
-5

.5
) 

• MS 

• ALBA Bank 

• Private businesses (if 
they decide to partici-
pate) 

• MS  

• Structural Cohesion Fund (FOCEM) 

• Private businesses (if they decide to 
participate) 

• Spanish Agency for International De-
velopment Cooperation (AECID; in-
ternational donor) 

• MS 

• Eurasian Development Bank 
(EADB), e.g. via the Eurasian 
Fund for Stabilization and De-
velopment (EFSD, former 
EURASEC Anti-Crisis Fund) 

• Private businesses (if they 
decide to participate) 

• MS 

• EU central budget 
(MFF – Horizon Eu-
rope) 

• European structure 
and investment funds 
(ESIF – regional and 
cohesion policy) 

• European Investment 
Bank (EIB) 

• Private businesses (if 
they participate, e.g. 
in IPCEI or in the Hori-
zon Europe pro-
gramme) 

C
o

h
e

s
io

n
/ 

tr
e

a
tm

e
n

t 
o

f 
s

tr
u

c
-

tu
ra

l 
a

s
y

m
m

e
tr

ie
s
 

(s
e

e
 s

e
c
ti
o

n
 5

.4
) 

• Non-reciprocal trade 
agreements 

• First possibility to bar-
ter, later accounting 
currency SUCRE 

• Venezuelan energy 
subsidies to ALBA 
members via 
Petrocaribe 

• Focus on integrating SMEs into re-
gional value chains and on increas-
ing the participation of smaller econ-
omies in the regional economy 

• No measures specified offi-
cially  

• Informal: Russian energy 
subsidies?  
(disputed among scholars be-
cause they are not officially 
targeting the structural asym-
metries, but they might pro-
mote cohesion by decelerat-
ing structural change) 

• EU Cohesion and 
Structural Policy 
(some industrial pol-
icy measures might 
counteract) 

• European structure 
and investment funds 
(ESIF) 

 

Source: own elaboration based on literature quoted in the text.
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5.2 Operationalisation, Implementation and Evaluation 

In this section, we will deal with the operationalisation of the goals of the industrial policy pro-

grammes listed in section 5.1, and we will deal with implementation and evaluation issues. 

This is particularly important, as regional industrial policy has often faced the critique of being 

mere rhetoric. Consequently, we will first discuss the (often insufficient) operationalisation of 

the proclaimed goals and how this complicates the evaluation of the industrial policy measures. 

In a second step, we will scrutinise the implementation results. 

 

A first observation is that the examined industrial policy programmes often contain more a 

collection of buzzwords than concretely specified objectives. In many cases, the operationali-

sation triggers conflicts and therefore happens far too late, or the goals have not been opera-

tionalised at all. For example, the Eurasian Economic Commission (2015b, pp. 41–56) formu-

lates several goals in its “Main directions of Industrial Cooperation”, and describes what they 

understand by each heading, for example what it means to develop new competitive and ex-

port-oriented manufacturing activities, or to achieve technological upgrading of the existing 

production facilities and to create new innovation industries in the EAEU countries (Eurasian 

Economic Commission [EEC], 2015b, pp. 46–47). However, it is not outlined in the documents 

how exactly the implementation of these measures will be evaluated and under which condi-

tions they will be considered a success or not. With regard to this, the EAEU is no exception.  

 

In the MERCOSUR, ALBA-TCP, and in the EU similar issues have appeared, so that this 

seems to be a more general problem connected to regional industrial policy programmes. For 

instance, the MERCOSUR argued that its industrial policy should deepen the productive inte-

gration of the integrating economies. However, the goal was never operationalised – due to 

the conflicting positions of the Brazilian and Argentinian representatives about what kind of 

productive integration should be aspired to. While the former put the fusion of enterprises at 

the centre, the latter considered further fragmentation and complementarity as the major goals 

(Botto, 2013, p. 37). Therefore, the partners did not agree on a common definition of “produc-

tive integration” until 2015, when the Argentinian delegation proposed a conceptualisation of 

the term in the XI Ordinary Meeting of the Sub-Working Group N°14 “Productive Integration” 

(Sub-Working Group N°14, 2015b). It was then debated and changes were introduced by all 

parties. In 2016, its final version was published in the Annex XII of the minutes to meeting N° 

01/16 (Sub-Working Group N°14, 2016). It has to be emphasised that at this point in time, the 

productive integration agenda had been in operation for eight years (!) if we take the PIP as a 

starting point. Already a few years before, economists had started to think about how to meas-

ure productive integration in the MERCOSUR, and developed a model based on input-output 

analysis that focused on intra-industry trade in parts, components and finished goods. In their 

work, they considered the possible effects of vertical integration, based on specialisation due 
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to the fragmentation of production, and horizontal integration, based on the complementarity 

of productive structures4 (Molinari et al., 2013; Molinari & Ángelis, 2016). Based on their study, 

Molinari and Ángelis (2016) suggested that the MERCOSUR should build on its latent ad-

vantage and intensify productive integration in those sectors that had already existed in the 

bloc but heavily relied on inputs from abroad that could be substituted by regional producers. 

Thus, they identified possibilities for trade diversion. It was in 2018 that the MERCOSUR itself 

started to conduct a study to examine the opportunities to develop GVCs in the MERCOSUR 

(Secretaría del MERCOSUR, 2018a). 

 

The operationalisation issue is not a purely technical one, because for lack of an official defi-

nition and key indicators to measure the progress, many observers had their own vision in 

mind, and with it, judged on the success or failure of the PIP. For example, Porta (2011, p. 147) 

argued that successful productive integration can be measured by the degree of reindustriali-

sation of all economies of the bloc, their interdependence and an increasing convergence of 

the conditions of competition. And, indeed, some interlocutors judged the PIP as a failure be-

cause there was neither a broad reindustrialisation observable, nor a sharp increase in produc-

tivity or in labour force being employed in the industrial sector. Also, Botto (2022, p. 562) con-

cluded that “these initiatives were neither sufficient nor effective to change the established 

regional patterns of production/reproduction of the commercial MERCOSUR.”  

 

However, this raises the question of whether the expectations were realistic at all. How much 

is there to expect from joint industrial policy programmes? Is it a realistic assumption that a 

few instruments, programmes and projects cause an impact large enough to be observable in 

macroeconomic data after a short period? And, additionally, even if the macroeconomic figures 

would show a structural change, how could it be guaranteed that really the regional industrial 

policy – and not the national industrial policy any other policy or completely independent fa-

vourable developments in the world market – caused that shift? Warwick (2013, p. 44) empha-

sised with respect to this point: “The largest problem in empirical work is to assess the behav-

ioural additionality of policies and to analyse if the (industrial) policy itself was truly responsible 

for the final outcome.” Furthermore, the industrial policy instruments might have been well 

designed, but the context of their application might have been detrimental to success (see 

section 5.3 on policy coherence). Thus, instead of analysing macroeconomic data, it might be 

better to monitor and evaluate industrial policy on the basis of concrete case studies.  

 

4 Vertical specialisation usually occurs when a firm focuses on a specific task or on the provision of a 
specific input in the value chain.  Thus, vertical integration increases if many firms in the bloc special-
ise on specific tasks or on the production of specific inputs and can then upscale their production and 
join new value chains. The proliferation of vertical integration thus implies an increase in the trade of 
intermediate goods among countries. Horizontal specialisation, by contrast, means that firms produc-
ing the same type of good agree on a specialisation, e.g. each to produce a different car model. Hori-
zontal integration thus can be measured if intra-industry trade of finished goods increases, according 
to Molinari and Ángelis (2016). 
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Other often proclaimed goals that are usually poorly operationalised are the creation of new 

regional value chains and the accession of global value chains. Regarding the EU, Landes-

mann and Stöllinger observed that the EU in 2014 declared that European firms should in-

crease their participation in GVCs. However,  

 

[n]o guidance is provided though as to what kind of measures would be appropri-

ate, nor are types of value chains or segments of value chains suggested that 

firms, regions, and countries should try to get involved in. This raises a question 

mark over the relevance of the participation in GVCs in the current EU industrial 

policy toolkit. (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, p. 632)  

 

Further on, the authors emphasise that the functional specialisation of European firms, to a 

significant degree, diverges according to the countries’ position in the European division of 

labour. Accordingly, not all countries and firms can deploy the same strategy to join GVCs 

(Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, p. 632).  

 

In the MERCOSUR, the same problem appeared regarding the insertion into GVCs and the 

creation of RVCs. While some experts defended the idea, typical of ‘new regionalism’, that the 

MERCOSUR should serve as a stepping stone into the world market, others favoured a devel-

opment strategy prioritising the region. For example, Rozemberg (2015) argued that the MER-

COSUR should be helpful in the upgrading of RVCs, that is, in supporting the local producers 

in acquiring certain standards so that they can integrate into GVCs. For representatives of this 

thinking, it would be helpful to engage in detail with the concept of ‘in-out-in’ industrialisation 

(Andreoni et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2018), which explains how the entering of GVCs can be 

strategically used for upgrading and strengthening local firms. Porta (2011, p. 155), on the 

other hand, understands productive integration as the strengthening of regional production 

chains based on specialisation and complementation. To him, the concept of horizontal spe-

cialisation among different production units (and subsequent upscaling of production) is the 

crucial component with which to create new competitive advantages. Therefore, he insists that 

the (non-)tariff trade barriers in the common market of the MERCOSUR need to be removed 

in order to incentivise the corresponding investment decisions. However, Porta (2011, p. 150) 

does not necessarily want to see RVCs become part of GVCs or to export to third markets. 

 

However, there also exist goals that are clearly defined and measurable, but the value of which 

is debatable. For instance, in 2012, the European Commission (2012, p. 4) in their document 

“A Stronger European Industry for Growth and Economic Recovery”, officially announced that 

their industrial policy actions aimed at increasing the share of manufacturing in the EU’s GDP 

from 16% to 20% by 2020. Regarding this goal, Aiginger and Rodrik (2020, p. 200) have com-

mented: “It makes no sense to set targets for the trade surplus or the share of manufacturing, 
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as was done by the EU in a communication that calls for regaining a 20% share in GNP. The 

size of manufacturing or any other technologically advanced sector has to be in line with goals, 

strategy, resources, and living conditions.” While these objections are accurate, there are 

some more to name. First, industrial production is very unevenly distributed in the EU (see on 

this Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2018). Therefore, a common goal for the whole EU area is not 

advisable, as it might be accomplished at the cost of an even more unbalanced distribution of 

industrial activities. Second, and importantly, if productivity in manufacturing grows more rap-

idly than in other sectors of the economy (which usually is the case), the relative prices for 

industrial goods will not increase as rapidly as for other goods, and thus the share of industry 

in GDP measured in current prices will decrease, even though the production is stable meas-

ured in terms of real output (Bayer, 2017, p. 28). Consequently, an increase in the share of 

manufacturing in GDP can also be acquired by slowing down productivity gains, which would 

be a rather peculiar goal for industrial policy. 

 

We can draw several conclusions from the preceding paragraphs. First, one clear recommen-

dation is to operationalise the objectives of regional industrial policy from the start, because, 

in the case that they cannot be easily operationalised, it should be investigated whether they 

are adequate goals. Second, goals being too generic should be left aside and each goal should 

be checked for its compatibility with the other goals and the overall framework strategy (e.g. to 

simultaneously increase productivity in manufacturing and to raise the share of industry in GDP 

would be very challenging; see the previous paragraph). Third, and related to what Rodrik 

(2008) discusses with respect to ‘accountability’, it should be laid out from the beginning when, 

how often and by whom the instruments, programmes and projects get evaluated.  

 

Warwick (2013, p. 46) suggests evaluating only selective industrial policy measures in indus-

trial policy research and leaving the assessment of horizontal industrial policy to other research 

areas. However, I argue that horizontal industrial policy measures should be evaluated by in-

dustrial policy research, too, as they might have a strongly selective bias which should be 

considered in the future industrial policy design (Andreoni & Chang, 2016, p. 493; Rodrik, 

2008, p. 6; Stiglitz et al., 2013, pp. 5–6; Warwick, 2013, p. 16). Furthermore, based on the 

elaborations above, I think that, particularly in the case of regional industrial policy, the suc-

cesses and failures of implementation can best be studied by examining specific case studies 

or instruments. Therefore, the paragraphs below present the most important implementation 

results of the examined industrial policy programmes. 

 

Regarding the EU’s horizontal RDT&I funding measures, Landesmann and Stöllinger (2020, 

pp. 644–649) found that competitive tendering favours the EU member states with a strong 

national innovation system. CEE economies in particular received a comparatively small pro-

portion of the EU’s R&D support. Thus, the allocation of R&D grants mirrors the functional 
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distribution of economic activities in the European division of labour, in which the CEE econo-

mies figure as ‘factory economies’, while the ‘headquarter functions’ such as R&D are prac-

tised elsewhere (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, p. 632). Furthermore, it would be interesting 

to examine in detail the distribution of these grants among TNCs, SMEs and public research 

agencies. It is likely that the strong RDT&I focus of the EU industrial policy, including the IPCEI, 

is benefitting TNCs rather than SMEs (Sablowski et al., 2022, p. 246), while the special pro-

grammes targeting SMEs receive only a very small amount of the total M  ’s budget allocated 

to industrial policy measures (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, pp. 635–636). The completion 

of the application process to get EU funding is quite complex and time-consuming, thus large 

enterprises or public agencies have an advantage over smaller economic actors. The former 

possess the required time, knowledge and financial means to access funding more easily, 

while for SMEs this constitutes a huge entry barrier, e.g. regarding the participation in IPCEI 

(Polt, Linshalm, & Peneder, 2021, p. 36). This also accounted for the EU cohesion policy, of 

which, between 2007 and 2013, a fifth went directly to firms that were, in the majority of the 

cases, large companies (Dörr, 2016, p. 216). Furthermore, the strategic selectivity of the su-

pranational body might also make these instruments more accessible to some actors than to 

others, e.g. if industrial alliances – composed of transnational capital and representatives of 

export-oriented factions of labour – lobby for the creation of a specific IPCEI (European Com-

mission [EC], n.d.–e; Polt, Linshalm, & Peneder, 2021, pp. 13, 15). Lastly, ‘horizontal’ RDT&I 

funding also favours some sectors over others. Andreoni and Chang (2016, p. 493) highlight 

that “if a government is giving out R&D subsidies, it is implicitly favouring the more R&D-inten-

sive higher-tech sectors.”  

 

We find a similar picture when looking at the EAEU’s and MERCOSUR’s horizontal industrial 

policy measures. While the EAEU facilitates RDT&I cooperation in the form of Eurasian Tech-

nology Platforms (ETPs), the MERCOSUR in 2014 approved the Framework Programme for 

Science, Technology and Innovation for the period 2015 to 2019 (BID-INTAL, 2015, pp. 74–

75). This encompasses four programmatic axes: 1) strategic, 2) industrial, 3) social, and 4) STI 

policies, and has thus the same programmatic axes as the Horizon 2020 programme (Landes-

mann & Stöllinger, 2020, p. 645), to which it added the category ‘strategic’. The ETPs are 

financed via public-private partnerships (Inshakova et al., 2020), while in the case of the MER-

COSUR, the policymakers envisaged to complement funds from international development 

cooperation with the member states’ financial resources (BID-INTAL, 2015, p. 75). However, 

in the first case, the question is how much the private sector will actually contribute to the 

development of the ETPs, as in the Russian Federation – like in Latin America – only approx-

imately a third of the R&D funding comes from the private sector, while more than 60% stems 

from government resources (Cimoli, Ferraz, & Primi, 2009, p. 49). In this regard, problems 

have already appeared, as the current EEC Minister in charge of Industry and the Agroindus-

trial Complex, Artak Kamalyan, outlined: “Certain difficulties arise due to the fact that it is not 
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always easy to find available financing required for good ideas – innovative and scientifically 

based ones. This prevents from moving forward” (Eurasian Economic Commission [EEC], 

2020c). An answer could be to draw more extensively on government funding, as R&D projects 

in particular usually take a long time until they are profitable, and for governments it is easier 

to sustain the investments over a longer period (Trucco, 2017, p. 120). Still, it should be de-

bated under which conditions the public sector pays for the R&D of private enterprises and 

what the broader society receives in return for supporting such investments. In this context, 

Mazzucato (2018a, pp. 208–211) presents valuable suggestions regarding the fair distribution 

of rewards, encompassing price capping schemes and conditions on reinvestments or 

knowledge governance. 

 

In a similar vein, the supposedly horizontal subsidies for infrastructure should be scrutinised in 

all integration projects, because “there is no such thing as generic physical infrastructure. 

Physical infrastructure is always location-specific, so it affects different industries differently. 

Moreover, different modes of transportation have different impacts on different industries (…)” 

(Andreoni & Chang, 2016, p. 493). For example, the MERCOSUR’s structural cohesion fund 

actually aimed at funding projects connected to (i) structural convergence, (ii) the promotion of 

industrial competitiveness, (iii) social cohesion, and (iv) strengthening of the institutional struc-

ture. However, in the period from 2007 until July 2015, 90.6% of the funds went to structural 

convergence, and only 4.5% to industrial policy measures strengthening competitiveness 

(BID-INTAL, 2015, pp. 70–73). While the distribution among countries was inversely related to 

the contributed payments (see section 5.4), the question remains as to which social and eco-

nomic actors benefited most from the infrastructure creation. This would be a task for further 

investigations.  

 

Regarding the selective measures, Table 2 shows that ALBA-TCP, the MERCOSUR and the 

EAEU all have defined very many different sectoral initiatives that they want to pursue in the 

framework of regional industrial cooperation. We will start with a short examination of what 

really has been implemented in ALBA-TCP, as this is probably the least successful attempt of 

the three formerly mentioned projects. As early as 2016, Benzi (2016, p. 87) pointed out that, 

apart from the Cultural Fund of ALBA, it was not clear which ALBA initiatives had actually been 

established – which can also be linked to the criticism that much of the early work on ALBA 

mostly relied on discourse or document analysis (including my own paper, Eder, 2016). Luckily, 

this changed in the subsequent years, e.g. with Cusack’s (2019) book and Lubbock’s (2020) 

paper that shed more light on the issue. In the abstract to his book chapter “Getting to Grips 

with ALBA’s Brand Governance”, Cusack (2019) argued that  
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ALBA governance functions as a “brand”, presenting pre-existing, improvised, and 

better planned projects as a coherent entity and thus obscuring Venezuela’s de-

fining control and influence. The effects of this are clear in faltering grandnational 

companies and the façade of an ALBA Bank, with Venezuelan inconstancy, im-

provisation, and impropriety often crucial. 

 

He even excluded the Grandnational Enterprises from further analysis, pointing to the fact that 

by 2010, according to the ALBA Secretariat, only three GNPs and GNEs were in operation. 

Furthermore, he pointed out that sometimes the label ‘GNE’ was simply attached to an already 

existing national company. Lubbock (2020, pp. 219, 223–225) confirms this by explaining that 

there do not exist any truly transnational GNEs but only ‘Mixed Socialist Enterprises of ALBA’ 

that are based in one ALBA state and are characterised by shared ownership with at least 

another ALBA country. His research focused on the food sector and found that several top-

down-organised ALBA-created companies witnessed workers’ struggles against the bureau-

cratic management, which also led to factory occupations. Regarding the rice-producer ALBA-

Arroz, Lubbock concludes that  

 

the unbalanced implementation of ALBA’s two core components – re-distribution 

of wealth and the socialisation of the means of production – finds expression in the 

former through the sale of subsidised rice, yet becomes frustrated in the latter, as 

worker protagonism continues to be subsumed under ALBA-Arroz’s ‘functional 

centralisation’ within the state. (Lubbock, 2020, p. 225)  

 

Thus, a contradictory attitude prevailed towards the preferred property relations. While on the 

discursive level criticising capital and defending workers’ rights, in economic practice the pri-

vate ownership of the means of production was contested only in exceptional cases – private 

firms were even invited to join GNEs (Eder, 2016, p. 108) but there was an understanding that 

they would most likely have no interest in joining (Eder, 2019, pp. 46–47). Furthermore, public 

ownership was narrowly defined as state ownership, not involving any kind of workers’ control. 

Interestingly, the latter point had also provoked resistance in COMECON countries in the past.  

 

Furthermore, since the pink tide ebbed away, ALBA programmes were reduced and some 

members left the alliance, even if sporadic ALBA meetings continued (Ciupa, 2022). The en-

visioned ‘Grandnational Planning’ never materialised (Eder, 2016, p. 107), the negotiations for 

a concrete Peoples’ Trade Treaty failed (Cusack, 2018, pp. 244–245), and the integration pro-

ject remained dependent on the Venezuelan oil rent; thus. the Venezuelan national mode of 

regulation was projected to the regional level (Lubbock, 2020, p. 225). Consequently, the co-

operation agenda had to be considerably limited after the end of the commodity boom (Eder, 
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2016, p. 108). Indeed, ALBA-TCP is a good example of how traditional South-South Cooper-

ation might fail to implement ambitious industrial policy projects due to large geographical dis-

tances, institutional weaknesses, the prevalence of an extractivist accumulation model in the 

‘leading country’ – as well as in most of the MS – with a huge world market dependence and 

which was detrimental to industrial development, a weak industrial base in all member states, 

as well as low technological capabilities (Benzi, 2016, p. 88; Ciupa, 2022; Eder, 2016, pp. 106–

108; Lubbock, 2020, p. 225). Furthermore, the options for economic complementation were 

very limited among countries that all figured as primary exporters (Benzi, 2016, p. 77). Lastly, 

the counter-hegemonic project evolved in a context of – and partly provoked – many national 

and transnational social conflicts (Ciupa, 2022; Lubbock, 2020). 

 

A closer look at the selective measures of the EAEU and the MERCOSUR shows that both 

have chosen to support quite a lot of different sector initiatives. However, they proceeded dif-

ferently in the selection process. The EAEU defined 19 priority sectors, and proposals for pro-

jects in any of these sectors can apply for funding (Eurasian Economic Commission [EEC], 

2018, p. 86). In the MERCOSUR, by contrast, the sectors eligible for funding were not defined 

beforehand but any sector meeting could submit a proposal for a sectoral programme to the 

MERCOSUR authorities. In both cases, the participating nation states have to fund the pro-

jects, and in specific cases the option exists to receive loans or grants from a development 

bank, structural fund or international development agency. However, as in both cases the 

available funds are limited, the question arises as to whether these programmes are not too 

broad to really allow an effective allocation of the resources in order to create a true impact.  

 

For example, the MERCOSUR’s PIP put forward that it wanted to create new industries and 

new linkages. However, when Molinari and Ángelis (2016, p. 18) investigated the evolution of 

MERCOSUR’s productive integration between 2002 and 2013, they found that in intra-zone 

trade the automotive chain dominated in the case of Argentina and Brazil, while in the cases 

of Paraguay and Uruguay, agro-industrial chains dominated. This is interesting, because it 

means that chains connected to the traditional specialisation showed close linkages, but no 

relevant new linkages seem to have emerged. Thus, the PIP did not alter the ‘traditional’ com-

parative advantages of the MERCOSUR countries. However, it is questionable whether  it was 

exactly the PIP that caused a crucial impact on these chains, as the automotive chain has 

been the sector receiving primary attention in the MERCOSUR and at the level of national 

industrial policies in Argentina and Brazil for decades (Treacy, 2021). The same accounts for 

the agroindustry in Uruguay (Bértola & Lara, 2017). Thus, macroeconomic data does not show 

clearly visible effects potentially caused by the PIP.  
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Still, as mentioned above, looking at specific programmes, the balance improves. For example, 

Botto and Molinari (2013) demonstrated that, from 18 sectoral proposals, three sector initia-

tives – the metal industry, automotive industry and gas and oil – received support from the 

respective business chambers and proliferated, while eight other initiatives advanced consid-

erably but had not brought results yet. These concerned agrochemicals and fertilizers, toys, 

shipbuilding, wood and furniture, mate cultivation, cotton/textile/clothes, tourism and apicul-

ture. Furthermore, they mention agroindustry and renewable energies as two sectors consid-

ered by the MERCOSUR states for deeper cooperation. Looking into the minutes of the Sub-

Working Group N°14, several of these initiatives blossomed later, e.g. the productive integra-

tion in the area of the toys industry and renewable energies. Furthermore, the ORPIP-AECID 

project had already entered into its second phase (Sub-Working Group N°14, 2018). Hence, 

proclamations that the PIP was a complete failure should be reconsidered. 

 

In the EAEU, the macroeconomic data for the period from 2015 to 2019 show some important 

growth in the industrial sector, according to the EEC Minister in charge of Industry and Agri-

culture, Artak Kamalyan:  

 

In particular, the EAEU industrial output has increased by 12.2%, including in the 

manufacturing industry – by 13.8%. The export of manufacturing products has in-

creased by 11.3%. The mutual trade in industrial products has risen by 34.1%. The 

share of high-tech activities in the manufacturing production increased by 2.7 per-

centage points and amounted to 29.6% in 2019. Labor productivity in the EAEU 

States’ manufacturing industry has increased by 24%. (Eurasian Economic Com-

mission [EEC], 2020b) 

 

However, as mentioned before, it cannot be determined for sure that the effects were triggered 

by the EAEU’s industrial policy agenda. Trade diversion due to the Western sanctions could 

be another important cause. 

 

A closer look into the concrete projects and programmes revealed that the current status of 

some is unclear, while others are already in operation or have considerably advanced and 

soon arrive at the implementation stage. For example, regarding the “Eurasian Machine Tool 

Engineering Center”, it is unclear whether it has started to operate, as it is not mentioned in 

the “Main Directions of Industrial Cooperation until 2025” or other documents on industrial co-

operation from the past two years (EEC Council, 2021; Eurasian Intergovernmental Council, 

2021). However, other initiatives have shown more successful outcomes. For example, the 

“Eurasian Network for Industrial Cooperation, Subcontracting or Technology Transfer" has 

concluded its status as a pilot project, and is now included in the current industrial policy action 

plan that accompanies the "Main  irections” valid until 2025 (EEC Council, 2021, p. 3). In 
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2018, Belarus, Russia and Kazakhstan signed an agreement to develop an interstate pro-

gramme in the space industry. In the same year, eight cooperative projects connected to ETPs 

were considered mature for the investment stage (see Paper 3, Eder, 2021b, pp. 346–350). 

Lowry (2020) and Inshakova et al. (2020) have studied Eurasian Technology Platforms and 

have shown that, first, they are not a mere fiction; second, that not all ETPs are connected to 

or dependent on a Russian Technology Platform; and third, Inshakova et al. (2020) found that 

ETPs still have problems in creating ecosystems, and they formulate some suggestions on 

how to overcome this problem. Furthermore, the EAEU initiated a cooperation with the German 

Mechanical Engineering Industry Association (VDMA) and in 2018 started a pilot project to 

become a component supplier of the US-American agricultural engineering company ‘John 

 eere’ (Eder, 2021b, p. 338). However, it is very likely that these successfully established pro-

jects will be put on ice or cancelled in view of the Western sanctions against two EAEU states. 

On 6 April 2022, VDMA (2022) declared its approval for the recent tightening of the sanctions. 

Still, the sanctions might lead to intensified industrial cooperation in the other envisioned fields. 

 

In general, it turned out that many regional projects have a very long time horizon until they 

get implemented (for the EAEU see Eder, 2021b, pp. 337–338). This is due to very complex 

approval processes, involving many stages and actors at the national and regional level. For 

example, in 2018, three years after the introduction of industrial cooperation in the EAEU, 14 

priority sectors had advanced so far with legal and regulatory issues that the implementation 

of first projects is likely to start soon (Eder, 2021b, p. 337). Polt, Peneder, and Prem (2021, 

p. 29) mention that proposals for the improvement of the IPCEI tool also require the accelera-

tion and simplification of the approval procedure. In the MERCOSUR, some initiatives even 

encountered major implementation problems that slowed them down tremendously, one being 

the FOPYME, the guarantee fund for SMEs. Initially, it was planned that FOPYME would pro-

vide subsidised loans but Brazil insisted that a guarantee fund would work better. However, it 

was only in 2014 that the MERCOSUR’s Common Market Council decided on the issue, and 

in 2018 it was converted into law but still needed to be transferred into national legislation 

(Sub-Working Group N°14, 2018). However, I could not find any evidence that the guarantee 

fund was in operation by May 2022. Thus, the regional industrial policy projects often have to 

take a long path before implementation, which is why an early evaluation might come too soon 

to show any impact. Still, there are also signs that approval processes are protracted and 

complicated and it would make sense to consider the options for the simplification of the pro-

cedures. 

 

To sum up, in order to analyse the implementation status of supranational or intergovernmental 

industrial policy, it is not sufficient to look into policy documents. Additionally, it makes sense 

to draw on budget allocation data and/or field work in the course of evaluation, as macroeco-



 

81 

nomic data might not depict any changes or they might not be able to be traced back to indus-

trial policy application. While horizontal industrial policy measures might be easier to imple-

ment on the regional level, it is important to scrutinise them regarding implicit targeting. In the 

case of selective industrial policies, the question remains whether less broad and ambitious 

agendas might have worked out better, considering that states in the global (semi-)periphery 

face severe structural limits to implementing comprehensive industrialisation projects (Grumil-

ler & Raza, 2019, pp. 12–13). However, if we abandon the major goals such as ‘to erect new 

industries’ or ‘to increase the share of industry in G P’ and focus on the evaluation of single 

programmes, we can actually discern some successes, even if their impact might not have 

been huge. Therefore, it might be best to abandon the view that regional industrial policy 

should trigger comprehensive industrialisation projects (as e.g. suggested by ECLAC, see sec-

tions 2.4 and 3.2), and to formulate less ambitious objectives aspiring to the pooling of re-

sources in strategic manufacturing sectors, as well as in RDT&I. 

 

Finally, apart from the institutions and social actors that are required to successfully implement 

industrial policy (see section 5.3), there has to be policy coherence between industrial policy 

and other policies, such as macroeconomic policies (exchange rate policies, monetary policies, 

fiscal policies), trade policies, energy and infrastructure policies, and education policies (Ci-

moli, Dosi, & Stiglitz, 2009b, 11-12; Pianta et al., 2016, p. 73; Salazar-Xirinachs et al., 2014, 

p. 4; Staritz et al., 2021, p. 380). Furthermore, Etienne Schneider and I (2018, pp. 123–125) 

have argued that industrial policy itself has to be gender sensitive and that it needs to take into 

account policies connected to the sphere of reproduction, for example in the care sector. How-

ever, precisely this issue becomes a huge challenge at the regional level, as most of these 

policies are regulated at the national level – particularly in intergovernmental integration pro-

jects – and different national governments might pursue different policies. Furthermore, coor-

dination of the national policies at the intergovernmental level is often prone to conflicts, and 

thus weak. For example, Argentina sought to maintain a competitive exchange rate during the 

progressive cycle and the commodity boom (Lavarello & Mancini, 2017, pp. 81–82), while in 

Brazil and Uruguay the exchange rates were less favourable for manufacturing exports (for 

the specific actor constellation see sector 5.3). Thus, companies from other MERCOSUR 

countries were in a difficult position to compete with Argentinian manufacturers.  

 

While the former paragraph discusses ‘external cohesion’ issues, the ‘internal cohesion’ of 

different industrial policy measures should also be a concern. For example, Landesmann and 

Stöllinger (2020, p. 653) point out that the many EU initiatives targeting RDT&I might be rival-

ling or duplicating each other, which could decrease the effectiveness of EU industrial policy. 

This might also become a problem in the EAEU, as numerous initiatives in closely connected 

fields are underway (see Table 2 and Eder, 2021b). Furthermore, a lack of coherence between 

the national and regional industrial policy agendas can exist, as I showed in Paper 3 regarding 
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Armenia. The Armenian industrial policy priorities, to a large degree, point in a different direc-

tion than the EAEU agenda. What is more, the Armenian economy barely disposes over any 

of the targeted EAEU priority sectors (Eder, 2021b, pp. 340–341, 346). In order to resolve this 

issue, Andreoni and Chang (2019, pp. 146–148) propose the application of a policy package 

matrix, originally developed by Andreoni (2016), that takes into account the different levels of 

policy actions, as well as different (supply side and demand side) policy domains. My recom-

mendation is that in the process of designing regional industrial policy, every participating 

country should map out such a policy matrix package, so that potentially conflicting or dupli-

cating industrial policy measures are identifiable from the start. In a second step, after the 

elaboration of the regional programme, it would be advisable to include a ‘(macro-)regional’ or 

‘supranational’ level to the policy matrix of each country to check whether the elaborated pro-

gramme offers enough synergies, and whether there exist potential policy misalignments or 

trade-offs. 

 

Thus, a lack of policy coherence might be detrimental to the effective implementation of indus-

trial policy and, in some contexts, could block (re-)industrialisation efforts. However, policy 

coherence is not a merely technical issue. It is one of the major fields where conflicts of interest 

and power hierarchies find their expression. Thus, for a successful resolution of this issue, we 

need to dedicate attention to the politics of industrial policy. 

 

5.3 The Politics of Industrial Policy  

As in the national context, also at the regional level, the constant alignment of policies and 

institutions is important to effectively implement industrial policy (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, 

pp. 143–145). However, at the supranational or intergovernmental level some specific chal-

lenges emerge that we will debate in this chapter. Regarding the envisioned policies, it is im-

portant to recall that the more targeted policies are, the more obviously they create winners 

and losers and are therefore more likely to provoke conflicts (Chang & Andreoni, 2016, p. 28). 

Furthermore, the more ambitious (and credible) the agenda is to abandon the current compar-

ative advantage – may that be raw material exports or the production of the combustion engine 

– the more resistance it will trigger (Eder & Schneider, 2018, p. 115; Grumiller & Raza, 2019, 

p. 5). In the case of regional integration, we additionally have to have in mind that the involved 

countries usually also practice industrial policy at the national level. Furthermore, macroeco-

nomic policies – regulated at the national or supranational level – might also positively or neg-

atively affect regional industrial policy. Thus, policy coherence is crucial (Salazar-Xirinachs et 

al., 2014, p. 4) in this setting but extraordinarily challenging. With respect to regional organi-

sations, it is important to recall that we have followed scholars theorising them as “second-

order condensation of societal relationships of forces” (Brand et al., 2011, p. 161). However, it 

could be debated whether this categorisation also fits intergovernmental regional integration 
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projects, such as ALBA-TCP or MERCOSUR, or regional integration projects with a suprana-

tional body but strong reliance on the decisions taken by the heads of state, like in the case of 

the EAEU. 

 

Based on neo-Gramscian and materialist state theory, Grumiller and Raza (2019, pp. 14–22) 

suggest operationalising the theory for the creation of an appropriate institutional setup along 

four key dimensions, namely the degrees of (i) managerialism; (ii) decentralisation; (iii) state-

led production; and (iv) inclusiveness. First, the category ‘managerialism’ captures how inde-

pendently the bureaucracy can work from the political elite. Second, the ‘decentralisation di-

mension’ refers to the degree of political and bureaucratic actors and institutions to work inde-

pendently from each other (at different scales, between different ministries etc.). Third, we will 

determine the importance of state-led vis-à-vis private production. And, lastly, the ‘inclusive-

ness’ dimension asks which social actors were involved in the industrial policy design process 

and how inclusive the outcome is. I will use these four categories to analyse the industrial 

policy application in the examined regional integration projects, even though I will disregard 

the order. 

 

We will start with the dimension of ‘managerialism’, which analyses whether the bureaucracy 

can work relatively independently or whether it needs to consult and negotiate every decision 

with the political elite (Grumiller & Raza, 2019, pp. 19–20). Therefore, we will have a look at 

institutional structures that the examined regional integration projects have specifically created 

for or entrusted with the design, implementation and evaluation of industrial policy, and how 

(in)dependent they are regarding their work. In the EU, the European Commission is respon-

sible for formulating and implementing industrial policy, and mostly delegates this task to the 

European Commission’s Directorate-General (DG) for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneur-

ship, and SMEs which elaborate and oversee i.a. the European industrial strategy (DG GROW, 

n.d.). However, as many industrial policy measures affect other policy fields, e.g. climate policy 

or competition policy, other DGs also become involved. For example, the Directorate General 

for Competition (DG COMP) checks that industrial policy measures do not counteract the EU’s 

competition rules. Thus, it is the DG responsible for the final approval of an IPCEI (Polt, 

Peneder, & Prem, 2021, p. 25), even if it is prepared with the help of the DG GROW in the 

Framework of “Strategic Forum for IPCEI” or “Industrial Forums” (European Commission [EC], 

n.d.–a, n.d.–f), and, depending on the technological focus, other DGs such as the DG CON-

NECT or DG RTD can be involved (Polt, Peneder, & Prem, 2021, p. 25). Thus, conflicts be-

tween DGs can also arise in the course of the EU’s industrial policy implementation.  

 

In the EAEU, the Eurasian Economic Commission, particularly the Industrial Policy Department 

of the EEC, is responsible for designing, implementing and monitoring the union’s industrial 
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policy. It is supported by the “Advisory Committee on Industry”, which is comprised of the Dep-

uty Ministers of Industry and Economy of the MS and representatives from the “Business Dia-

logue”. The Committee organises the meetings of its experts in several working groups rele-

vant for industrial cooperation. According to the Eurasian Economic Commission (2015a, 

p. 15), the Committee  

 

plays an important role in decisionmaking [sic!]. (…) This format of the work 

throughout the whole period of the EEC activities allows us discussing key and 

outstanding issues, taking into account interests of the Parties and the business 

communities of the Union countries when making the Commission's decisions. 

 

The EU’s DGs and the Industrial Policy Department of the EAEU are supranational institutions 

with employees working constantly and full-time on the issue, while the MERCOSUR’s Group 

of Productive integration – responsible for the design and implementation of the productive 

integration initiatives of the MERCOSUR – was composed by experts (e.g. stemming from the 

involved ministries) nominated by the different member states and represented no full-time job 

for the entrusted people (Consejo del Mercado Común [CMC], 2008, p. 1). In ALBA-TCP, dif-

ferent councils of ministers, mainly the Economic Council, were responsible for measures con-

nected to industrial and productive complementation (ALBA-TCP, n.d.–a).  

 

Still, in all cases it can be debated how autonomously the bureaucracy can really work, as the 

approval of the designed industrial policy measures is usually a very complex process at the 

intergovernmental or supranational level, and as proposals for concrete projects can come in 

all cases also from member states, firms and research institutions, which might also lobby for 

their acceptance. This entails different kinds of risk. In an intergovernmental regional integra-

tion project, the strategic selectivity of the regional bodies might favour industrial policy pro-

grammes corresponding to the – formed in social struggles – ‘national interest’ of the econom-

ically strongest and politically most influential states. For example, the horizontal dimensions 

of the PIP mostly stemmed from a proposal presented by Brazil (BID-INTAL, 2009, p. 90) and 

it was Brazil which blocked the establishment of the support measures for SMEs, because it 

favoured a guarantee fund over preferential loans (Botto, 2013, pp. 41–42). Likewise, the 

EAEU’s industrial policy instruments, including the priority sectors and the ETPs, have a strong 

overlap with Russia’s national industrial policy (United Nations Industrial Development Organ-

ization [UNIDO], 2017, pp. 147–161). In the case of ALBA-TCP, scholars have argued that it 

represents an extension of the collaborative relations among the driving countries, Venezuela 

and Cuba, to regional allies (Benzi, 2016, p. 87).  

 

However, regional leadership is not merely a question of economic and/or political dominance. 

Political concessions have also played a role. So, Venezuela and Russia have extended their 
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national regulation of the raw material rent to the region by providing subsidised energy re-

sources to the other member states and in this way ‘buying’ political support (Eder, 2021a, 

p. 32, 2021b, 343-344, 346; Lubbock, 2020, p. 225). Another example is the establishment of 

the Russian-Kyrgyz Development Fund. Thus, the regional powers try to practise region build-

ing strategically to increase their power in the region as well as in the international political 

arena and, eventually, to promote the rise of the region in the world system (Jessop, 2013a, 

p. 9). And, while the hegemonic consensus in (semi-)regional integration projects might be 

weaker than in the EU, it does not merely rely on coercion. 

 

The role of the presidents (or heads of states) was another issue that appeared as an enabling 

and complicating factor in the integration projects with purely intergovernmental or limited su-

pranational institutional powers. First, the presidents in ALBA-TCP, the MERCOSUR and the 

EAEU pushed the integration agenda at the discursive level. Sometimes they even directly 

formulated proposals for industrial policy interventions. However, the strong position of the 

presidents meant that the autonomy of the bureaucracy has been significantly reduced. Fur-

thermore, some proposals – in a context of scarce financial resources – reflected political vol-

untarism rather than strategic decisions. This was particularly true for ALBA-TCP’s experience 

(Benzi, 2016, p. 89), but can certainly also be said for some proclamations made in the EAEU 

or in the MERCOSUR. The problem of the crucial role of presidents becomes particularly ob-

vious after election victories of the opposition, as the rise of the right-wing governments in the 

Latin American context has shown. It ended the progressive cycle, which truly limited the space 

for industrial policy, as suggested by Grumiller and Raza (2019, p. 20): “[T]he strong-depend-

ence of industrial policy institutions on political leaders may (…) limit the sustainability of de-

velopmental institutions, since they lack institutionalized autonomy that could shield them from 

non-developmental factions that may come into power in the future.” In the same vein, Devlin 

and Moguillansky have criticised the lack of policy continuity in Latin America, stating that 

“each new government negates the policy and programs of the previous government and in-

troduces a new program without evaluating what of its predecessor worked and what did not.” 

(Devlin & Moguillansky, 2013, p. 301). Meanwhile, the authoritarian rule present in the major 

EAEU countries – with rather high degrees of political centralisation (Bell & Bell, 2015, p. 157; 

Busygina et al., 2018) – might facilitate the imposition of industrial policy measures at the na-

tional level (as also coercion can support the emergence of a rather fragile hegemonic con-

sensus). However, at the regional level this is not necessarily the case, as for instance 

Lukashenko and Putin have a different approach towards the handling of rationalisation, which 

is an inevitable outcome of horizontal specialisation and connected economic restructuring 

(Eder, 2021b, p. 349). Thus, a prominent position of the political elite in industrial policymaking 

had ambiguous effects in the examined (semi-)peripheral cases.  
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At first glance, integration projects with strong supranational bodies seem to have an ad-

vantage over intergovernmental ones, because they possess the institutional authority to also 

implement policies or projects that might, from time to time, run contrary to the ‘condensed 

national interest' of individual member states. However, the decision and implementation pro-

cesses might also be less inclusive, particularly – but not only – because of the lack of a re-

gional parliament, as executive authorities tend to have more weight than other political actors 

in supranational settings. Integration projects equipped with ‘independent’ supranational bod-

ies tend to facilitate the influence of transnationally organised groups, transnational classes 

and class factions on policy making, in particular, of transnational capital (Becker, 2006, pp. 

12–16, 23). In the European Union, this can be specifically observed regarding the automotive 

industry (Haas & Sander, 2015; Pichler et al., 2021), but also regarding other industrial sectors, 

for example looking at MEP-industry forums that connect members of the European Parliament 

with business representatives. The latter example proves that a regional parliament is also not 

exempt from lobbying activities, and thus does not necessarily represent a corrective (Corpo-

rate Europe Observatory, 2015). This also holds for the European Green Deal, on which Gabor 

(2020) comments that “furious lobbying has led to the inclusion of a category of ‘enabling’ 

activities under the auspices of ‘pathways to green’. These could easily become loopholes for 

activities that are more brown than green.”  

 

Consequently, from a class perspective, even a relatively autonomous supranational bureau-

cracy is not necessarily a positive issue, because not only MEPs but also technocratic experts 

working for the European bureaucracy are subject to constant lobbying (Dialer & Richter, 

2019), and the state apparatuses or other institutions they are affiliated to might have a stra-

tegic selectivity detrimental to the soc-ecological transformation. Thus, it is not only the degree 

of managerialism in the respective regional integration projects that would be a topic for further 

investigation. Additionally, it should also be investigated which role the technocratic elite plays, 

as from a class perspective it is not credible that they will adopt a ‘neutral’ and ‘efficiency-

enhancing’ position as long as they can act independently from the political elite.  

 

The second dimension, the degree of (de-)centralisation, departs from Evans’ (1995) notion of 

“embedded autonomy” as the recipe for success of developmental states. Evans argued that 

the bureaucracy needs to be embedded “in a concrete set of social ties that binds the state to 

society” (Evans, 1995, p. 12) but that, at the same time, the state apparatuses need to be 

autonomous from the pressures and vested interests of particular social groups and class fac-

tions. That way, they can design industrial policies that generate rents and also shift rents from 

other sectors to manufacturing in order to increase productivity and upgrading opportunities 

(Grumiller & Raza, 2019, pp. 12–13). For regional integration projects, it is clear that the em-

beddedness of supranational bodies is always more limited than that of national institutions or 
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national representatives that are delegated to participate in the meetings (as in intergovern-

mental integration projects). However, at the same time, the autonomy from supranational 

bodies tends to be greater to withstand the pressure exercised by single states to push agen-

das according to their ‘condensed national interest’. Still, supranational institutions also have 

a strategic selectivity, and they do favour the interests of some actors over others (Brand et 

al., 2011; Brand, 2013). For example, it could be argued that the strong focus on RDT&I poli-

cies in the EU’s industrial policy agenda specifically benefits big TNCs with research and de-

velopment units, and that it implicitly favours core states over peripheral ones. Thus, the ap-

parent independence from national interest groups does not automatically guarantee the de-

sign of ‘neutral’ policies. On the contrary, the greater autonomy could also mean that the pro-

motion of capital interests becomes easier, as the conflicts emerging as a consequence of 

strong embeddedness, and potentially leading to compromises, are absent or at least weaker. 

 

In all integration projects, we witnessed a mixture of (semi-informal) bottom-up and (formal) 

top-down proceedings at different stages of the industrial policy formulation and implementa-

tion process. First, in all cases, different economic actors could present proposals for joint 

industrial policy projects to the regional institutions in charge of the programme design. Usu-

ally, this encompassed member states, research institutions, and firms. The latter were often 

united in business associations or, in the EU, in industrial alliances, and brought together in 

the framework of strategic forums for IPCEI or – since the most recent EU industrial strategy 

from 2020 – in industrial forums organised by the DG GROW (European Commission [EC], 

n.d.–a, n.d.–e, n.d.–f). In the (sub-)regions with relatively strong trade unions, namely Europe 

and the Southern Cone, trade unions were also involved in this process. In ALBA-TCP, it was 

initially proclaimed that the Social Movements Council could also propose ideas. Nevertheless, 

this has not worked out in the end, as the Social Movements Council never came into existence 

(Cusack, 2019). In the EAEU, the Advisory Committee on Industry, composed of politicians, 

businessmen and representatives of research institutions, could propose projects. Thus, the 

initial step of industrial policy design was to some extent decentralised in all integration pro-

cesses, even if the regional bodies had a coordinating role and sometimes acted as drivers in 

the case of endeavours considered of strategic value to the bloc. The decision-making pro-

cesses regarding which projects would finally be undertaken were centred in all cases around 

different intergovernmental and – sometimes – supranational bodies, and occurred in close 

cooperation with the interested MS. As the approval procedures are in all examined regional 

blocs very complex and diverge according to the programme, project or instrument that they 

concern, they cannot be discussed in detail here. However, it is possible to make the general 

statement that it takes usually several years until a project can finally be started.  
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Lastly, implementation in some cases happened in a centralised way, in some decentralised, 

and in others mixed. In the Eurasian Economic Union, the Industrial Policy Department is re-

sponsible i.a. for the execution of the programmes and the smooth operation of the other in-

struments. However, in many cases the participating MS also play an important role in imple-

mentation. In the EU, the Commission as a whole is responsible for the implementation of the 

industrial policy guidelines that were elaborated in the diverse industrial strategies of the past 

years, as well as being connected to horizontal industrial policy measures, such as Horizon 

Europe’s RDT&I subsidies. From that point of view, many different Directorate-Generals are 

involved in industrial policy making (see Table 2), and conflicts can emerge between different 

DGs exhibiting a diverging strategic selectivity, for instance between DG GROW and DG 

COMP (Finke, 2022, May 3). Therefore, the work of the Secretariat-General to coordinate the 

Commission’s work across the single DGs is of crucial importance.  

 

However, officially, industrial policy does not belong to the supranational competences of the 

EU but remains in the sphere of responsibility of the MS. Consequently, the industrial policy 

practised at the supranational level is either labelled differently (which is the case for all hori-

zonal measures) or, in the case of selective measures, is only coordinated and monitored by 

the European Commission, but implemented by the participating states, companies and/or re-

search institutions in the case of the IPCEI (Polt, Linshalm, & Peneder, 2021; Polt, Peneder, 

& Prem, 2021), or by the targeted EU regions themselves in the case of the S3 strategies 

(Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, p. 651). While some resources are distributed based on com-

petitive tendering (e.g. the funds of the Horizon 2020/Horizon Europe programme), the regional 

funds rely on non-competitive allocation but require from the EU regions the elaboration of a 

S3 strategy to be eligible for funding (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020). The IPCEI are officially 

implemented in a decentralised way by the participating parties. However, the European Com-

mission influences which IPCEI succeed in the application process by defining criteria for their 

approval and by being responsible for the final approval (European Commission [EC], 2019, 

December 9). 

 

As the MERCOSUR has no supranational body equivalent to the EU’s European Commission 

or the EAEU’s Eurasian Economic Commission, the implementation of the productive integra-

tion agenda relied on an intergovernmental body. The Council of the Common Market solicited 

the Group of the Common Market to create an ad hoc expert group to support the Sub-Working 

Group (SGT) N°7 ‘Industry’ regarding the issue of productive integration. In 2008, it became 

the permanent ”Group of Productive Integration” (GIP), composed of industrial policy experts 

from the MS. In 2012, the GIP was converted into the Sub-Working Group N°14 (BID-INTAL, 

2014, p. 55). Thus, the industrial development issues were to some extent decentralised, as 

two different groups worked on them, but there was constant coordination and close coopera-
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tion in place to avoid duplications. For example, the activities to promote the productive inte-

gration in the sphere of wood and furniture remained in the responsibility of the SGT N°7, as it 

had started to work in this field prior to the creation of the GIP (Botto, 2013, p. 33). Finally, in 

2020, the two SGTs merged to become the SGT N°7 “Industry and Productive Integration”. 

Another interesting observation regarding (de-)centralisation is that – in the absence of a re-

sponsible supranational body – the implementation tasks were divided among the represent-

atives of the member states. For example, each MS had to perform different assignments 

connected to the “Regional Permanent Observatory for Productive Integration” (ORPIP), and 

for the development of most of the sector programmes one MS had the basic responsibility (in 

the case that they were public and not private initiatives) (Botto & Molinari, 2013, pp. 13–14, 

20). This probably turned out to be complicated, as in July 2014 the decision was approved to 

create the “Mechanism for Productive Strengthening of the MERCOSUR (M P)”, which was 

supposed to centrally implement strategic projects (Botto, 2013, p. 14). However, in the Report 

MERCOSUR N°20 by the Inter-American  evelopment’s Regional Integration Department, it 

was pointed out that how the MFP should facilitate projects was very vague. Furthermore, as 

it had no financial resources available nor other instruments at hand, the bank concluded that 

the incentive to apply there with projects for funding was low (BID-INTAL, 2015, p. 74). Inter-

estingly, the MFP never appears again in any of the consulted official minutes and reports that 

I analysed for my PhD project. Thus, it is quite likely that it never started to operate, and the 

implementation kept being organised by the representatives of the MS, in the framework of the 

SGT N°14 and later N°7.  

 

The third dimension asks for the relationship between the state-led and the private sector in 

the economy. As mentioned above, the ‘new industrial policy’ mainstream established a new 

approach towards the private sector, arguing that a “close collaboration between the govern-

ment and the private sector” (Rodrik, 2008, p. 26) was required. During the ‘old industrial pol-

icy’ phase this was different. With reference to the EU, Landesmann and Stöllinger (2020, 

p. 624) emphasise that the “public policy grip on industry was much stronger back in the 1950s 

and throughout the 1970s than it is nowadays.” This can certainly also be said for the Latin 

American ISI regimes and the socialist period in Eastern Europe. However, in the ‘new indus-

trial policy’ era, the state’s role was to incentivise private economic actors with carrots, but also 

to prepare a stick for cases when they would not meet the previously specified targets (Rodrik, 

2008, pp. 28–29). Still, for catch-up economies, it might not be best to put the private sector at 

the centre of an industrial policy strategy, as investments stemming from the private sector are 

often low (Grumiller & Raza, 2019, p. 21). As mentioned before, in Russia as well as in the 

Latin American countries, the state contributes approximately 60% to R&D funding, while only 

about a third stems from the private sector (Cimoli, Ferraz, & Primi, 2009, p. 49). 
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Actually, the basic conditions in the EAEU somewhat diverge from those in ALBA-TCP or in 

the MERCOSUR. In the EAEU, in the three main protagonists of industrial cooperation, Bela-

rus, Kazakhstan and Russia, the state plays an important role in guiding economic develop-

ment. Furthermore, a considerable amount of the research facilities are public (Bell & Bell, 

2015; Jaitner, 2015, p. 516). Thus, it is likely that the EAEU’s industrial policy will be charac-

terised by the strong role of state institutions. In ALBA-TCP and the MERCOSUR, we find a 

similar constellation. The GNEs that officially emerged in ALBA-TCP were SOEs that simply 

got the label ‘Grandnational’ attached (Cusack, 2019). In the MERCOSUR, the public sector 

was responsible for six of the eight sectoral programmes. Only the initiatives in metal pro-

cessing and toy production were started by the private sector (Botto & Molinari, 2013, p. 20) 

and it was state-owned enterprises that figured as anchor companies in the attempts to stim-

ulate the vertical integration of SMEs into regional value chains. Furthermore, the private sec-

tor had lost its interest in the competitiveness forums quite early on (for a more detailed expla-

nation see below; Botto, 2013, p. 32). Drawing on regional integration theory, this could be 

explained by the operation of two different integration logics. While TNCs already drove bot-

tom-up regionalisation processes where they could benefit from productive integration in the 

region (see e.g. the automotive industry during the 1990s, Treacy, 2021), SMEs might simply 

be oriented towards the domestic market and fear additional competition caused by deeper 

integration through industrial policy initiatives promoted by state-led regionalism.  Analysing 

the – in his opinion – failed productive integration agenda of the MERCOSUR, Trucco (2017, 

pp. 117–122) therefore suggests relying less on sector initiatives but with more intensity, and 

entrusting SOEs or companies with a big state share with their execution. He names Airbus 

as an example to follow.  

 

Regarding the first observation, industrial policy literature also tells us that in (semi-)peripheral 

countries the implementation of comprehensive industrialisation projects is often difficult due 

to a lack of embedded autonomy and hegemony, and that therefore “pro-developmental social 

forces are likely to be more successful in promoting selective industrialization projects in pe-

ripheral contexts” (Grumiller & Raza, 2019, p. 22). In this context, it is important to highlight 

the very broad industrial policy agendas that the MERCOSUR and ALBA-TCP attempted to 

implement with little to no success (Eder, 2019, pp. 45–47), and that the EAEU presented in 

2015 (Eder, 2021a; Eurasian Economic Commission [EEC], 2015a, 2015b). Thus, one way to 

improve the implementation rate of joint industrial policy projects in the regional context might 

be to adopt a more selective approach (which would, however, be more prone to conflicts; see 

below).  

 

Grumiller and Raza (2019, p. 21) also argue that it might be an advantage if the state adopts 

a more direct role in industrialisation measures if the private sector is reluctant to invest. How-

ever, we know from the ISI experience in Latin America that this has to be done with caution, 
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so that rent-seeking behaviour and corruption will not become a major problem. One important 

element is therefore that the state promotes so-called ‘pockets of efficiency’ in the state bu-

reaucracy: 

 

Pockets of efficiency are segments within the state apparatus that have, on the 

one hand, the necessary political support and autonomy vis-à-vis opposing or spe-

cific clientilist political forces, and, on the other hand, the requisite autonomy and 

embeddedness vis-á-vis civil society and targeted fractions of capital as well as 

strong capacities and capabilities in conducting industrial policy. Bureaucrats in 

these pockets are often highly qualified and incentivized (“meritocratic culture”) to 

support industrialization projects and implement industrial policies effectively. 

(Grumiller & Raza, 2019, p. 13) 

 

In order to curb rent-seeking behaviour and corruption, accountability is an important tool to 

control government agencies. It implies having clear mandates and frequent reporting on pro-

gress and drawbacks, which also provides explanations for a possible deviation from targets. 

Another important component is transparency regarding the allotted subsidies and the activi-

ties supposedly leading to the accomplishment of the targets that have been defined by the 

involved agencies, which requires close monitoring of any industrial policy initiative (Grumiller 

& Raza, 2019, p. 21; Rodrik, 2008, pp. 29–30; Warwick, 2013, pp. 45–46).  

 

The last dimension analyses the inclusiveness of industrial policy projects. While industrial 

policy is often assumed to concern only state-business relations, there have also existed more 

comprehensive industrialisation or industrial projects that have relied on the participation of 

other social actors, for example trade unions. In this context, Grumiller and Raza (2019, p. 16) 

distinguish between process and outcome inclusivity. While the former analyses the broadness 

of participation during the decision-making process, the latter is interested in capturing the 

inclusiveness of the outcomes. It is important to remember here that processes of industrial 

restructuring usually entail conflicts, as the interests of different groups and class factions can-

not be satisfied equitably. The state achieves a specific significance in this context, as its ‘en-

trepreneurial function’ is linked to the ‘conflict resolution function’. Conflicting interests will be 

mediated more easily, in the instance that the government figures as “a focal point around 

which economic activities may be organised in times of major economic change” (Chang, 

1994, p. 299 cit. op. Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 146). However, we should remember here 

that state materialist theory does not conceive the state in terms of a neutral actor, but as a 

material “condensation of a relationship of forces between classes and class fractions” (Pou-

lantzas, 1978 [1974], p. 132), comprised of different state apparatuses characterised by differ-

ent kinds of strategic selectivity (Jessop, 1999). This is exactly what renders joint industrial 

policy formulation and implementation so difficult. The process provokes multi-layered conflicts 
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of interest, in which the local/regional, national and intergovernmental/supranational scale are 

different arenas of social struggles, in which – depending on the scale – some actors can 

organise more easily and are more powerful than others. Consequently, the strategic selectiv-

ity of intergovernmental or supranational bodies as ‘second-order condensations’ will diverge 

from those at the national level, particularly in the latter case. Additionally, conflict mediation 

becomes more difficult at higher levels, particularly if the integration project has only limited 

financial resources.  

 

The least inclusive joint industrial policy process is definitely taking place in the EAEU. In the 

whole post-Soviet space, civil society organisations are weak, and the official trade unions are 

closely integrated into the official state apparatus (a Soviet legacy). The EEC’s Industrial Policy 

Department develops and implements the EAEU’s industrial policy, being closely supported 

by the “Advisory Committee on Industry”. The latter is composed of political representatives of 

the MS, heads of business associations and industry unions, and representatives of the busi-

ness communities, and, according to the Eurasian Economic Commission (2015a, p. 15), 

“plays an important role in decisionmaking [sic!]”. In its 16 working groups, scientific organisa-

tions are also present. Thus, intense consultations with business and science are taking place 

in the framework of the EAEU’s industrial cooperation, while trade unions are not mentioned 

in the documents (Eurasian Economic Commission [EEC], 2018, p. 33). Furthermore, with the 

Eurasian Economic Commission, the EAEU has a supranational body with relative autonomy 

from the national relationship of forces inside the MS. However, the EEC is located in Moscow, 

and of its approximately 1,200 employees, about 84% are Russian, as the allocation key for 

working positions in the EEC depends on the number of inhabitants (Eder, 2017, p. 45). Still, 

in the most important phase of the conception of the “Main directions of industrial cooperation” 

(Eurasian Economic Commission [EEC], 2015b), the industrial policy department was headed 

by a Belarusian, Sergey Sidorsky, who already published in 2013 a document presenting a list 

of potential priority sectors (which is nearly identical with the priority sectors later selected by 

the EAEU). Thus, other MS definitely had some influence on the process. The programme was 

conceived towards the end of the commodity boom, so it is likely that commodity rent surpluses 

incentivised the process in the beginning. Initially, the priority sectors did not encompass any 

resource-based manufacturing industries (Eurasian Economic Commission [EEC], 2015b; Si-

dorsky, 2013), but they were added later (Eder, 2021b, p. 336; Eurasian Economic Commis-

sion [EEC], 2018). This can be interpreted as an attempt by the leading national authorities to 

get the class factions linked to the extractivist sectors to support industrial cooperation, towards 

which the latter had held a reluctant to openly adverse position beforehand. 

 

When the commodity boom ended in 2014, it became obvious how vulnerable the develop-

mental orientation of an integration project was, if the major integrating countries followed re-

source-based accumulation strategies. While trade among Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia 
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grew significantly after the foundation of the CU up to 2014, after 2015 the positive effects of 

the CU vanished, due to macroeconomic changes (also connected to the end of the commodity 

boom) and due to geopolitical ruptures (sanctions against Russia) (Eder, 2021a, pp. 33–34). 

After 2015, Russia’s preferential energy provisions to the smaller EAEU states have increas-

ingly faced internal critique and the supply conditions were increasingly contested (Eder, 

2021b, p. 346). However, the end of the commodity boom and the multiple packages of sanc-

tions imposed on Russia and Belarus by the Western states since 20145 might change the 

power relations in the EAEU and in its member states. First, it could increase the political 

pressure on the extractivist sectors to finance manufacturing development with part of their 

rents. Second, Belarus’ policy space to pursue a multi-vector foreign policy has been signifi-

cantly been reduced since the events after the presidential election in 2020. The Western 

sanctions forced Belarus to move even closer to Russia, which might also intensify conflicts in 

the sphere of industrial cooperation (or compel Belarus’ subordination). Belarus still practises 

a national industrial policy heavily inspired by the Soviet legacy, and is reluctant to accept 

rationalisation measures as a consequence of horizontal specialisation with Russia. In the 

past, this has also spurred conflicts, for example regarding the envisioned integration of the 

truck producers MAZ and KAMAZ under a joint holding that ultimately failed (Eder, 2021b, 

p. 349). However, currently there is a new attempt underway (Interfax, 2022, April 22). Third, 

Armenia’s marginal position in the EAEU’s industrial cooperation could be overcome if its re-

lations with Turkey normalised (Chanadiri, 2022, February 4) and if the EAEU’s negotiations 

with Iran prove successful to upgrade the preferential trade agreement into a free trade agree-

ment (Kaleji, 2022, January 24), as this would possibly strengthen the constantly rather weak 

position of industrial capital towards trading capital (Eder, 2021b, p. 340). Thus, while the pro-

cess inclusivity of the EAEU’s industrial cooperation is low, the outcome inclusivity may be 

higher. However, it is still too early to make reliable statements on this issue. 

 

In Latin America, the phase of the examined productive integration programmes coincided with 

the commodity boom. In this phase, all MERCOSUR countries had – at least for several years 

– governments with a developmental orientation, but the phase was also characterised by the 

high prices for commodities. Thus, according to their own prioritisation, scholars talk about the 

phase of “new developmentalism” (Bresser-Pereira, 2019; Katz, 2016) or “new extractivism” 

(Brand et al., 2016; Gudynas, 2011; Svampa, 2019). For the purposes of our topic, it is im-

portant that, apart from environmental degradation and human rights violations connected to 

 

5 For example, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) has made no new 
investments in Russia since 2014. In Belarus, the EBRD has not started any new projects since 2021, 
following the repression of the protests against Lukashenko’s re-election in the summer of 2020, con-
sidered by many as electoral fraud. Furthermore, in April 2022 the EBRD announced to suspend Rus-
sia and Belarus from access to any of the bank’s resources because of the Russian war against 
Ukraine (European Bank for Reconstruction and Development [EBRD], 2022a, 2022b).  
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land grabbing, the commodity boom had ambiguous effects on productive accumulation. First, 

it put the exchange rate under the continuous pressure of overvaluation, which disfavours 

manufacturing exports and can render industrial policy ineffective. Furthermore, the so-called 

‘ utch disease’ has been identified as one of the major inhibitors of industrial development, 

because it channels investments into capital-intensive sectors with a corresponding reduced 

demand for a skilled labour force. Thus, future learning opportunities are severely restricted 

(Cimoli, Dosi, & Stiglitz, 2009a, p. 556). Consequently, “in order to avoid the resource curse, 

rents have to be purposefully distributed against comparative advantages, fostering diversifi-

cation of production in knowledge-intensive activities” (Cimoli, Dosi, & Stiglitz, 2009a, p. 556). 

This is what Argentina tried to do with its import licensing system (Lavarello & Mancini, 2017, 

pp. 104–105).  

 

Second, in the industrial policy debate, an endowment with natural resources has also been 

depicted as a curse, because the interests connected to commodity extraction are usually 

stronger than those in the field of manufacturing. This often provokes political struggles over 

the distribution of the raw material rent (Andreoni & Chang, 2019, p. 145; Cimoli, Dosi, & 

Stiglitz, 2009a, p. 556) In the MERCOSUR, the dominance of extractivist (and to some extent 

financial) interests furthermore inhibited building a strong and inclusive coalition for stimulating 

productive integration on the regional level (Botto, 2022, p. 563). And, third, in this period, the 

MERCOSUR countries, particularly Brazil and Argentina, witnessed a reprimarisation of their 

export profiles (Paikin & Dulcich, 2017, p. 399; Svampa, 2019, p. 13). Thus, the Latin American 

countries strengthened a trade specialisation pattern that they had sought to overcome since 

the 1930s (see sections 2.4 and 3.2) because of its macroeconomic instability. Finally, the end 

of the commodity boom and political shifts to the Right further weakened the productive ele-

ments in the MERCOSUR. ALBA-TCP had a similar but even bigger problem, as its industrial 

base was far weaker than the MERCOSUR’s and the aspiration to include broad parts of so-

ciety into the integration agenda complicated the issues. However, the Social Movements’ 

Council, which on paper had the right to present proposals in the fields of trade and productive 

integration, e.g. regarding GNEs, never came into being (Cusack, 2019). Thus, over-ambitious 

aspirations of inclusiveness might also be counterproductive for implementation, particularly if 

the institutional structures are only weakly developed. 

 

One selective measure deployed by the MERCOSUR deserves some more attention, because 

it was particularly creative. In 2002, the Common Market Council of the MERCOSUR intro-

duced “Competitiveness Forums of the Production Chains” (Dec. 23/02), which was a reaction 

to the severe crisis that all MERCOSUR countries suffered from. Basically, this was an inno-

vative idea that aimed at bringing together the central actors connected to value chains with a 

great significance in the MERCOSUR. At these forums, visions and experiences but also prob-

lems could be exchanged. The invited actors were entrepreneurs, workers’ representatives 
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and the governments concerned. Thus, the forums served as a tripartite space of coordination 

along certain value chains. Particularly, the forum concerning forestry, wood working and fur-

niture production, progressed a lot and helped to coordinate complementarity and specialisa-

tion regarding three different MERCOSUR industries. However, even if the forums were inte-

grated into the PIP (BID-INTAL, 2009; Consejo del Mercado Común [CMC], 2008, p. 8), they 

had already lost their verve by the time the PIP started to operate.  

 

Botto (2013, pp. 30–33) mentions that the forums faced two major problems. First, the prevail-

ing asymmetries regarding power and resources led to the dominance of the countries with 

previous experience, meaning that often Brazil and sometimes Argentina dominated the de-

bates. Second, the participation of the private sector decreased, which converted the forums 

into a space of coordination of different public agencies. Thus, while the competitiveness fo-

rums ended, the most successful forum, regarding wood and furniture, obtained a follow-up 

initiative. Furthermore, in 2012, the MERCOSUR started to organise ‘horizontal’ entrepreneur-

ial forums along with the MERCOSUR summits of the head of states, which were not sector-

specific but brought together entrepreneurs to debate broader issues. For example, at the first 

forum in 2012, the thematic focuses were agriculture, energy, innovation and logistics (mer-

cosur abc, 2012), while at three different forums taking place in 2014 and 2015, the debates 

were i.a. on State and development, corporate social responsibility, and energy and software 

(BID-INTAL, 2015, p. 76). Thus, a well-conceived institutional setting might still not work out if 

the targeted actors do not show sufficient interest.  

 

In the EU, the industrial policy agenda is mainly shaped by the participating states, experts 

and politicians connected to the European Commission, business actors and their associations 

as well as trade unions. While social partnership plays a role in industrial policy making, the 

intense lobbying of transnational capital at the EU level – far exceeding the labour organisa-

tions’ capacities – makes it impossible to speak of an equal influence of capital and labour 

interests on the EU’s industrial policy agenda. More recent initiatives in the field of ‘strategic 

autonomy’, such as the IPCEI, but also longstanding RDT&I subsidies (see section 5.1) show 

the EU’s strategic selectivity, which aims at supporting the advanced economies in the devel-

opment of frontier technologies to successfully face global competition. From that perspective, 

cohesion policy serves as a concession to the lagging regions and to provide TNCs with the 

appropriate infrastructure for doing business without truly challenging the uneven European 

division of labour (Sablowski et al., 2022, p. 240). The most recent EU initiatives regarding 

sustainable finance (Jäger & Schmidt, 2020) can be interpreted as a way to broaden the heg-

emonic consensus around the green and digital ‘twin transition’, finding its expression in the 

EU industrial strategy (European Commission [EC], 2020) and the European Green Deal (Eu-

ropean Commission [EC], 2019), by integrating financial capital into the green growth agenda 

of the latter.  



 

96 

Regarding the involvement of other stakeholders, Etienne Schneider and I have suggested it 

may be useful to consider more seriously how the EU’s industrial policy could become more 

inclusive. By drawing on debates related to economic democracy, we argued that “to be truly 

democratic, the meso-economic design of industrial policy itself would have to be designed 

democratically” (Eder & Schneider, 2018, p. 122). Furthermore, we emphasised that labour 

issues such as the preservation and creation of jobs, as well as the safeguarding of good 

working conditions, should play a bigger role. Still, this also raises the question of in which way 

it could be organised that workers can directly participate in major industrial policy decisions. 

Thus, there are still several tasks left that progressive industrial policy would need to tackle. 

 

5.4 Variegated Effects within the Integration Project 

It was pointed out in section 2.1 that regional integration does not necessarily lead to conver-

gence. Particularly when countries with very different development levels integrate, scholars 

belonging to the trade-centred approach also formulated doubts that integration would defi-

nitely benefit all participating countries, and, more specifically, their lagging regions (Balassa, 

1973 [1961], pp. 204–205). Therefore, it is essential to analyse from the start which kind of 

asymmetries exist and how different policies might possibly affect them. In this context, Ayuso 

(2010, pp. 140–143) suggests distinguishing between structural asymmetries (connected to 

country size, relative economic weight, level of technological sophistication, distribution of raw 

materials, and social development indicators), as well as between institutional and (in)formal 

power asymmetries. The former can only be partly modified, while the latter are subject to, and 

the outcome of, social struggles. The latter point examines which social actors from which 

countries have the power to impose their interests in the regional bloc and how the institutional 

structures’ strategic selectivity facilitates this. Furthermore, it is crucial to investigate how these 

asymmetries have developed over time and to determine whether they have increased or di-

minished throughout the integration process. Joint industrial policy might reduce uneven de-

velopment. However, as explicated at the end of section 2.1 and in section 2.4, the opposite 

can also be the outcome if industrial policy is not wisely designed and constantly monitored. 

Consequently, it is interesting to observe whether the prevailing asymmetries constituted a 

concern for the integration projects that I studied in the framework of my PhD project, and how 

they responded to them.  

 

We will start with ALBA-TCP, which was created in opposition to free trade and criticised the 

peripheral integration of its member countries into the global division of labour. Several 

measures aimed at differential treatment of the poorest member countries: the non-reciprocal 

trade agreements, the possibility to barter (in order to save dollars in the intra-zone trade), the 

introduction of the accounting currency SUCRE (Eder, 2016, pp. 97–99), and Venezuelan oil 

provisions to the other ALBA members at preferential prices in the framework of Petrocaribe 
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(Benzi, 2016, pp. 83–84). However, the final balance is rather disappointing. Barter ended up 

hardly being used in purely economic operations (It was mostly utilised to pay for the provision 

of Cuban medical and educational services with commodities). The ALBA Bank started to op-

erate in 2008 (Eder, 2016, p. 92). However, it managed only a very small budget, and it re-

mains unclear which projects it finally implemented (Benzi, 2016, pp. 89–90). The greatest 

deal of SUCRE’s application referred to private bilateral trade between Venezuela and Ecua-

dor, which constituted nearly 90% of the trade operations (Cusack, 2018, p. 246), while overall 

intra-ALBA trade remained mostly connected to oil, but was still in absolute terms negligible 

for Venezuela. Furthermore, the structural dependence on oil revenues could not be overcome 

in Venezuela, while the other ALBA members also did not fundamentally transform their pro-

ductive structures (Eder, 2016, pp. 98–100). This is a sign that Petrocaribe worked, but repro-

duced the unsustainable and dependent economic orientation of the ALBA members, because 

the dependence on the world market of the primary products exporters did not decrease and 

no complementarity of the productive structures emerged. Furthermore, the tools initially con-

ceived to reduce economic asymmetries were scarcely used. This observation definitely re-

quires thorough evaluation. While Benzi (2016, p. 86) argues that ALBA initially had a positive 

impact in political and social terms, the economic integration agenda has always remained 

weak and the industrial development effects were basically absent (Eder, 2016, pp. 107–108). 

 

In the MERCOSUR, the perception that the trade-centred period of the 1990s had caused an 

uneven distribution of the benefits of integration was the reason to introduce several cohesion 

and industrial policy measures from the early 2000s onwards. The issue was particularly deli-

cate, as Brazil was responsible for about 80% of the bloc’s GDP back then (Gardini, 2010, 

p. 16), and the other member states felt that it had benefitted most.6 As a consequence, in 

2005 the MERCOSUR created a structural cohesion fund called FOCEM, and in 2008 ap-

proved the already discussed productive integration programme (PIP). Both initiatives sought 

to reduce the asymmetries prevailing among the member states, benefitting particularly the 

smaller member states Paraguay and Uruguay, and also the small and medium enterprises of 

the region (Granato, 2016; Granja Hernández, 2013).  

 

The CMC Decision N° 18/05 set out that Brazil had to contribute 70%, Argentina 27%, Uruguay 

2% and Paraguay 1% to the  OCEM’s annual budget of 100 million US dollars (Berrettoni & 

Lucángeli, 2012, p. 37). The FOCEM supports projects in four different categories: (i) structural 

convergence, (ii) competitiveness development, (iii) social cohesion, and (iv) strengthening of 

the institutional structure. Between 2007 and July 2015, 66.2% of the funds went to Paraguay 

and 25.4% to Uruguay. Thus, they accomplished the objective of primarily supporting the 

 

6 However, Brazil is characterised by huge internal asymmetries, which has negatively affected some 
actors’ willingness to cross-subsidise the other MERCOSUR countries, in particular, in the poorer 
North-eastern parts of the country (Becker, 2007, p. 258).  
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smaller member states. In the same period, 90.6% of the funds went to the category (i) struc-

tural convergence, and thus sponsored mostly projects connected to infrastructure creation, 

while only 4.6% were channelled to industrial policy aiming to strengthen the MERCOSUR’s 

competitiveness and 4.7% were directed to social cohesion measures (BID-INTAL, 2015, 

pp. 70–73). In its early phase, from 2005 to 2008, the  OCEM’s spending on structural con-

vergence only amounted to 64.2%, whereas 17.7% went into competitiveness development 

and 18.0% into social cohesion (Berrettoni & Lucángeli, 2012, pp. 37–41). Thus,  OCEM’s 

focus on infrastructure policy – as opposed to industrial and social cohesion policies – became 

reinforced over time, which is particularly remarkable, as Berrettoni and Lucángeli (2012, p. 39) 

had already in 2012 pointed out in a footnote that the  OCEM’s infrastructure programme was 

potentially duplicating the Initiative for the Integration of Regional Infrastructure (IIRSA), 

launched in 2000 by 12 South American nations, including the MERCOSUR member states. 

Considering the scarce resources that the MERCOSUR could mobilise for joint industrial pol-

icy, it has to be asked whether the FOCEM could have been used in a more effective way by 

focusing more clearly on funding projects in the sphere of industrial policy. 

 

In the EAEU, the structural asymmetries are even more extreme than in the MERCOSUR. In 

2019, Russia was responsible for 86.26% of the bloc’s GDP as measured in current prices 

(Eder, 2021a, p. 26). These asymmetries also concern the gross value-added industrial output 

of the bloc, to which in 2014 Russia contributed 85% of the gross value-added industrial output, 

Belarus 3.7%, and Armenia 0.4% (Eder, 2021b, p. 338). However, contrary to the MER-

COSUR, the EAEU does not proactively mention the prevailing disparities in its documents, 

and there exist no permanent transfer mechanisms at the regional level to counter them. The 

Eurasian Fund for Stabilization and Development (EFSD), belonging to the Eurasian Develop-

ment Bank, not only figures as lender of last resort but also provides preferential loans for 

infrastructure projects. However, one interviewee stated that the budget of the fund was rather 

small and that it was more an infrastructure fund than a true cohesion fund pursuing a strategy 

to decrease the prevailing disparities. Furthermore, the interviewee pointed out that he thought 

that the EAEU would need such a real  cohesion fund, and added that during the last years 

debates had been going on regarding the creation of such a fund, but that there was a lack of 

money to finance it (Eder, 2021a, p. 35). However, scholars found that Belarus benefitted most 

from the CU in the first years after its establishment, which was even before Armenia and 

Kyrgyzstan joined it (Eder, 2021a, p. 34). Furthermore, Russia created several bilateral incen-

tives to support the smaller economies. For example, it instituted the Russian-Kyrgyz Devel-

opment Fund to motivate Kyrgyzstan to join the CU, and Armenia, Belarus and Kyrgyzstan 

were granted Russian oil and gas at subsidised prices, as well as preferential loans (Eder, 

2021a, pp. 32–33). Finally, in July 2020, the first meeting of a working group to establish an 

EAEU ‘development and support institution’ took place. It was the outcome of an earlier Kyrgyz 
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suggestion to establish an EAEU “development institution in order to equalize the development 

levels of the EAEU States” (EEC 2020). Thus, the EAEU may soon establish a cohesion fund. 

 

Industrial policy measures, too, could aspire to reduce these asymmetries. However, as the 

priority sectors for industrial cooperation among the first three CU countries were basically 

fixed in 2013 (Sidorsky, 2013), and the EEC only added a few resource-based sectors in 2018 

(Eurasian Economic Commission [EEC], 2018, p. 86), Armenia’s and Kyrgyzstan’s economic 

structures are not reflected in the programme. Still, for both countries it has been argued that 

their main motivations to join the EAEU were not economic ones (Eder, 2017, pp. 46–47). 

Consequently, their interest in joint industrial policy was limited. Nevertheless, the joint indus-

trial policy agenda opens opportunities for both countries examined in Paper 3, Armenia and 

Belarus. In the case of Armenia, the development of the productive capabilities might allow for 

specialisation in knowledge-intensive tasks and activities in Eurasian production chains in or-

der to regain the ‘science hub’ position that they had in the Soviet Union (Eder, 2021b, p. 340; 

Salazar-Xirinachs et al., 2014, p. 16; United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 

[UNECE], 2014, p. 7). Furthermore, they could use the possibility to switch from long-term 

labour emigration to promote “brain circulation” (Hartwell, 2016, p. 64), and they could convert 

their country from a trade corridor into the EAEU’s export platform to the Middle East (Eder, 

2021b, pp. 346–347, 351). Belarus, by contrast, is already characterised by close trade and 

productive integration with Russia. For Belarus, the huge opportunities in the field of industrial 

cooperation are connected to (i) jointly developing RDT&I activities, (ii) to increase participation 

in Russian VCs and (iii) to sell its industrial products, the majority of which are not competitive 

on the world market, in the EAEU. However, another motivation of Belarus to join the EAEU 

was to no longer have to face Russia alone (as in the Union State7). Still, since the outbreak 

of mass protests after the presidential election in the summer of 2020, Belarus has become 

quite isolated from Western Europe, which weakened its bargaining position towards Russia, 

i.a. regarding the terms of energy provision (Eder, 2021b, pp. 347–350). 

 

To conclude, the industrial policy measures of the EAEU are currently tailored to the needs of 

the three member countries that originally established the CU: Belarus, Kazakhstan and Rus-

sia. Most of the envisioned measures do not fit the productive structures of Armenia and Kyr-

gyzstan. Therefore, in the future it is recommended to pay more attention to how the smallest 

member states could possibly be integrated into the joint programmes. A first step would be to 

evaluate which entities of which countries have actually applied for participation in which pro-

ject. This would make it possible to identify measures that could broaden the type and number 

of participants (see above the MERCOSUR’s measures to include the smaller states and 

 

7 The Union State is a supranational organisation composed of Russia and Belarus that seeks to 
deepen the cooperation between the two countries. The founding treaty was signed in 1999. 



 

100 

SMEs). Furthermore, the asymmetries should be considered while drafting the industrial policy 

strategies. Obviously, there exist various challenges with respect to the dominant position of 

Russia in the integration project that will be debated in section 5.5.  

 

While the European Union has a long history of practising regional cohesion policy, its results 

are mixed. First, the EU established the European Fund for Regional Development (EFRD) 

and, with the subsequent rounds of enlargement, it created additional funds. Today the EU 

administers five different funds composing the European Structural and Investment Funds 

(ESIF) (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, p. 629). However, the effectiveness of the European 

cohesion policy has to be scrutinised when looking at the asymmetries in the EU that came to 

the fore in the course of the financial and economic crisis of 2007/2008 and the following Eu-

rozone crisis from 2008 onwards. Specifically, the disparities in manufacturing are of particular 

concern for us (see section 3.5 introducing the ‘Central European Manufacturing Core’). 

 

Becker et al. (2015, pp. 85–91) show that Southern Europe witnessed three phases of dein-

dustrialisation after having joined the European Economic Community. First, the creation of 

the Single Market and the establishment of joint competition policy put under pressure the less 

competitive producers, particularly those based in the periphery. Second, the introduction of 

the Euro deprived them of the possibility to increase their competitiveness by strategically 

modifying their exchange rates. And, third, in the wake of the already mentioned crisis which 

started in 2008, the highly financialised Southern periphery developed severe problems, and 

it took them far longer to recover than the manufacturing core, which relied on productive ac-

cumulation (Becker et al., 2010). However, it is not possible to explain the development trajec-

tory of the Southern periphery without mentioning the role of Eastern Europe and China. 

Landesmann and Stöllinger (2018, pp. 15–16) and Simonazzi et al. (2013, pp. 659–661) show 

that the CEE economies have increasingly joined Central European value chains, ending 

mostly in Germany and to a lower degree in Austria, while the Southern EU economies were 

characterised by increasing marginalisation. However, as wage restraint in Germany de-

creased the purchasing power of poorer German families, Chinese consumption goods of in-

termediate quality increasingly substituted more expensive Southern European goods (Si-

monazzi et al., 2013, p. 668). Additionally, Landesmann and Stöllinger (2020, pp. 649–650) 

mention that the ‘Emerging Markets Challenge’ particularly affects Southern and Eastern Eu-

ropean economies, as their economic structures are more similar to East Asia’s. Still, the chal-

lenges of the Southern and Eastern periphery diverge, as for Southern Europe it is the relative 

and growing exclusion from European economic relations, while in Eastern Europe they are 

connected to the subordinated integration into value chains of the core, which was only possi-

ble due to the high degrees of industrialisation that they achieved in their communist past. 
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Thus, path dependence plays a role, and the Covid-19 pandemic seems to have further in-

creased the polarisation in the Eurozone (Gräbner, Heimberger, & Kapeller, 2020; Gräbner, 

Heimberger, Kapeller, & Schütz, 2020). 

 

While the EU’s regional policy aims at producing structural coherence, Landesmann and 

Stöllinger (2018, p. 23) stress that the EU’s industrial policy firstly “is almost exclusively asso-

ciated with innovation policy (and, to some extent, with environmental/ecological concerns) 

and, secondly, that it is also directed mostly towards the countries that are at or close to the 

global technology frontier.” Consequently, the industrial policy measures are more accessible 

for the core countries, while the European periphery can less easily benefit from them. Re-

garding the application for RDT&I subsidies in the EU, Landesmann and Stöllinger (2020, 

p. 645) show that between 2014 and 2017 only 7% stemmed from the CEE economies. Thus, 

even if the EU applies mostly horizontal industrial policy, it does not constitute an entirely neu-

tral instrument (Andreoni & Chang, 2016, p. 493; Rodrik, 2008, p. 6; Stiglitz et al., 2013, pp. 5–

6; Warwick, 2013, p. 16), and it might ‘lock in’ the CEE economies in their subordinated posi-

tion in Central European value chains. Additionally, Andreoni and Landesmann (2018, pp. 2–

3) have pointed out that it lacks, first, an analysis of the complementary role of industrial policy 

in the European core and periphery, and, second, the design of specific measures to target 

the roots of increasing structural dualism across Europe. Even smart specialisation strategies 

(S3) run the risk of reproducing the current European division of labour and locking in lagging 

regions with low value-added activities, as they encourage the regions to develop their latent 

comparative advantages. Furthermore, S3 have suffered from numerous implementation is-

sues in the peripheral areas (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020, p. 651).  

 

As a consequence, calls for a more differentiated EU industrial policy have emerged. For ex-

ample, Landesmann and Stöllinger (2018, p. 22) have argued that “appropriate industrial pol-

icy” needs to take into account the economic development stage of a country. They stressed 

that the EU needed to find a “balance between the execution of a Europe/EU-wide competition 

policy and giving sufficient leeway to PCU [‘peripheral and potentially catching-up economies’, 

J.E.] countries and regions to use industrial policy instruments according to their differentiated 

developmental needs” (Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2018, p. 22). Also, in the debate on progres-

sive industrial policy led by different European left-wing and labour organisations, the reduction 

of the structural imbalances in the EU has played a major role (Pianta et al., 2016). However, 

in many cases the structural asymmetries were not interpreted as an expression of more pro-

found dependency relations. Thus, the suggested solution was to deepen integration through 

the establishment of a transfer union. However, considering that all other variables would re-

main the same, constant transfer payments might relieve the most severe negative impact of 

the uneven European division of labour, but they would not eliminate the underlying causes of 

dependent development. The latter is not only connected to factors inherent in the peripheral 
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economies, but is also connected to the active extraversion of core countries such as Germany 

and Austria (cf. Nölke, 2020 on the ideology of ‘exportism’), which has also been termed a 

’new mercantilism’. Thus, the question appears regarding which other policy options remain to 

help Southern and Eastern European countries to overcome their peripheral status. 

 

In order to meet this challenge, Pianta, Lucchese and Nascia (2016, pp. 74, 78) propose to 

provide national governments with a greater policy space in the form of a ‘golden rule’ for public 

investment, and to exempt specific industrial policy activities for the first five years from EU 

competition rules. However, Etienne Schneider and I suggested establishing such ‘pockets of 

protectionism’ as an instrument exclusively available to countries on the European periphery, 

because otherwise the potential danger exists that the core TNCs in the core economies take 

advantage of such exemptions (Eder & Schneider, 2018, p. 129). Basically, we agree with 

Cimoli et al. (2009, p. 25) that the infant industry argument is still valid, meaning that the pro-

tection of new industries or other support measures are required to (re-)industrialise. With ref-

erence to old debates on catch-up development and infant industry nurturing, as well as on 

self-reliant development, we thus propose to consider temporary and selective delinking from 

the European Common Market as a way to support the Southern periphery in rebuilding pro-

ductive capacities. ‘Pockets of protectionism’ would allow peripheral EU states to determine a 

limited number of specific sectors which they want to (re-)build. Those would then be tempo-

rarily exempted from the EU’s prohibition of national state aid provisions, such as the IPCEI, 

but for a different purpose. 

 

Furthermore, Pianta et al. (2016, p. 74) suggested that 75% of the EU’s industrial policy  funds 

should be channelled to peripheral EU countries and regions. However, it is not entirely clear 

what is meant by ‘industrial policy funds’, because there exists no central budget for industrial 

policy in the EU, as industrial policy is not an official supranational competence. However, 

there is money from the multiannual financial framework (MFF), the EU’s central budget, ded-

icated to finance measures that fall into the realm of industrial policy. Of the latter, between 

2014 and 2017, nearly 80% went to regional policy (mostly allocated via the ESIF), and 14% 

to RDT&I funding. Also, in the current MFF, valid for the period from 2021 to 2027, about a 

third of the EU’s budget is dedicated to cohesion policy, EUR 392 billion (European Commis-

sion [EC], n.d.–c), while the budget allocated to Horizon Europe for RDT&I support amounts 

to EUR 95.5 billion only, a quarter of the former sum (European Commission [EC], n.d.–d). 

Already, during the period from 2014 to 2017, the main beneficiaries of the ESIF were the 

states of the Eastern and Southern periphery. Looking at the CEE, where high national state 

aid and EU industrial policy contributions amount to 3.72% of GDP, with 2% coming from the 

EU budget, Landesmann and Stöllinger (2020, p. 642) conclude that “in some regions there 

may be a risk of overspending”. Consequently, any demands should take into account the 

diverging situation of different regions belonging to the European periphery, as we can see 
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that the issue is more complex than simply channelling more resources to specific regions. 

The question is which kind of measures are implemented and which economic and social ac-

tors benefit most from them. The crucial task would be to change the European division of 

labour that emerged from and reproduces these asymmetries. However, whether far-reaching 

transformations in that regard can take place is ultimately a question of power (Pianta et al., 

2016, pp. 59–60), as different (labour and capital) class factions in the core economies benefit 

from the structural asymmetries and the connected hierarchies. Thus, they have an interest in 

reproducing them, even if this reinforces the disparities in Europe. Hence, social struggles 

would necessarily precede a change in the EU competition legislation in favour of the periph-

eral countries or the introduction of other instruments to support economic catch-up. Still, a 

debate on such reforms might represent a first step in shifting the power relations in Europe 

with regard to this question, by broadening the debate. 

 

To sum up, asymmetries can exist before an integration project starts to operate or they can 

emerge in the course of the integration process. In regional economic integration theory, it has 

been a concern from the onset that the integration of economies at very different technological 

development levels might increase the disparities (Balassa, 1973 [1961], pp. 204–205). There-

fore, proponents of developmental regionalism have expressed the concern that the largest 

and most developed economies might benefit most from integration (Sloan, 1971, pp. 143, 

151–152). In our case studies, these would be Venezuela, Brazil, Russia and Germany, re-

spectively. While in the case of ALBA the economic integration agenda did not advance 

enough to verify or falsify this claim, regarding Brazil, Russia and Germany we can definitely 

find points confirming this picture, even though the answer might not be absolutely clearcut, 

as the (semi-)peripheral countries have witnessed, at least in some cases during some peri-

ods, impressive economic growth, and they have received different kinds of compensation 

measures (cohesion and development funds, energy subsidies) over time that makes it hard 

to argue that only the biggest countries received any rewards. The EU had already deployed 

cohesion policy since the 1970s, in the MERCOSUR the FOCEM was created in 2005, and, 

for the last two years, in the EAEU as well the debates to create a development institution have 

intensified. However, it would be crucial to investigate which social groups and class factions 

in society benefited most from the primarily infrastructure-related cohesion measures (e.g., 

people living in lagging regions? TNCs?). 

 

Joint industrial policy could decrease uneven development in a specific region. However, the 

examined cases showed that neither horizontal nor selective industrial policy automatically has 

a positive influence, and that both might favour only some of the participating countries if there 

does not exist a differentiated design that takes into account the diverging development and 

specialisation patterns. In order to reduce regional imbalances and the causal dependency 

structures, industrial policy must consider the regional division of labour and recommend clear 
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GVC or RVC entry points for the peripheral countries that also provide upgrading opportunities 

and leaves them the sufficient policy space to use them. A precondition for this is the design 

of a competition policy that permits ‘in-out-in industrialisation’ (Andreoni et al., 2021) in very 

few selected sectors or activities and for predetermined time periods. Cimoli, Ferraz, and Primi 

(2009, pp. 32–33) distinguish between competition among domestic firms and international 

competition, arguing that the former is absolutely necessary as it promotes competition among 

local producers on the export side, but competition with external actors might be a killer of 

infant industries. Still, as competition policy is usually shifted to the regional level in integration 

projects, the peripheral countries have to compete with other countries at much more ad-

vanced stages of manufacturing development. This involves the risk that the periphery will 

remain in a dependent position. In order to develop a truly balancing regional industrial strat-

egy, the modes of accumulation and regulation of all participating countries, the European 

division of labour and the forms of regulation shifted to the EU level all need to be taken into 

account, and they need to be aligned to support the targets of the EU industrial policy 

measures. However, as this shift seems highly unlikely considering the current balance of so-

cial forces, we concluded that, in the present circumstances “it would arguably be easier to 

create progressive alliances on the national scale than on the supranational level to implement 

inter alia a progressive industrial policy” (Eder & Schneider, 2018, p. 131). 

 

However, it is equally important to highlight that some of the recent developments in the EU 

provide entry points for progressive industrial policy. Among these are the rather interventionist 

Covid-19 recovery policies, including NextGenerationEU, the importance assigned to master-

ing the twin challenge of the green and digital transformation (European Green Deal, EU In-

dustrial Strategy), as well as changes in the geopolitical environment which led to a revision of 

the EU competition rules (see section 3.4). Specifically, the debates evolving around strategic 

autonomy and the need to reconsider the insertion of the EU into global value chains (Raza et 

al., 2021) have also opened space for policy debates regarding the possible merits of region-

alisation and selective deglobalisation. However, from the perspective of progressive industrial 

policy, not only should the EU’s vulnerability due to the disruption of global value chains be 

discussed, but also the global consequences of its accumulation model relying on active ex-

traversion (or ‘neo’-mercantilism). A partial retreat from the world market should thus not only 

focus on the import-side but also scrutinise ‘exportism’ (Nölke, 2020).   

 

5.5 Specific Challenges for (Semi-)Peripheral Integration Projects 

Regional integration projects in which all participating countries belong to the global periphery 

or semi-periphery in the world system face specific challenges: (i) low trade integration and 

the prevalence – and sometimes strategic use – of non-tariff trade barriers against the integra-

tion partners of the common market; (ii) the importance of raw materials in the overall export 
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profile, usually further intensified during the commodity boom and, thus, the ‘resource curse’8  

as an obstacle to industrialisation; (iii) the ambiguous effect that the rise of China had on the 

examined regions; (iv) the hesitance of the regional power to adopt the leadership role, not 

only in political, but also in economic terms; (v) problems connected to scarce financial re-

sources; (vi) the ambivalent role of TNCs; and (vii) the question of how to orient the regional 

integration project towards the world market (as a stepping stone or rather as an alternative?). 

In my PhD project, these challenges are relevant for ALBA-TCP, the MERCOSUR and the 

EAEU. In the following pages, I will discuss some issues that are particularly relevant for catch-

up economies. 

 

The first problem in (semi-)peripheral regional integration projects is low trade integration. In 

Latin America, this is the result of a century-long colonial past (Frank, 2015), but also the 

outcome of often huge geographical distances and, in some cases, of no or limited common 

borders. For example, in the case of ALBA, none of the member states borders with another. 

When the Cuban and Venezuelan president founded ALBA, it was mainly a political project. 

Consequently, the integration partners were not selected due to geographical closeness, but 

for ideological reasons (or – in the case of some small Caribbean islands – they joined for 

pragmatic reasons). Thus, ALBA-TCP struggled from the beginning with the huge distances 

(Benzi, 2016, p. 88) and trade integration remained very limited (Eder, 2016, pp. 99–100). 

Furthermore, it remained centred around Venezuela, which was involved in 98% of ALBA trade 

(Cusack, 2018, p. 246). However, for Venezuela itself the ALBA trade relations had no signif-

icant weight. We can discern a similar picture by looking at the Figures 8 and 9 regarding the 

mutual exports of MERCOSUR and EAEU. Approximately 10% of the Brazilian and Russian 

exports go to their integration partners. Due to their weight in the respective regional blocs 

(and, in the EAEU, due to Kazakhstan displaying similar features), mutual trade remains at a 

rather low level. In the MERCOSUR, it ranges between 12 and 15 % of all exports and, inter-

estingly, in the EAEU it is even lower, with only about 10% of exports that are being traded 

inside the integration projects’ borders. Hence, there is much space to create (or re-establish) 

economic ties. 

 

 

 

8 The term ‘resource curse‘ refers to the observation that many countries rich in resources are still 
poor, meaning that the abundance of raw materials does not only not automatically lead to, but might 
even hinder the emergence of sustainable economic development processes. 
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Figure 8. Mutual exports in the MERCOSUR, 1999–2018 

 

Source: own calculation based on Yarashevich’s (2019) proceeding and data from UNCTAD-

Stat, 2020. 

 

Figure 9. Mutual exports in the EAEU, 1995–2018 

 

Source: own calculation based on Yarashevich’s (2019) proceeding and data from UNCTAD-

Stat, 2020. 

 

In the MERCOSUR, the countries involved have common borders, but also the distance be-

tween North Eastern Brazil and Southern Argentina is tremendous. Consequently, integration 

in the MERCOSUR is particularly dense in the border regions of Brazil and Argentina with 

Uruguay and Paraguay, and low in the more distanced regions. This goes along with the cor-

respondingly higher and lower interest of economic actors in integration in the framework of 

the MERCOSUR. In all Latin American countries, during the colonial period trade relations 

were directed towards the colonising power and intra-continental trade relations were weak 
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(Frank, 2015). Even centuries later, the establishment of closer economic ties has remained 

difficult. In the MERCOSUR, part of the complication results from the fact that Brazil and the 

other countries were dominated by different colonial powers, Portugal and Spain, respectively, 

which meant that the connectivity among the countries of the Southern Cone was particularly 

low. Only with the creation of the MERCOSUR did Brazil substitute the EU as Argentina’s 

major trade partner. However, since 2000, China has also increasingly gained weight in the 

regional trade relations (see on this, the influence of China below). While Argentina still traded 

more with MERCOSUR partners than with China between 2000 and 2016, the importance of 

China for Brazil grew constantly in this period, until becoming the number one export destina-

tion in 2016 (Paikin & Dulcich, 2017, pp. 397–399). However, the regional market was crucial 

in terms of exports of manufactured goods, particularly for the smaller states, and gained in 

importance during the progressive cycle (see Figure 10). 

 

Figure 10. Share of total manufactured exports going to the MERCOSUR, 2005/2010/2015 

 

Source: own calculation based on data from UNCTADStat, 2020. 

 

In the Eurasian space, physical connectivity is higher due to the common Soviet past, even if 

the geographical distances are large. Yet, trade integration is relatively low, even compared to 

the MERCOSUR (see above). Basically, the EAEU represents an attempt to re-establish the 

former trade and production interdependence, while most of the regional infrastructure is still 

in place (Vinokurov & Libman, 2012, p. 91). Currently, the trade structure is radial, meaning 

that Russia figures for all member states among the top three trading partners regarding im-

ports and exports, while the others – with the exception of Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan – do 

not have close economic ties amongst each other. For example, Russia is responsible for 

about half of Belarus’ imports and exports (World Integrated Trade Solution [WITS], n.d.; Eder, 

2021b, p. 341). However, for Russia (and Kazakhstan), trade with the other EAEU partners 
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amounts to only approximately 10% of their exports (see Figure 9). Still, Russia also directly 

borders with only two other member states, Belarus and Kazakhstan. The same applies to 

Kazakhstan, which borders on Russia and Kyrgyzstan, while Armenia has no common borders 

with any of the EAEU member states. Thus, all examined integration projects differ, in terms 

of geography, quite significantly from the EU. However, in all cases mentioned above, the 

region is the place to trade more high value-added manufactured goods (see Figure 10; Eder, 

2021b, pp. 340, 344; Yarashevich, 2019, p. 414, 2021, p. 90). Therefore, the region has a 

strategic significance in strengthening productive accumulation that cannot only be grasped 

by looking at the main import and export partners. 

 

It has further implications that, in all examined (semi-)peripheral cases, the own region is the 

main selling market for industrial goods, because, in the main, they are not competitive on the 

world market. On the one hand, it shows that productive integration in manufacturing has a 

certain potential and that industrial policy could be used to unleash it. On the other hand, the 

EAEU and the MERCOSUR, in particular, struggle with a perforated customs union, charac-

terised by the prevalence of non-tariff trade barriers (NTBs) (Porta, 2011, p. 157; Vakulchuk & 

Knobel, 2018). Actually, we can observe different tendencies to use NTBs. First, they have 

been used as a short-term reaction to acute crises, e.g. to stabilise the balance of payments 

in the face of foreign exchange shortages. For instance, Argentina generalised the use of non-

automatic import licensing in the wake of the 2008 crisis (Lavarello & Mancini, 2017, pp. 104–

105). However, in both regions, NTBs have been used, time and again, in the course of more 

strategic attempts to safeguard domestic sectors from outward competition. In these cases, 

technical or phytosanitary standards were used to get rid of competitors from other member 

states, public procurement tenders did not give any opportunity to foreign suppliers, or the 

state applied import controls (Argentina kept using this instrument by substituting in 2013 the 

non-automatic licensing by Sworn Advance Import Declarations (DJAI); Lavarello & Mancini, 

2017, p. 104). Such moves were sometimes connected to selective import substitution policies 

– for example, in Argentina (agricultural machineries) or Russia (food production). This is why 

Russia still needs to prove that it is honest about its proclamation to include the other EAEU 

member states in its import substitution strategy (Eder, 2021a, p. 34; Lavarello & Mancini, 

2017, p. 117; Vakulchuk & Knobel, 2018, p. 460). Thus, a major problem inhibiting deeper 

productive integration is not connected to information and coordination problems but to NTBs, 

which are introduced as part of nationalistic trade policies that appear in periods of crisis. This 

also shows the institutional weakness of both regional bodies to consistently impose the rules 

of the customs union. The economic actors in particularly the small(er) member states suffer 

from the barriers which were erected. However, free access to the markets of the other mem-

ber states would be a precondition to incentivise locational and investment decisions in favour 

of the region (Eder, 2021b, p. 351; Porta, 2011, p. 159).  
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The strategic use of NTBs in the MERCOSUR was part of the new developmentalist – or post-

neoliberal – strategies that the different member states had followed on the national level in 

that period, and that ultimately inhibited the emergence of a regional strategy promoting pro-

ductive accumulation (Botto, 2022, p. 563), because all countries kept acting with “a national 

logic, what is more, with a nationalist logic, and therefore created more competitive than coop-

erative instruments in the regional market” (Porta, 2011, pp. 160–161). During new develop-

mentalism, the MERCOSUR countries had left behind their development models which were 

connected to financialised accumulation (Becker, 2008b), and to a far greater extent drew on 

state intervention than in the previous neoliberal period. Furthermore, they argued that an ad-

equate macroeconomic policy – diverging from neoliberal recommendations – was crucial to 

stimulate economic growth (Bresser-Pereira, 2019; Katz, 2016, pp. 159–177). However, this 

period in all MERCOSUR and ALBA countries was also characterised by ‘new extractivism’ 

(Brand et al., 2016, pp. 131–134; Gudynas, 2016, p. 723; Svampa, 2019).  

 

The Chinese accession to WTO had stimulated its demand for raw materials and thus triggered 

a global commodity boom. On the one hand, the unprecedented price hikes had a positive 

effect, as they created new policy space for the Latin American commodity exporting countries. 

In addition to letting a broader share of society benefit from raw material rents (Gudynas, 

2011), the question of how to channel raw material rents into the development of productive 

sectors became one crucial concern of new developmentalism. While Argentina introduced 

export levies, which particularly helped to guarantee the partial redistribution of raw material 

rents (Lavarello & Mancini, 2017, pp. 104–105), the Kirchner governments were reluctant to 

pursue any active structural or industrial policy (Ebenau, 2015, p. 42), as opposed to the gov-

ernments of Brazil’s Workers’ Party, that was far more engaged in this field (Gomes Campos, 

2018). Finally, the fall in the commodity prices after 2014 slowed down productive integration 

initiatives in the MERCOSUR and forced ALBA to return to its core social competencies. How-

ever, the huge demand for raw materials had already had its downsides during the commodity 

boom.  

 

From an industrial policy perspective, the underlying paradox is that when commodity prices 

are high, it is often not considered necessary to nurture manufacturing, and the social actors 

connected to extractive interests are very strong. However, when commodities prices have 

fallen and the understanding that ‘manufacturing matters’ reappears, it is difficult to mobilise 

the financial resources for the creation of productive capacities and the development of pro-

ductive capabilities (Chang & Andreoni, 2020, p. 325). To be fair, the MERCOSUR and its 

member countries tried, at least on paper, to withstand this trend and sought to implement the 

programme of productive integration during the commodity boom. However, adverse interests 

from agricultural and financial capital, as well as from consumption-oriented middle classes, 
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made the implementation really difficult (see section 5.3). Only Argentina strategically em-

ployed export levies on raw materials to finance industrialisation measures (Lavarello & 

Mancini, 2017, pp. 104–105). Still, the analysis of intra-industry trade suggests that – if at all 

attributable to the MERCOSUR’s productive integration policy – the successful productive in-

tegration happened in the traditionally strong sectors (Molinari & Ángelis, 2016). Thus, for the 

Latin American regional integration projects, it could be interesting to study in detail Pérez’s 

(2016) suggestions regarding how to stimulate a process of resource-intensive industrialisation 

by creating networks of innovation that focus on the Asian markets. 

 

However, the ‘China effect’ has had more diverse results than that. Apart of reprimarising the 

exports of the catch-up economies, particularly in Latin America, China has made affordable 

technology available to the lower- and middle-income economies. Furthermore, in the case of 

the EAEU member states, the Chinese ‘silk road’ project has yielded long-term Chinese FDI 

on favourable conditions, for example, the Belarusian-Chinese Great Stone Industrial Park 

(Yarashevich, 2021, p. 100). However, at the same time, China’s appearance on the world 

market has posed an additional challenge for catch-up development, because Chinese firms 

tend to crowd out firms from developing and emerging markets (and the European periphery, 

see section 5.4) on the world market and, partly, on their own regional markets. The influence 

of Chinese inputs and manufactured products in the MERCOSUR has become so huge that 

Paikin and Dulcich (2017) even call China its ‘sixth member state.’ Still, Cimoli, Dosi, and 

Stiglitz (2009a, p. 550) put forward the notion that the rise of China does not represent an 

argument for neglecting infant industry nurturing but rather provides an additional reason for 

it.  

 

Another issue that proved to be important in the examined (semi-)peripheral integration pro-

jects was the question of ‘regional leadership’. In the framework of the reconfiguration of the 

world order towards multipolarity, both Brazil and Russia have shown aspirations to consoli-

date their position in the region in order to increase their influence in global rule-making 

(Deciancio, 2016; Molchanov, 2016). While in the case of Russia it is rather a reconsolidation 

of the strong position it had held for centuries in the Eurasian space, Brazil’s interest to become 

the regional leader was only present in some periods, and in this specific one was connected 

to President Lula’s external agenda, pursued during the progressive cycle. Lula wanted to 

convert Brazil into the driver of the South American integration process and therefore founded 

the Union of South American States (UNASUR), composed of 12 South American states, in 

2008. In the following period, Brazil-led UNASUR and Venezuela-led ALBA entered into a 

struggle for establishing regional hegemony, based on competing visions regarding Latin 

American integration (Riggirozzi, 2012b, pp. 431–436). Furthermore, Brazil joined the BRIC 

association in 2009, and also attempted to secure a permanent seat on the UN security coun-

cil. Unsurprisingly, Brazil’s aspirations were contested by other large South American states 
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such as Venezuela and Argentina (Deciancio, 2016, pp. 60–61). Thus, in this period Brazil was 

very active in the region, but it did not have its main focus on the MERCOSUR, which, accord-

ing to Botto (2022, p. 563), was one reason for the failure of the productive integration agenda.  

 

The situation regarding Russia in the Eurasian space was somewhat different. With Putin’s 

ascent to power, the region was (re-)discovered “the near abroad as an asst, a potential source 

of benefits that only regional cooperation could deliver” (Molchanov, 2016, pp. 125–126). Still, 

the other post-Soviet states have frequently made the criticism that Russia only performs the 

geopolitical leadership role but has been reluctant to make the required investments to become 

the ‘economic locomotive’ (Eder, 2021a, pp. 36–37, 2021b, pp. 349–350; Molchanov, 2016, 

pp. 125–130). However, the end of the commodity boom, the post-2014 proliferating geopolit-

ical Ukraine conflict which culminated in the Russian war in Ukraine in 2022, as well as the 

financial hard times due to the Covid-19 pandemic, have significantly reduced the economic 

policy space. For example, the provision of subsidised energy to other EAEU partners has 

increasingly triggered conflicts inside Russia with the maintenance of such redistribution 

measures being contested. 

 

The scarce financial resources available to promote regional integration have also been a 

problem in the other integration projects. All of them had set up either a cohesion fund (FO-

CEM) or a development bank (ALBA Bank, Eurasian Development Bank) integration. How-

ever, according to Cusack (2019), ALBA Bank never performed the activities it was created 

for. Furthermore, the end of the commodity boom paralysed the activities of ALBA outside the 

social sphere, which confirmed the critique that had been formulated from the start that the 

Venezuelan oil rent was an unreliable and insufficient funding source for regional integration 

projects. However, the attempts to stimulate trade and productive integration in order to 

broaden ALBA’s economic based failed, as has been laid out in section 5.2 (Benzi, 2016; Eder, 

2016). In the MERCOSUR, the main regional financial source for industrial policy was the 

FOCEM. Its budget was quite low, amounting to 100 million dollars a year, and between 2005 

and May 2021 only 5.48% went to the category of ‘competitiveness’ (Unidad Técnica FOCEM 

(UTF) – Secretaría del MERCOSUR, 2021, p. 5). Thus, the  OCEM’s funding of productive 

integration initiatives was very limited. In the EAEU, the Eurasian Development Bank provides 

funding to some approved industrial cooperation projects. However, the bank’s investment 

portfolio is also quite limited and it also mainly provides loans for infrastructure projects (Eder, 

2021b, p. 348). Thus, in all (semi-)peripheral integration projects the mobilisation of financial 
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resources constitutes a problem, as the existing regional financial bodies are only very mod-

erately equipped and show a strategic selectivity towards infrastructure development.9 Con-

sidering the large prevailing asymmetries, this means that the larger economies can channel 

far more resources (in absolute terms) into industrial policy than others. 

 

Another much debated issue is the ambiguous role of TNCs. Concerning this issue, we will 

only focus on the MERCOSUR and the EAEU, as the leading ALBA-TCP members have held 

a particularly critical stance towards TNCs. While the economic mainstream thinking expects 

foreign direct investment from transnational companies (TNCs) to have a genuinely positive 

effect on (semi-)peripheral economies, this might not always be the case. As explained in sec-

tions 3.1 and 3.4, in a first stage, a country trying to catch up will have to perform technological 

learning, e.g. based on imitation or reversed engineering (Cimoli, Dosi, & Stiglitz, 2009b, 9). 

For this purpose, many countries have relied on the attraction of TNCs to allow for technology 

transfer and knowledge accumulation (see on this the end of section 3.1 discussing VSI). How-

ever, as Latin American history has shown, the mere attraction of TNCs does not necessarily 

lead to sustainable development, due to profits being to a large extent repatriated by the head-

quarters and due to the ‘enclave economies’ that emerge (Bielschowsky, 2016b, p. 17). TNCs 

are quite often a good example for active actors in regionalisation. For example, in the MER-

COSUR, the parent companies of the automotive sector have successfully promoted produc-

tion integration and horizontal specialisation, years before the official regional productive inte-

gration agenda started (Treacy, 2021). The EAEU practised a more strategic – and initially 

successful – approach to entering GVCs regarding agricultural engineering. They started a 

cooperation with VDMA, the German Mechanical Engineering Industry Association, in agricul-

tural engineering and set up a pilot project in 2018 to become a supplier of a German branch 

of ‘John  eere’ (Eder, 2021b, p. 338). However, in that particular case, it is likely that the 

Western sanctions will impose a premature ‘out’ on the involved EAEU countries in the ‘in-out-

in’ industrialisation sequence (Andreoni et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2018). 

 

There exist reformist and more radical proposals on how to curb the power of TNCs and core 

countries in order to permit catch-up development. Cimoli et al. (2009a, pp. 558–559) pre-

sented several interesting suggestions on how to transform the regime of international trade 

and intellectual property rights in favour of the semi-peripheral economies. They propose im-

plementing a ‘Rio Consensus’ that first allows developing countries to manage trade and to – 

temporarily and under transparent conditions – use tariff protection to nurture infant industries. 

The farther the distance from the international technological frontier, the more generous such 

 

9 Multilateral and regional development banks could play a complementary role in providing additional 
funds, and policymakers in different regional integration projects have sought to secure financial re-
sources that way, e.g. the MERCOSUR from “CA  – Development Bank of Latin America”. However, 
this issue goes beyond the scope of this work and was therefore not treated in more detail.  
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exemptions should be. Considering the evidence on uneven and dependent development in 

Europe, we also need to debate this suggestion regarding the EU’s Single Market (Eder & 

Schneider, 2018). In this context, Cimoli, Dosi and Stiglitz also emphasise that the application 

of anti-dumping measures should be made more difficult for the core countries. Second, ac-

cording to the authors, the protection of agricultural markets in the developed world has to be 

removed. Third, they argue in favour of an international reform as well as a domestic reform in 

developed countries of the Intellectual Property Rights regimes, “toward a reduction of IPR 

protection in terms of domains of patentability and patent scope” (Cimoli, Dosi, & Stiglitz, 

2009a, p. 559).  

 

More radical proposals have argued that a reform of the international trade governance is not 

sufficient but that catch-up economies should more radically decouple (or delink) from the 

world market to end dependency. This thinking in favour of deglobalisation evolved in the 

framework of the dependency school and also in debates connected to the Non-Aligned Move-

ment (Eder & Schneider, 2018, pp. 129–132; Fischer, 2016a; Khan & Matthies, 1978). The 

idea was first to delink in order to promote national self-reliant development and then to re-

couple on more equal terms, mainly with other catch-up economies from the same region. The 

latter, which we would call ‘South-South cooperation’ today, was back then named ‘collective 

self-reliance’, and it was intended to have an explicit economic dimension (Amin, 1981; Gal-

tung, 1983; Senghaas, 1978).  

 

However, from the perspective of developmental regionalism, which aims to promote the de-

velopment of the productive forces, these suggestions raise several questions. First, how could 

technological learning be organised under conditions of collective self-reliance and who should 

the involved countries learn from? It is likely that the core countries would react to a delinking 

strategy by capping or restricting the trade relations with the respective (semi-)peripheral inte-

gration bloc. Second, and relatedly, where should these countries get the strategic technology 

for emulation from if they are sanctioned or otherwise excluded from acquiring it? How should 

they produce essential goods on their own without possessing the necessary capabilities? We 

know, for example, that the COCOM embargo policy imposed by Western states against the 

socialist states significantly complicated – and partly impeded – their technological catch-up to 

the West (Komlosy, 2012, p. 27). Furthermore, if industrial development is lagging behind in 

all integrating countries, the question arises how to substitute for industrial products. For ex-

ample, ALBA-TCP never seriously considered cutting the economic ties with third parties, as 

their member states were simply too dependent on different kinds of imports from abroad 

(Eder, 2016, p. 108). Third, such a strategy might also block overdue restructuring. For exam-

ple, in my interviews, experts have argued that the integration into the EAEU has disincentiv-

ised the modernisation of the Belarusian economy. This is, on the one hand, because the 
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Russian fossil fuels sold at preferential prices provide an additional source of income for Bel-

arus, which the government uses to cross-subsidise ineffective state-owned enterprises. On 

the other hand, the possibility to sell its industrial products on the regional market means that 

global competitiveness does not have to be achieved (Eder, 2021b, p. 347). Still, in the case 

of a more complementary productive structure, as in the case of the EAEU, particularly in the 

current environment of sanctions, one could imagine a rather shielded block pursuing an intro-

verted accumulation strategy based on domestic demand and relying on less efficient industrial 

production (without seeking to establish global competitiveness or to reach the technological 

frontier).  

 

However, the problem grows when the integrating countries have competing – since very sim-

ilar – economic structures, as it is the case in the MERCOSUR. In combination with regularly 

appearing macroeconomic instability, the emergence of a regional development strategy will 

be inhibited, i.a. by the frequent application of NTBs (see above, Eder, 2019, pp. 48–49) in an 

attempt to safeguard its own economy at the expense of its integration partners. Thus, the 

temporary suspension of the provisions of the customs union are a serious problem, and there 

is no simple answer to this problem. In (semi-)peripheral integration projects – as well as in 

the EU – the threat exists that some countries might remain ‘locked in’, either in low value-

added activities in regional value chains (as not all firms can be in the higher value-added 

segments of a RVC – some economic actors will have to be at the lower tiers and less attractive 

stages of production), or that they are urged to retain their role as raw material provider or 

cheap labour exporter. This is why it has been argued earlier on that the core-semi-periphery-

periphery distinction should not only be applied on a world scale but also to the region (see 

section 2.4). From a progressive perspective, the real challenge would be to formulate and 

implement a strategy that aims to create a regional division of labour which is complementary 

but leaves all countries with some manufacturing industries and/or high value-added tasks. 

This would not only require infrastructural cohesion policy but industrial policy that aims at 

establishing a more balanced industrial structure in the respective regional bloc.  

 

Such a strategy would not necessarily have to rely on complete decoupling. ‘Selective delink-

ing’ represents the less radical and maybe even more effective approach, as it helps to avoid 

some of the huge question marks that have been discussed in the penultimate paragraph. It 

constitutes a middle course because it seeks to decouple from GVCs only in strategically se-

lected sectors in order to achieve a sectorally differentiated de-globalisation according to the 

principle of economic subsidiarity. The latter implies to produce or to provide goods and ser-

vices at the lowest scale at which it is efficient in economic terms and at which ecological and 

social goals can also be met (Bärnthaler et al., 2021, p. 12; Spratt et al., 2010, pp. 56–62). 

Besides of the strategic application of protectionist measures (Eder & Kaps, 2020), this would 

require the development of a profound strategy supporting the social-ecological transformation 



 

115 

(Eder & Schneider, 2018, pp. 119–121), the promotion of the foundational economy (Bärn-

thaler et al., 2021), and South-South Cooperation – also in the European periphery – in the 

tradition of the Non-Aligned Movement’s ‘collective self-reliance’ (Eder, 2016; Eder & Schnei-

der, 2018, pp. 129–132). However, at the same time, selective integration into the world market 

seems reasonable, particularly in the fields of large-scale industrial production, even if some 

of these sectors require the development of comprehensive strategies of industrial conversion 

(Eder & Schneider, 2018, p. 119) or need to be cut back for the environment’s sake (Bärnthaler 

et al., 2021, p. 12; Staritz et al., 2021, pp. 379–382). 

 

5.6 Theoretical and Methodological Reflection  

In the first part of this section, I will reflect on the advantages and disadvantages of the different 

theories that I applied to analyse industrial policy formulation and implementation in regional 

economic integration processes. The broadest distinction introduced in the beginning was be-

tween the trade-centred and the development-centred perspective (see section 2.1). While the 

first advocates for free trade and a specialisation according to a country’s comparative ad-

vantage, the latter argues that the state needs to intervene in order to develop the productive 

forces of a country and that successful catch-up development requires defying the given com-

parative advantage. This approach serves best to identify certain periods in which either the 

former or the latter development pattern dominated and to determine major turning points. 

However, it is not the most adequate theoretical basis to conduct an in-depth analysis of spe-

cific case studies. Furthermore, in many instances it is not so easy to identify whether a trade-

centred or a development-centred approach was dominant. First, developmental elements are 

often found in official documents but are to a far lower degree actually implemented. Second, 

sometimes there exists a lack of policy coherence, and trade-centred and development-cen-

tred elements coexist (as was the case in the MERCOSUR and presently is the case in the 

EAEU). This has particularly proved to be an issue since the mainstreaming of industrial policy, 

which included the reference to the (latent) comparative advantage in order to justify industrial 

policy application. Hence, it is not always possible to clearly determine the orientation of a 

regional integration project. And, third, it is possible that all national governments of member 

states pursue developmental policies but that they do not find a similarly strong expression on 

the regional level (see also MERCOSUR). Strong national development projects might even 

inhibit the smooth evolution of developmental regionalism. Thus, to differentiate between 

trade-centred and development-centred strategies might be a good starting point but is most 

likely not sufficient to gain important insights.  

 

The former arguments explain why I chose to approach industrial policy in the EAEU with a 

complementary theoretical background – Regulation School (see section 2.2) – and why I de-

cided to analyse the regional industrial policy agenda from the perspective of two member 
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states, Armenia and Belarus. In my view, it has proven advantageous to look from a country 

perspective on regional integration dynamics in a specific period, as the implementation of joint 

industrial policy will be difficult if the national accumulation strategies are not aligned (or might 

even be conflicting). Furthermore, regulation theory allows us to grasp not only accumulation 

dynamics but also to understand how different structural forms of regulation (= institutions) 

work and at which scales they operate. Thus, implementation problems connected to the clash 

of regulation dynamics on different scales can be well identified. Therefore, it has represented 

an adequate approach with which to analyse the broader framework in which industrial policy 

formulation, implementation and monitoring takes place. In integration projects, the develop-

ments at the national and regional level need to be analysed simultaneously to arrive at a 

meaningful conclusion. Thus, in my paper on the EAEU (see paper 3), it seemed a good way 

to narrow down the analysis by adopting the perspective of two countries to approach the 

regional industrial policy agenda and by focusing on a rather short time period of five years. 

However, as countries are no monolithic blocs, and actors are not sufficiently considered as 

the drivers of social, political and economic processes and strategies in most of the regulation-

ist works, I decided to blend Regulation School with other theories that pay more attention to 

interest constellations, power and hegemony, and the role of the state.  

 

Before reflecting on this issue, I want to point to another flaw of Regulation School. It emerged 

in Western Europe to explain the developments in that region. Thus, the theory can only be 

applied to other contexts in a reflective manner. One major reason is that the periods of stability 

are far shorter in (semi-)peripheral countries, while crises and connected changes in accumu-

lation and regulation patterns are more frequent. This also implies that the theory does not 

always offer adequate categories to capture the development patterns in (semi-)peripheral 

countries (Becker, 2013, pp. 47–50). An example represents the distinction between produc-

tive and financialised accumulation regarding the basic axis of accumulation (Becker, 2009, 

p. 97; Sablowski, 2013, p. 92). For example, Jäger and Leubolt (2014, p. 168) have argued 

that many semi-peripheral countries rely on ‘resource-based’ or extractivist accumulation that 

does not fit into one of the two former categories. Regarding Armenia, its accumulation is nei-

ther financialised nor productive, but import-driven. It was Joachim Becker who proposed in a 

personal conversation to draw on the label ‘import-driven’ accumulation to capture the specific 

features of the Armenian model, which is connected to Armenia’s passive extraversion regard-

ing remittances, and implies that trading capital is in a very powerful position (Eder, 2021b, 

pp. 339–340). Thus, for the analysis of peripheral countries, the basic axis should include ‘im-

port-driven accumulation’ as a fourth category. 

 

Dealing with the role of the state and of different social actors, I decided to draw on neo-

Gramscian and materialist state theory. This has proven useful in order to analyse how certain 

classes, class factions or interest groups formulate their interests, how they push them based 
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on institutions, how the state is shaped by these actors, and how it constrains their actions. 

Particularly helpful was the conceptualisation of international organisations such as regional 

integration projects as “second-order condensation of societal relationships of forces” (Brand 

et al., 2011, p. 161), because it allows us to capture the emergence of regional development 

strategies as an interplay of actors and interests present at different scales, and neither con-

ceive them as being imposed by the dominant state, nor as designed by a supranational or 

intergovernmental body relatively independent from national interests. 

 

Lastly, theories of dependent and uneven development and political subordination have helped 

to comprehend the prevailing structural and power asymmetries. Unfortunately, in many re-

gional integration projects these issues do not receive sufficient attention, which can lead to 

an uneven distribution of the costs and benefits of integration and might intensify uneven de-

velopment patterns. In particular, if regional integration projects (claim to) aspire to lead to 

convergence, they will require cohesion policies based on an analysis of the prevailing de-

pendency structures and they will need to frequently check whether their cohesion measures 

actually work. Consequently, for the design, implementation and evaluation of industrial policy, 

a clear conception of the drivers of uneven spatial and social development is indispensable. 

 

Methodologically, the conducted research showed that it is not enough to draw on qualitative 

content analysis of official documents (which is a critique of paper 1 and partly of paper 2, even 

though in relation to MERCOSUR I have collected data that is still under evaluation). This will 

obviously be an appropriate first step to determine the proclaimed goals as well as the envi-

sioned policy instruments and programmes. However, in a second step, further data needs to 

be collected. First, it makes sense to scrutinise budget data to identify what amount of financial 

resources have actually been spent on which category of industrial policy (regarding the EU 

see Landesmann & Stöllinger, 2020), and to identify how much of the financial resources came 

from the individual member states, the central budget and other regional funds (e.g. of devel-

opment banks), as well as from international organisations (e.g. in the realm of development 

cooperation). Second, field work is advisable, to find out at which stage of the implementation 

process different projects stand. Furthermore, it provides the opportunity to talk to different 

social actors related to industrial policy making, which allows us to identify conflicting interests 

and existing or feasible coalitions. Thus, a multi-method approach and the triangulation of data 

stemming from different sources seems the most appropriate way to approach my research 

topic.  

 

Personally, I felt that the collection of qualitative data, in particular, was very helpful to gain 

additional insights, as not all integration projects publish their results in detail, and, regarding 

the implementation process, one finds even less information. Moreover, the conducting of in-

terviews to gather new information is not the most common method used in industrial policy 
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research in the MERCOSUR and in the EAEU. Particularly in the EAEU, the exclusive reliance 

on quantitative data is widespread. Thus, I dare to say that to some extent I was able to create 

data that had not been collected before, and that helped me to get a more nuanced picture. 

For example, I would not claim that the MERCOSUR’s productive integration agenda was a 

complete failure. Rather, this impression is the outcome of an inadequate operationalisation of 

the goals from the beginning that left too much room for ‘big expectations’ that necessarily had 

to be disappointed. However, in a future research project I would definitely include firms as 

interview partners on my panel, which included diverse stakeholders (see section 4), albeit 

only representatives of business associations and no entrepreneurs. This would be particularly 

interesting regarding the MERCOSUR and EAEU, where qualitative research of that type is 

less common. 

 

The biggest methodological challenge with respect to my research was how to deal with the 

‘problem of multiscalarity’. First, policy coherence is crucial for the successful implementation 

of industrial policy. However, major parts of macroeconomic and other relevant policies (e.g. 

fiscal and educational) are set at the national level. Thus, they can be incompatible with the 

industrial policy pursued at the interstate level but are not in the realm of the supranational or 

intergovernmental competences of regional integration bodies. In this context, interdisciplinary 

work could provide additional insights, as e.g. economists or political scientists might not pos-

sess the required in-depth knowledge in some of the relevant policy fields. Second, the out-

come of intergovernmental or supranational industrial policy is partly conditioned by the design 

and efficiency of national industrial policies. For example, no matter how well-elaborated the 

EAEU’s industrial cooperation agenda is, it will always be more easily implementable for Bel-

arus than for Armenia, because the former has institutional arrangements in place that the 

latter lacks. As a consequence, the analysis of interstate industrial policy needs to take into 

account the specific national conditions. However, depending on the regional integration pro-

ject, this means studying four or five up to more than 20 different national settings in addition 

to the regional context. Considering that this is a huge, extremely challenging task, it seems 

advisable to focus on the perspective of one or two countries inside the integration project. 

However, another solution for the future would be to team up with researchers specialised in 

other member countries of the examined regional integration project. In order to approach the 

overlapping and superimposing industrial policy measures of different fields and on different 

scales, the ‘Industrial Policy Package Matrix’ developed by Andreoni (2016) will provide guid-

ance in future research. From a regulationist perspective, it is additionally important to identify 

which structural forms are geared to providing regulations at which scale (e.g. regarding com-

petition, monetary restriction etc.), because this might also allow us to find explanations for the 

prevailing implementation problems.  
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Lastly, starting the analysis from the perspective of specific states makes it possible to clarify 

how the interests of different social actors are conflicting at different scales and which power 

relations determine the struggles among them. Regarding the MERCOSUR, I have already 

collected the empirical data to undertake such an analysis from the perspective of Argentina 

and Uruguay. Concerning the EU, it would also be an interesting task to analyse the recent 

developments from an Austrian perspective, particularly considering the policy space that the 

multiple current crises have opened for implementing progressive industrial policy. 
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6. Conclusion 

After several decades of neoliberalism, the understanding that ‘manufacturing matters’ has 

returned to political and scientific debates, as well as to economic practice. This has also been 

echoed in several regional integration projects during the beginning of the 21st century. My 

PhD project compared the joint industrial policy programmes of the MERCOSUR and ALBA-

TCP in Latin America, of the EAEU in the post-Soviet space, and of the EU. Furthermore, it 

traced how the goals were operationalised and which measures were finally implemented. 

Another concern was to identify the actor coalitions behind the industrial policy agendas as 

well as to assess the effectiveness of the institutional arrangements created for their imple-

mentation. Lastly, I was interested in learning how these initiatives affected uneven and de-

pendent development inside the bloc, as well as the orientation towards the world market. 

 

In analytical terms, I distinguished first between trade-centred and development-centred ap-

proaches to regionalism, and, subsequently, introduced assumptions stemming from regula-

tion school, neo-Gramscian and materialist state theory, and on theories dealing with uneven 

and dependent development, such as the dependency and world-systems approach. Method-

ologically, the first two papers have relied on a qualitative content analysis of official docu-

ments. The first paper provided an analysis of the varying significance of industrial policy in 

the most important waves of Latin American regionalism in the 20th and 21st century. The sec-

ond paper compared strategic cornerstones of COMECON’s and the Non-Aligned Movement’s 

industrial policy programmes to ALBA-TCP’s trade and productive integration agenda. The 

third paper analysed the industrial cooperation agenda of the EAEU from an Armenian and 

Belarusian perspective, thereby drawing on a method triangulation which included insights 

from nearly 20 expert interviews conducted in the respective countries (see section 4). Lastly, 

the paper on progressive industrial policy in the EU represents a reflection paper that sought 

to enrich an ongoing debate with further theoretical input regarding issues such as power re-

lations, ecological sustainability, gender sensitivity and uneven development in Europe. 

 

There exists no unanimous definition of industrial policy. In this work, I chose to adopt a rather 

narrow perspective, focusing on state intervention to promote manufacturing and closely re-

lated services such as research and development. Industrial policy can either be horizontal, 

when its major aim is to create an attractive environment for doing business, or selective, if it 

targets a specific sector, firm or activity. The latter can be further differentiated regarding re-

active industrial policy, that helps to restructure already existing industries, and strategic in-

dustrial policy, that aims to steer future manufacturing development in a specific direction. 

Furthermore, industrial policy can either build on the existing comparative advantage or seek 

to develop new ones. Lastly, regarding industrialisation projects, the most important differenti-
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ation had long been whether they were oriented towards the domestic market(s) (import sub-

stitution industrialisation, ISI) or towards the world market (export-oriented industrialisation, 

EOI). With the progress of neoliberal globalisation, entailing the emergence of globally frag-

mented production a.k.a. global value chains (GVCs), vertically specialised industrialisation 

(VSI) became accepted as be the most viable option for (outward-oriented) catch-up industri-

alisation. 

 

Adopting a historical perspective, the current popularity of industrial policy in regional integra-

tion projects is actually part of the broader ‘return’ of industrial policy that we are witnessing. 

During the period of ‘old regionalism’ from the 1950s to 1980, core and peripheral states ex-

tensively practised national industrial policy, particularly targeting so-called ‘industrialising in-

dustries’ (Destanne de Bernis, 1972) generating lots of linkages, which also found some ex-

pression at the regional level. Sector agreements connected to coal, steel and atomic energy 

lie at the roots of the EU, and in COMECON and in different Latin American integration projects 

such agreements also played a role. While the COMECON countries in a first step coordinated 

national plans, they later started to project joint large-scale industrial projects, encompassing 

SOEs from different MS, in the framework of the Complex Programme of 1971. In Latin Amer-

ica, the ISI strategies with a national orientation soon reached their limits. Thus, the Economic 

Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean suggested increasing their market size 

through regional integration. In that period, several regional integration projects emerged that 

tried to implement sectoral industrial policy. However, the results were quite moderate and 

went along with an uneven distribution of the benefits, favouring the larger, better developed 

economies and big – often foreign – companies. The observation that industrialisation had 

actually not ended dependency was picked up on and intensively debated in the framework of 

the dependency approach. 

 

During the 1980s, the neoliberal turn led to a discreditation of state intervention in the econ-

omy, including industrial policy. In the political discourse of that time, the dominant view was 

that government failures represented a bigger problem than market failures. In practice, the 

majority of the states around the world shifted from selective to horizontal interventions and 

sought to hide them as well as possible, e.g. by calling them ‘competition policies’. In particular, 

the countries in the Global South that were suffering from severe debt crises were forced to 

abandon such policies through structural adjustment programmes by the World Bank and the 

International Monetary Fund. However, in the scientific discourse, debates on the industrial 

policy of Western countries such as the USA, Japan or France and on the ‘East Asian Miracle’ 

continued. In practice, many countries continued to apply industrial policy measures but they 

did it in a concealed way. When, towards the end of the 1980s and during the 1990s a new 

wave of regionalism emerged, it is no surprise that it was trade-centred and aspired to support 

the world market integration of a specific region. In Latin America and the post-communist 
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space, several regional integration initiatives proliferated, but they had no joint industrial policy 

on the agenda. In the European Economic Community, a crisis period termed ‘eurosclerosis’ 

prevailed. The creation of a single market was supposed to resolve the crisis. This required a 

tightening of the European competition policy, which severely limited the space for selective 

industrial policy at the national level. Thus, in that period horizontal industrial policy becomes 

dominant at the national levels, and also the newly established initiatives at the European level 

with a focus on RDT&I funding point in the same direction. 

 

In the 21st century, industrial policy celebrates its comeback due to several – economic, politi-

cal and health – crises and geopolitical tensions, as well as the challenges posed by decar-

bonisation and digitalisation. Industrial policy arrives at the mainstream, because it is increas-

ingly witnessed that horizontal policies also tend to have a bias. Furthermore, it was argued 

that industrial policy could move beyond a market failure approach but still be consistent with 

a neoclassical framework. And, thirdly, the accumulation of knowledge and capabilities re-

ceived increasing attention, which was also a consequence of the rapprochement of innovation 

and industrial policy, culminating in the spread of a ‘systems approach’. Mazzucato’s mission-

oriented policy approach is also an example of this shift. At the same time, the ‘new industrial 

policy’ mainstream rejected trade protection based on tariffs and other non-tariff trade barriers, 

which was a very prominent tool in the ‘old industrial policy’ toolkit. Furthermore, new issues 

attracted attention, such as how to respond to the proliferation of global value chains and to 

the new global trade governance connected to WTO and TRIPS, as well as to the challenges 

connected to climate change and environmental degradation.  

 

These debates also affected regionalism. In Latin America, many countries witnessed social 

protests against different dimensions of neoliberalism, which culminated in election victories 

of left-wing parties. This heralded a new wave of post-hegemonic regionalism, in which the US 

influence on the region significantly decreased, and social and productive aspects came onto 

the agenda of already existing regional integration projects, e.g. the Common Market of the 

South (MERCOSUR), which shifted from a trade-centred to a more developmental orientation. 

Additionally, new projects emerged, such as the “Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our 

America – Peoples' Trade Treaty” (ALBA-TCP). Both integration blocs tried to establish joint 

industrial policy measures, as did the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) in the post-Soviet 

space from 2015 onwards. Finally, in the EU the focus on horizontal industrial policy remained, 

but it increasingly softened with the establishment of selective instruments such as the ‘Im-

portant Projects of Common European Interest’ (IPCEI) or ‘smart specialisation strategies.’ In 

the wake of the Eurozone crisis, the European Left had also rediscovered its interest in indus-

trial policy. A debate on progressive industrial policy emerged that would, it was hoped, reduce 

the structural asymmetries in the EU and contribute to the social-ecological transformation.  
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All the papers included in this PhD project focus on periods in which the respective regional 

integration projects followed a development-centred strategy, or in which at least some official 

documents and proclamations allow for this conclusion. The first paper, on the link between 

regional integration and industrialisation policies in Latin America, shows that there has always 

existed a connection between the two phenomena, but that it was more intimate in some peri-

ods – the 1950s to 1980 and from the beginning of 2000 to approx. 2015 – than in others. The 

second paper traces the influence of COMECON’s and the Non-Aligned Movement’s pro-

grammes and principles on ALBA-TCP’s trade and productive integration agenda, which – on 

paper – has a developmentalist orientation. My third paper, on the Eurasian Economic Union’s 

(EAEU) ‘main directions of industrial cooperation’ examines why joint industrial policy mattered 

from the beginning of the EAEU, to which extent (actors from) two of the smaller member 

states – Armenia and Belarus – were integrated into and benefitted from this process, and 

whether we witness a move towards developmental regionalism in Eurasia. Lastly, the fourth 

paper, on the European Union’s post-Eurozone crisis period – co-authored with Etienne 

Schneider – focuses on the debates regarding the appropriate design and the feasibility of the 

implementation of ‘progressive industrial policy’ in the EU, as a way of tackling the existing 

asymmetries inside Europe. 

 

The comparative discussion of the results started with an introduction of the examined indus-

trial policy programmes of the EAEU, the MERCOSUR, the EU, and ALBA-TCP. It turned out 

that economic, social or political crises often preceded the formulation of joint industrial policy 

programmes and that the programmes shared similarities regarding their goals, set with re-

spect to value chains (join GVCs, create RVCs), and with their focus on infrastructure creation 

and the promotion of manufacturing. Only ALBA-TCP had its social aspirations directly con-

nected to the trade and productive integration agenda. While in the EU horizontal industrial 

policy measures were dominant (even if with S3 and the IPCEI a shift towards more selective 

measures was discernible), the MERCOSUR, the EAEU and ALBA-TCP pursued mixed agen-

das. While all integration projects were mostly applying selective industrial policy with a stra-

tegic (future-oriented) focus, the EU was the only one to – since very recently – implement 

reactive industrial policy on the regional level in the framework of its ‘Just Transition Mecha-

nism’. Surprisingly, ALBA-TCP’s trade and productive integration programme was, surpris-

ingly, comparative advantage-following, while the other three integration projects had inte-

grated comparative advantage-defying and -developing initiatives. 

 

The EAEU, the MERCOSUR and ALBA-TCP had all defined a great number of priority sectors 

for industrial policy application, which proved to be difficult in the end, particularly in the case 

of Latin America, because the biggest member states were not characterised by state capital-

ism, and the private sector was reluctant to get involved in the regional industrial policy initia-

tives. Therefore, it has been argued that the programmes were probably too broad and that a 
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more targeted approach might have delivered better results. Regarding import substitution, we 

found evidence regarding all integration projects (apart from ALBA-TCP due to the basically 

absent implementation results), but only the EAEU propagated it publicly, while the EU and 

the MERCOSUR discussed it in a more covert way in internal meetings and documents. How-

ever, industrial policy instruments such as the IPCEI obviously pursue the goal to substitute 

imports from abroad. Thus, all examined integration projects combined elements of ISI, EOI 

and VSI strategies and researchers should focus on identifying the concrete composition of 

their strategies. 

 

The ’new industrial policy’ debate was reflected at the regional level, as market-based incen-

tives and the close cooperation with the private sector had substituted state-owned enterprises 

and planning from the period of ‘closed regionalism’. The only exception – mostly at the dis-

cursive level – was ALBA-TCP. Furthermore, in all integration projects apart from ALBA-TCP, 

they had aspirations to creating appropriate conditions for the accumulation of capabilities, e.g. 

to promote technological learning. Lastly, the greening of industrial policy has been an issue 

in all integration projects, but it was marginal in the (semi-)peripheral organisations, while the 

EU put it in a central position. 

 

Regarding the operationalisation, implementation and evaluation of the programmes, it first 

turned out that the goals were sometimes operationalised too late, sometimes not at all. For 

example, in the EU and in the MERCOSUR, it remained undefined how exactly global value 

chains should be joined (which chains, which stages/activities?). This made it hard to guide 

industrial policy action and, eventually, to judge the successes and failures of joint industrial 

policy. In other cases, the goals were potentially contradicting each other (e.g. increase the 

share of industry in GDP or the labour force employed in manufacturing vs. promoting produc-

tivity growth). Thus, my policy recommendation was clearly to operationalise all goals from the 

start and to leave aside those which were too generic or to substitute them with more concrete 

ones. Furthermore, the coherence of all objectives should be checked within not only the field 

of industrial policy, but also with other policy fields such as trade and education policy. In this 

context, the question also arose as to whether it was not unrealistic to expect clearly visible 

results from joint industrial policy at the level of macroeconomic data. Since, even if they were 

observable, the question would remain as to whether they were really the outcome of regional 

industrial policy and not, e.g. of national industrial policy, other policies, or completely inde-

pendent economic developments. Therefore, I suggested to focus on the evaluation of con-

crete individual projects and instruments in the framework of case studies. This should be 

complemented by drawing on budget data. 

 

Based on the previously presented considerations, I reviewed the implementation results of 

the examined industrial policy programmes. Regarding horizontal industrial policy, I drew on 
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the research by Landesmann and Stöllinger (2020, p. 649) that showed how the RDT&I sub-

sidies in the EU were not benefitting all the member states and economic actors in an equal 

fashion, but displayed a strategic selectivity towards the advanced regions, the core countries, 

and transnational companies, mostly headquartered in the latter, was discernible. As in the 

EAEU and in the MERCOSUR the share of private R&D funding is far lower than in the EU, I 

argued that in those regional contexts it should be scrutinised which strategic selectivity pre-

vails and which economic actors benefit from these measures in the end (SOEs? Private 

TNCs? Others?). The same applies to subsidies in the realm of infrastructure creation in any 

of the regional integration projects. 

 

Regarding vertical industrial policy, the focus was placed on the (semi-)peripheral integration 

projects, as they had all determined many sectors selected or eligible for subsidies, which was 

a particularly delicate issue, considering the scarce resources available. In ALBA-TCP, it 

turned out that barely any of the sector initiatives had been implemented and that sometimes 

only the label ‘grandnational’ had been attached to already existing enterprises. In the MER-

COSUR, several sector initiatives blossomed (e.g. in the toys industry or regarding renewable 

energies). Therefore, it was argued that it is not appropriate to judge the ‘programme of pro-

ductive integration’ an outright failure. In the EAEU also, some of the joint industrial initiatives 

had already started, e.g. some of the Eurasian Technology Platforms (some but not all of which 

are Russian technology platforms with a new label attached), an interstate programme in the 

space industry, as well as international cooperation with the VDMA in the field of agricultural 

engineering. While the latter most likely will suffer due to the Western sanctions against Russia 

and Belarus, other sectoral programmes, as well as technology platforms, might receive new 

impetus due to them.  

 

Some general conclusions can be formulated for all integration projects. First, the approval of 

regional industrial policy programmes tends to require a very long-time horizon, usually en-

compassing several years until a project can start. Therefore, the outcomes should be evalu-

ated frequently, but the entrusted policymakers should judge over success or failure only after 

a considerably large time span, covering several years at least. In this context, all integration 

projects should consider the simplification and shortening of the approval procedures, as they 

are currently very complex and time-consuming. Second, it seems advisable for the driving 

actors in the (semi-)peripheral integration projects to abandon the – rather pervasive – view 

that regional industrial policy should trigger comprehensive integration projects. The develop-

ment of rather moderate ambitions would then also help to acknowledge the success stories. 

Lastly, policy coherence should receive far more attention in all integration projects, among 

industrial policy and other policy fields, as well as between national and regional industrial 

policy. In order to maximise the benefits of joint industrial policy, I have recommended the 

individual states and the intergovernmental or supranational bodies to work with the policy 
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package matrix developed by Andreoni (2016) before the elaboration and during the imple-

mentation of the programmes. 

 

In order to successfully implement industrial policy, the authorities in charge currently need to 

align institutions and policies, based on diligent monitoring, which is a specifically challenging 

endeavour at the regional level. Grumiller and Raza (2019) have operationalised neo-Gram-

scian and materialist state theory along four key dimensions to analyse institutional setups of 

industrial policy and the relations among the involved actors. They suggest analysing the de-

gree of managerialism, (de-)centralisation, state-led development, and inclusiveness. Regard-

ing managerialism, it is important how independent from the political elite the bureaucracy can 

work. In the case of the EU and the EAEU, supranational bodies exist which have full-time 

employees and enjoy greater independence from the member states’ governments than the 

intergovernmental institutional structures of ALBA-TCP and the MERCOSUR. However, due 

to the huge asymmetries prevailing in the EAEU, the Russian government is likely to have 

more possibilities to push its ‘condensed national interest’ than the other states. It has turned 

out that in the intergovernmental integration projects as well as in the EAEU, the strategic 

selectivity of the regional bodies tends to favour the bloc’s core state. For example, Brazil 

proposed the MERCOSUR’s horizontal industrial policy measures, and the EAEU’s industrial 

policy resembles Russia’s. However, this does not have only negative consequences, as re-

gional leadership does not only rely on domination but also requires concessions. Energy sub-

sidies have played an important role with regard to this in the EAEU and in ALBA-TCP. How-

ever, they have not only entailed positive effects but also hampered structural change.  

 

Evans argued that the successful implementation of industrial policy required the bureaucracy 

to obtain ‘embedded autonomy’, having social ties with different actors but without being cap-

tured by them. Intergovernmental integration projects have the advantage that their ‘embed-

dedness’ in the social relations inside the participating states is greater, and the strong role of 

the head of states/and or national governments can play a positive role in pushing the agenda 

and presenting new proposals. However, a great reliance on national governments can mean 

that after an election victory of the opposition the industrial policy agenda does not continue or 

loses its verve, as was the case with the MERCOSUR. Authoritarian rule has proven more 

favourable for the implementation of industrial policy but has, obviously, other serious trade-

offs. Thus, while a strong role for the national politicians in regional policy-making can have 

ambiguous effects, this is also true for supranational bodies holding more power. Independ-

ence from the political elite of the member states might be greater, but at the same time power 

relations shift, strengthening the influence of transnationally organised groups and class fac-

tions, and the decision and implementation processes tend to be less inclusive than on the 

national level. Thus, supranational bodies are usually more autonomous, but less embedded, 

which implies that their bureaucracy can also develop a strategic selectivity that favours core 
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TNCs and core states (e.g. the RDT&I focus in EU industrial policy) and disfavours actors 

which struggle with effective transnational organisation at the supranational level, e.g. labour 

organisations. 

 

In all integration projects, in addition to the regional bodies responsible for developing, imple-

menting and monitoring industrial policy measures, also the member states, firms and research 

institutions could propose projects. The decision-making on the projects happened mostly in a 

combination of bottom-up and top-down bargaining processes, which included in all cases 

government agencies, research institutions and businesses, and in some cases also trade 

union representatives. Regarding implementation, in the EU and in the EAEU the suprana-

tional commission (and their DGs or departments) are responsible for coordinating the imple-

mentation of industrial policy. In the MERCOSUR, this was the task of the intergovernmental 

“Group of Productive Integration”. However, in all selective industrial policy measures, the par-

ticipating member states and firms had a crucial role in implementation, as well. The EU is the 

only integration project that relied on competitive tendering regarding several horizontal and 

vertical measures (e.g. Horizon 2020 or the IPCEI), while in the other cases only a selected 

group of actors could propose projects to the regional organisation that could then be accepted 

or declined. In ALBA-TCP, the implementation scarcely took place, but if it did, it was the 

member states which implemented the measures. Thus, we found surprisingly diverse institu-

tional arrangements for joint industrial policy design and implementation in place. 

 

Regarding the relationship between the state and the private sector, it has already been men-

tioned that in ‘new industrial policy’ the role of the state has been conceived differently com-

pared to ‘old industrial policy’, seeing the former as a facilitator of the activities of the private 

sector by applying ‘carrots and sticks’ (Rodrik, 2008). While the EU’s industrial policy fits this 

description quite well, in the case of the MERCOSUR it has proven difficult to trigger the nec-

essary participation by actors from the private sector. It has been argued that TNCs had al-

ready used regionalisation to design the region according to their own interests, while capital 

oriented towards the national markets was simply not as interested in regional productive in-

tegration. Also, in ALBA-TCP the promotion of GNEs and GNPs was – if at all – state-led, as 

private companies were not motivated to join. As in (semi-)peripheral countries the low willing-

ness by the private sector to invest is a well-known feature; in such cases, Grumiller and Raza 

(2019) recommend relying on more selective industrial policy projects and promoting the emer-

gence of ‘pockets of efficiency’ in the state apparatuses. Furthermore, if state-led production 

is dominant, it is also important to create mechanisms to promote accountability in order to 

curb rent-seeking, corruption and the influence of lobbying. Moreover, ‘pockets of efficiency’ in 

the productive sector need to be established in order to avoid that SOEs develop in a way that 

they cannot compete with private companies in the long run. 
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The last relevant dimension is ‘inclusiveness’. This deals with the question of how inclusive 

the process of industrial policy design and implementation as well as the final outcomes are. 

In regional integration projects, we encounter the problem that joint industrial policy can gen-

erate open and more implicit multi-layered conflicts of interest. In many cases, the conflicts 

revolved around the question of whether joint industrial policy was necessary and feasible at 

all. This was the case in the Latin American cases, MERCOSUR and ALBA-TCP, as well as 

in the EAEU, where extractivist sectors and their preferred resource-based accumulation strat-

egies were hesitant to promote regional industrial policy, while in the EU the shift to ‘sustaina-

ble finance’ can be interpreted as a way to get financial capital on board for the green transition. 

In the EAEU states, civil society is weak, and therefore process inclusiveness was low. In the 

EU and in the MERCOSUR, the formulation of industrial policy was often organised in a tripar-

tite way, involving firms and their business associations, governments, and trade union repre-

sentatives. However, in the MERCOSUR the competitiveness forums ultimately failed due to 

a lack of interest from the private sector actors, and in the EU the major industrial policy guide-

lines are the expression of strategic selectivity biased towards actors that want to succeed in 

global competition. Still, attempts to foster a more comprehensive inclusiveness, e.g. pro-

claimed by ALBA-TCP regarding the integration of its Social Movements’ Council, failed. It is 

still an open question as to how industrial policy could be designed in a more inclusive way. 

Etienne Schneider and I suggested drawing on debates on ‘economic democracy’ in this con-

text (Eder & Schneider, 2018, pp. 121–122;  emirović, 2018). Furthermore, a low process 

inclusivity does not necessarily mean that no outcome inclusivity was given. Thus, a question 

for future research would also be to analyse in more detail how inclusive the outcomes of the 

industrial policy initiatives finally were. 

 

This is particularly important, as regional integration does not always lead to convergence 

among the integrating economies, particularly if the development disparities are large. The – 

prevailing or emerging – structural asymmetries usually go along with power asymmetries. 

Cohesion policy aims at reducing the imbalances but is not always successful with this goal. 

In ALBA-TCP, the announced cohesion fund never materialised, and also the economic mech-

anisms to reduce the asymmetries did not pass from paper into practice. The Petrocaribe fund, 

with which Venezuela supplied the other ALBA-TCP member states with oil at preferential 

prices, had short-term positive effects, but with the end of the commodity boom Venezuela 

was forced to reduce the subsidised energy provision. Thus, while ALBA might have had pos-

itive effects in social and political terms, it never unfolded any true power economically. In the 

MERCOSUR, the productive integration agenda in 2008, as well as the creation of the struc-

tural cohesion fund FOCEM in 2005, were the outcome of the perceived uneven distribution of 

the benefits of the previous integration period. The contributions to the FOCEM stemmed 

mostly from the larger countries, Argentina and Brazil (as well as Venezuela between 2012 

and 2016), while the majority of the resources went to the smaller countries, Paraguay and 
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Uruguay. The FOCEM had some positive effects, but was mostly used for infrastructure pro-

jects instead of for industrial policy programmes. Consequently, it has been argued that, in this 

way, a possible duplication with the IIRSA fund existed and that the funds could have been 

invested more effectively.  

 

Also, on the Eurasian continent, we find a varied picture. The EAEU has no proper cohesion 

fund, but the Eurasian Fund for Stabilization and Development, belonging to the Eurasian De-

velopment Bank, provides preferential loans for infrastructure projects. The structural asym-

metries in the EAEU are huge, with Russia dominating in every respect. Therefore, in my re-

search I decided to focus on two smaller member states, Armenia and Belarus. Interestingly, 

it has been found that Belarus benefitted more from the establishment of the CU after 2010 

than Kazakhstan and Russia. Furthermore, the latter provides several bilateral compensation 

mechanisms, e.g. energy supply at subsidised prices or the provision of preferential loans, to 

the smaller member states. Only more recently has the EAEU concretised the attempts to 

create a cohesion fund – but the outcome is still unclear. The EAEU’s industrial policy 

measures are heavily geared towards RDT&I development and have chosen priority sectors 

that barely exist in Armenia. Thus, for Armenia the most important question will be whether it 

can revive its Soviet legacy, becoming a science hub for the EAEU by specialising on 

knowledge-intensive activities and switching from brain drain to brain circulation. Another op-

portunity would open up for Armenia if it could become the EAEU’s export platform to the 

Middle East. Belarus, by contrast, could potentially benefit from cooperation in RDT&I as well 

as from the increased participation in Russian value chains or – as a finished goods provider 

– in the Russian market as a result of the reduction of NTBs. However, currently the Belarusian 

bargaining space towards Russia is lower than before the events around the presidential elec-

tion in 2020. Still, it seems that more recently the industrial policy agenda has also started to 

promote the inclusion of other actors, e.g. SMEs (Eurasian Economic Commission [EEC], 

2021). This opens up the question of whether uneven effects of industrial cooperation in the 

past led to this decision. Lastly, in 2020, the “EAEU Industrialization Map” was approved, 

“which helps coordinate and efficiently monitor the import substitution activities” (Eurasian Eco-

nomic Commission [EEC], 2020a) of the bloc. Furthermore, in 2021, the “Main Directions of 

Industrial Cooperation until 2025” were published (EEC Council, 2021; Eurasian Intergovern-

mental Council, 2021).  

 

The EU, by contrast, started to practise cohesion policy with the Southern enlargement. Thus, 

they have several decades of experience in this area. Still, the huge imbalances that surfaced 

in the wake of the Eurozone crisis raise the question of how effective these measures were. 

The European division of labour is characterised by a Central European manufacturing core, 

in which Germany, Austria and five CEE countries – the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, 
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Poland and Slovenia – are closely connected (Stöllinger et al., 2013), while the Southern Eu-

ropean periphery has been increasingly marginalised in economic relations (Simonazzi et al., 

2013). Furthermore, the CEE economies are mostly specialised in assembling, while the high 

value-added stages of the value chain are usually performed in Germany and – to a lower 

extent – Austria. The Covid-19 pandemic and the related containment measures seem to have 

further increased the polarisation in Europe (Gräbner, Heimberg & Kapeller, 2020). Also, re-

garding  EU industrial policy, we witness a divide. On the one hand, subsidies for RDT&I de-

velopment are an important category, which are mostly interesting for TNCs based in the core 

member states. On the other hand, regional policy aimed at promoting cohesion, mostly fo-

cussed in infrastructure, dominates in the European periphery. Thus, while the RDT&I funds 

are horizontal and theoretically available to all economic actors, Landesmann and Stöllinger 

(2018) show that only little money goes to the CEE economies. They argue that the EU should 

abandon its ‘one size fits all’ approach and design an ‘appropriate industrial policy’ for periph-

eral and potentially catching-up economies, considering a diverse set of factors. Additionally, 

proposals for progressive industrial policy have argued in favour of an industrial policy that 

adapts to the specific features of an economy connected to its position in the regional and 

global division of labour. For the EU, this could mean establishing temporary exemptions from 

the EU competition rules – so-called “pockets of protectionism” (Eder & Schneider, 2018, 

p. 129) – that would provide peripheral member states with the necessary policy space to (re-

)build their manufacturing sector. However, such a reform would require a shift in the prevailing 

European power relations and can thus only be the outcome of preceding social struggles. 

 

For the (semi-)peripheral regional integrations projects, my research has identified some spe-

cific challenges. First, geographical distances are often huge, and some of the integrating 

countries have no common borders. This means that trade integration is far lower than in Eu-

rope, which means – in combination with the strategic application of non-tariff trade barriers 

against firms from other member states – that there prevails a reluctance to take investment 

decisions with a regional focus. As trade integration is a precondition for productive integration, 

this constitutes a major problem. Second, in the examined integration projects, all large econ-

omies followed a resource-based accumulation strategy, which was additionally spurred by the 

huge Chinese demand for commodities in the first 15 years of the 21st century. While on the 

one hand the exports of raw materials generated income that could be channelled into the 

manufacturing sector, on the other hand, in all countries the effects of the ‘resource curse’ 

could be observed. Third, the rise of China increased the economic policy space of the global 

(semi-)periphery due to rising revenues from commodity exports as well as due to the possi-

bility of acquiring technology and FDI – e.g. connected to the new silk road – from a non-

Western partner. However, downsides also existed. One was the reprimarisation of the (semi-

)peripheral country’s export profile, which was particularly visible in the cases of Brazil and 
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Argentina. Furthermore, the nurturing of infant industries has become ever more necessary 

but difficult due to the potent Chinese competition in numerous manufacturing sectors.  

 

Fourth, in the MERCOSUR and in the EAEU, the main regional powers, Brazil and Russia, 

have been reluctant to adopt an economic – in addition to geopolitical – leadership role. A 

reason for this is, fifth, the observed scarcity of financial resources that can be invested into 

joint industrial policy. There exist only very limited regional funds, which means that the differ-

ent abilities of the member states to mobilise capital – connected to their structural asymme-

tries – also constrains the (re-)industrialisation processes. Sixth, TNCs played an ambiguous 

role in all examined integration projects. While they opened up opportunities for technological 

learning and the accumulation of capabilities, their presence also has negative sides, such as 

the repatriation of great parts of the profits and the emergence of enclave economies. It has 

therefore been argued that the most appropriate way to deal with this challenge would be to 

develop and implement a sectorally differentiated strategy of selective delinking from the world 

market, in addition to the design of measures that allow for a more even distribution of manu-

facturing sectors, as well as high value-added activities in the regional division of labour (for 

more details see section 5.5). 

 

In theoretical terms, the very broad framework to distinguish between trade-centred and de-

velopmental theories proved helpful for the long-term periodisation of Latin American region-

alism and to identify the major turning point. However, it is not sufficient for the in-depth anal-

ysis of specific cases, because trade-centred and developmental elements in many cases co-

exist and it is not always easy to determine which are more important, as they tend to concen-

trate on different policy fields (e.g. industrial vs. monetary policy). This is, for example, why I 

have argued that we do not (yet?) witness developmental regionalism in the EAEU, even 

though it pursues a quite comprehensive industrial cooperation agenda (Eder, 2021b). Sec-

ond, sometimes the national development strategies are clearly developmental but exactly this 

fact inhibits the emergence of a development-centred regional strategy. This was the case in 

the MERCOSUR countries during ‘new developmentalism’ in the first one and a half decades 

of the 21st century and it raises the question about the relationship of national and regional 

development strategies. Thus, the broad distinction between development-centred and trade-

centred periods per se is not sufficient for an in-depth analysis, but a good starting point for 

further studies. 

 

Regulation theory proved to be a viable means to approach my research topic from the per-

spective of specific countries, as it allows us to identify the (often diverging) national accumu-

lation strategies as well as the national modes of regulation, and to examine to which extent 

they have been regionalised (e.g. monetary policy in the EU). Lastly, it can be determined how 

consistent the national modes of accumulation and regulation are with the regional industrial 
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policy agenda, which to some extent permits us to ascertain how much the economic structure 

of a specific country could benefit from it. For example, implementation problems might be 

connected with different policy fields being regulated at different scales (e.g. competition policy 

at the intergovernmental level and monetary policy at the national level). However, regulation 

school emerged in Western Europe and needs some adaption to fit the (semi-)peripheral con-

text. Therefore, it has been suggested – based on a recommendation by Joachim Becker – to 

add a fourth category, ‘import-driven accumulation’, to the basic axis of accumulation, as in 

cases of extreme dependency passive extraversion might be so important that it ultimately 

conditions the accumulation process. 

 

As countries are not monolithic blocs, it seemed reasonable to additionally draw on theories 

that focus on power asymmetries, interest constellations (that also shape institutions), and 

hegemony, as well as on the nature and the role of the state. Therefore, I have relied on neo-

Gramscian and materialist state theory. Particularly helpful was the conception of international 

organisations as “second-order condensation of societal relationships of forces” (Brand et al., 

2011, p. 161), assuming that neither the dominant state(s) nor the supranational or intergov-

ernmental bodies impose their views on industrial policy formulation, but that a dialectical re-

lationship exists between the two levels, and that at each level different actors struggle for the 

establishment of a hegemonic consensus. Consequently, administrative and executive bodies 

of regional integration projects also exhibit strategic selectivity that often tends to favour actors 

well organised at the transnational level (e.g. transnational capital) over others. However, in 

the case of intergovernmental regional bodies the relative autonomy from the member states 

is lower than in integration projects with supranational bodies. It could be argued that in these 

cases no ‘regional operation logic’ relatively independent from the nation states exists, with all 

the positive and negative effects that this entails. 

 

Theories of uneven and dependent development finally served me to analyse the insertion of 

the specific regional integration projects into the global vision of labour and to study the pre-

vailing structural and power asymmetries prevailing inside the respective blocs. The latter is 

particularly crucial, as regional integration among unevenly developed partners might lead to 

a very unequal distribution of benefits and costs, to the detriment of the economically weaker 

partners. Cohesion policy in theory should help to alleviate these effects, but in practice has 

not proven entirely successful, taking a long-term perspective.  

 

Methodologically, all of my papers have relied on qualitative content analysis of the official 

documents of an integration project. While this constitutes an appropriate first step, the data 

needs to be complemented in order to be able to formulate reliable statements on the imple-

mentation progress. First, the allocation of budget resources to industrial policy should be scru-

tinised. If the integration projects do not possess a central budget (or the latter does not cover 
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industrial policy expenditure), the focus should lie on the financial resources provided by the 

member states, development banks and other regional or international organisations, such as 

development cooperation agencies. Second, field work is advantageous for determining which 

industrial policy initiatives have finally blossomed and which actors were really involved in the 

formulation of the industrial policy measures (‘process inclusiveness’), as well as if and how 

the objectives were operationalised. Furthermore, research stays in the respective countries 

and locally conducted expert interviews can contribute to determining the ‘outcome inclusive-

ness’ of the industrial policy agenda, that is, to providing an answer to the question of which 

social groups and classes or class factions benefitted from it most or at all. Thus, a multimethod 

approach relying on the triangulation of qualitative and quantitative data seems most promising 

to gain insights relevant for my research topic. 

 

The biggest methodological challenge was to resolve the ‘problem of multiscalarity’. First, for 

the successful implementation of industrial policy, cohesion is an important issue. However, in 

the case of regional industrial policy this is particularly difficult, as some structural forms of 

regulation have been shifted to the supranational level, while others have remained at the 

national level (e.g. industrial vs. competition policy). For example, in all integration projects 

without a common monetary policy, an exchange rate regulated at the national level (dis-)fa-

vouring manufacturing exports might significantly impact industrial policy outcomes. The same 

is true for national industrial policies that might be severely constrained by supranational com-

petition policy. Thus, it makes sense to approach regional industrial policy from the perspective 

of one or more specific countries. Second, the implementation of regional industrial policy 

might also depend on the national industrial policy in place (and the connected institutional 

and organisational capabilities). Consequently, it would be beneficial if different scholars with 

expertise concerning different member states team up to draw a more comprehensive picture.  

 

Next, some comments follow regarding whether the presented evidence indicates that we have 

witnessed a (temporary or permanent) shift from trade-centred to development-centred region-

alism. In Latin America, development-centred regionalism was only a temporary phenomenon, 

one that can be approximately confined to the period between 2005 and 2015. However, even 

in this period it is obvious that the developmental proclamations on paper and the actual im-

plementation results diverged to a large degree (in ALBA-TCP and the MERCOSUR). Thus, it 

can be asked how serious the aspirations really were. Personally, I tend to think – based on 

consulted literature and the interviews I made – that the ambitions were honest but simply too 

voluntaristic to be put into practice, as they encompassed very broad agendas which lacked 

the support of relevant social actors. For future endeavours, my recommendation is to draft 

more moderate agendas – including far less, more selective measures/sectors – but which 

have available financial resources right from the start. Furthermore, it is important to reflect 

how to deal with the only moderate interest that many actors from the private sector have 



 

134 

shown in the past. Moreover, the elaboration of a comprehensive and systematic long-term 

evaluation of the programmes, projects and instruments in the framework of one single report 

would probably be helpful in order to identify what was finally implemented, which actors ben-

efitted from the measures, and what can be improved in the future (see, as an example, the 

Eurasian Economic Commission’s (2018) “Industrial Policy in the European Union: Three 

Years of Integration”).  

 

Regarding the EAEU, I have argued that “[w]hile the preparatory works for implementing those 

projects and institutions have advanced, the results are still very moderate. Thus, we are cur-

rently not witnessing a transition of the EAEU towards developmental regionalism” (Eder, 

2021b, pp. 350–351). However, steps towards a more development-centred agenda are dis-

cernible and we will see whether the new geopolitical environment will spur developmentalism 

in the EAEU (see below). As with the MERCOSUR, the EAEU would probably need to reduce 

the scope of its aspired initiatives to facilitate the real implementation of them. The new “Main 

Directions until 2025” have taken the other route by even adding more priority sectors to the 

list, which now amount to a total of 25. However, one reason for this is that with jewellery 

production one of the most significant Armenian manufacturing industries, and with linen pro-

duction an important sector of the Kyrgyz economy, were included (Eurasian Intergovernmen-

tal Council, 2021, p. 24). Thus, this seems to be a reaction to the former practical exclusion of 

the smallest MS from the programme, of which the basics were already designed before Ar-

menia and Kyrgyzstan joined the EAEU. However, the development of projects in 25 priority 

sectors is even more challenging, and the question is whether a narrower agenda would not 

increase the likelihood of successful implementation. Apart from the above-mentioned 

changes, the plan to include SMEs more directly in the industrial cooperation agenda and the 

design of industrialisation maps to integrate the other MS into Russia’s import substitution 

strategy also prove that in more recent times there is more concern not to reinforce the pre-

vailing asymmetries in the bloc. Furthermore, the action plan accompanying the “Main Direc-

tions until 2025” contains a well-organised table which clarifies which institution(s) or state(s) 

are responsible for the implementation of which measures or projects and in which time period 

the evaluations will be happening (EEC Council, 2021). Thus, it is evident that plenty of work 

has been invested to revise the industrial cooperation agenda of the EAEU, and future re-

search is required to determine how successful the implementation was and how it has af-

fected uneven and dependent development in the EAEU and on a global scale. 

 

The EU still has an emphasis on horizontal industrial policy measures but more recently has 

taken gradual steps towards more interventionism. The question remains open whether the 

trade-centred focus that the EU adopted in the late 1980s will be abandoned completely in the 

face of the new global geopolitical rivalries. However, in the case of the EU, more intervention-

ism does not necessarily mean that it will be more developmental, at least not in the sense 
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that it strives for catch-up development. Still, it could be argued that the attempt to reindustri-

alise or to strengthen the industrial capacities and capabilities might be the way ‘development-

centred’ regionalism appears in the core. Arguably, in order to be truly developmental, a pro-

gressive European industrial policy agenda would need to create a more even development in 

Europe, based on a more balanced division of labour. Regarding future research on industrial 

policy in the EU, it would be advisable to analyse in more detail which actors, sectors and 

regions benefit most from the horizontal industrial policy measures, who can actually partici-

pate in the IPCEI, and how the S3 strategies affect the insertion of specific EU regions into the 

European division of labour.  

 

For all integration projects it might be interesting to study the programmes and institutional 

arrangements applied in other cases, as well as the challenges that appeared (see section 5). 

In many cases, one or two specific measures have been particularly creative, and might serve 

as an inspiration for others. However, it is obvious that programmes or institutional arrange-

ments cannot simply be transferred to different settings without adequate adaptation. More 

reflection is required regarding the actors that should participate in industrial policy-making 

and how they can best be involved. This concerns process as well as outcome inclusivity. 

Furthermore, we lack in all integration projects a thorough analysis of the effects of joint indus-

trial policy on uneven and dependent development in the region (obviously, regional industrial 

policy being only one factor among many others). Lastly, all integration projects should trans-

parently provide an overview of the allocated subsidies and encourage domestic researchers 

as well as those from abroad to conduct field work on different issues connected to industrial 

policy making in the regional space, as many knowledge gaps still remain. 

 

So, what are the future prospects? In Latin America, the trade and productive integration 

agenda of ALBA-TCP has already failed, and a its revival is highly unlikely, while in the MER-

COSUR it continues to proceed in a pragmatic way but has lost its verve. This might change if 

Lula da Silva is elected again as President of Brazil in October 2022 and teams up in the 

following with Argentina’s president Fernández to reactivate the ‘social and productive’ side of 

the MERCOSUR. Still, such a political constellation could also lead to a revival of the nation-

alistic new developmentalist policies that did not converge into a regional development strat-

egy. On the Eurasian continent, by contrast, the uneven effects of the Covid-19 pandemic as 

well as geopolitical issues, e.g. arising from the Russian war in Ukraine, will dynamise the 

industrial policy debates in the EU and in the EAEU. The former issues are likely to shape the 

future industrial policy debates at least as much as the green and digital transformation. First, 

the creation of more regionalised economic circuits will become an issue. In the EU, more 

IPCEI will be created to develop key technologies in order to decrease the dependence on 

China and the USA. Furthermore, the Covid-19 pandemic spurred debates on how to guaran-

tee the supply security of strategic goods (Raza et al., 2021). In that case, it is still to be seen 
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whether and how they will materialise in practice. In the EAEU, the leading policymakers might 

design and implement a more comprehensive import substitution policy to counter the Western 

sanctions. In 2021, new “Main Directions of Industrial Cooperation” were published that will be 

implemented by 2025 (Eurasian Intergovernmental Council, 2021). Second, military spending 

will increase in different parts of the world. This is likely to go along with an even stronger 

promotion of the defence industry, probably building on the “European Defence Industrial De-

velopment Programme” (EDIDP) that was established by Regulation (EU) 2018/1092 some 

years ago (European Commission [EC], n.d.–b).  

 

It is likely that the EAEU and the EU will increasingly grow apart. For the EAEU, the future 

probably means that it will become more counter-hegemonic in the sense that it will challenge 

the dominance of the USA and the EU in the global arena. Apart from this, it will most likely 

become more developmental, including the reinforcement of its import substitution measures, 

as it has to substitute trade relations and value chains that are lost due to the Russian war in 

Ukraine and the connected sanctions. In the EU, by contrast, the industrial policy agenda has 

significantly broadened and has simultaneously become more contradictory. While the agenda 

connected to green industrial policy is quite ambitious, there exist trade-offs with other indus-

trial policy spheres that are barely debated. For example, one could ask whether rearmament 

and the accomplishment of strict ecological goals can potentially be reconciled. Furthermore, 

the increasing digitalisation of industry requires scarce raw materials that might aggravate en-

vironmental harm (abroad). Consequently, we will witness more state intervention during the 

upcoming years, but not necessarily in a progressive way. Industrial policy is back in regional-

ism, but for the benefit of whom? 
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industrialização regional no velho regionalismo, no regionalismo aberto e nos regionalismos do século XXI, e 
como eram moldadas pelos conflitos entre diferentes grupos sociais. Concretamente, os exemplos do Pacto 
Andino, do MERCOSUL e do ALBA são introduzidos. A contribuição do artigo consiste em refletir criticamente 
sobre as experiências latino-americanas com a elaboração e implementação de política industrial comum em 
diversos contextos.
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produtiva; integração regional; política industrial

Introducción

Por su legado colonial, los países de América Latina tra-
dicionalmente estuvieron poco conectados entre sí. Las 
relaciones de intercambio se dirigían sobre todo hacia 
los antiguos poderes coloniales, España y Portugal, y lue-
go también hacia los grandes centros industriales, sobre 
todo Gran Bretaña y Estados Unidos. Debido a la rápida 
expansión del capitalismo a finales del siglo XIX se incre-
mentó la demanda de alimentos y minerales en Europa. 
Transferencias de capital y masivas olas migratorias 
hacia América del Sur permitieron desarrollar activida-
des de explotación y exportación de materias primas, 
que se intercambiaban por bienes manufacturados de 
los centros. Después de lograr la independencia formal, 
sólo algunos países latinoamericanos, como Argentina y 
Brasil, lograron iniciar a finales del siglo XIX un proce-
so de industrialización vinculado a la agroexportación. 
Otros países no lograron crear una base industrial propia 
bajo las condiciones paracoloniales que seguían vigentes 
(Prebisch 1959, 4; Sunkel 1998, 231-233).

En las primeras décadas del siglo XX, el modelo de 
acumulación basado en la exportación de productos 
agrícolas, caracterizado por el “desarrollo hacia afue-
ra”, mostró cada vez más señales de agotamiento. Las 
dos guerras mundiales y la crisis económica mundial 
causaron una profunda modificación de las relaciones 
comerciales internacionales. A partir de los años 1930, 
muchos países erigieron barreras proteccionistas, lo 
que redimensionó los precios relativos de bienes pri-
marios e industriales, y las guerras rompieron gran 
parte de los vínculos comerciales establecidos. En este 
contexto, varios gobiernos latinoamericanos empeza-
ron a implementar políticas nacionales de desarrollo 
para promover su industrialización y sustituir los pro-
ductos que ya no podían adquirir de los centros indus-
triales. Por lo tanto, lo que más tarde se denominaría 
“sustitución de importaciones”, inicialmente fue una 
reacción espontánea al contexto global, que careció de 
una fundamentación teórica (Bielschowsky 1998, 14; 
FitzGerald 1998, 47; Prebisch 1998 [1949], 65; Sunkel 
1998, 232-233).

La recuperación del sector agrícola europeo después de 
la Segunda Guerra Mundial y la persistente protección 

de este sector por los países desarrollados restringían 
seriamente las posibilidades de exportaciones agrope-
cuarias de América Latina. El efecto más inmediato en 
los países latinoamericanos fue la disminución palpable 
de divisas para la importación, pero en términos más 
generales quedó en evidencia la vulnerabilidad derivada 
de la inserción desventajosa en la división internacio-
nal del trabajo como exportadores de materias primas, 
herencia del pasado colonial (Briceño Ruiz 2007, 19; 
Prebisch 1998 [1949], 65). Por consiguiente, varios países 
intensificaron sus esfuerzos de industrialización con-
forme a las propuestas de la recién formada Comisión 
Económica para América Latina y el Caribe (CEPAL) 
(Prebisch 1998 [1949], 66). A pesar de que las economías 
más grandes —Argentina, Brasil, Chile y México— habían 
tenido éxito considerable con la sustitución de importa-
ciones en ciertas industrias, se alcanzó un momento en 
el que el potencial de crecimiento se vio restringido por 
los estrechos límites de los mercados nacionales. En ese 
contexto, varios países suramericanos buscaron inten-
sificar la cooperación y la CEPAL recomendó el fomento 
de la integración económica regional para apoyar los 
procesos de industrialización nacionales (Bielschowsky 
1998, 14, 41; Briceño Ruiz 2007, 22-26; Prebisch 1959, 5; 
Tavares y Gomes 1998, 213).

En aquel contexto, a finales de los años 1940 comenzó a 
establecerse en América Latina un vínculo entre inte-
gración regional e industrialización, dos ideas que en 
algunos períodos estuvieron más íntimamente ligadas 
que en otros. Pero ¿cuáles eran las posturas dominan-
tes acerca de la industrialización regional en el viejo 
regionalismo, en el regionalismo abierto y en los regio-
nalismos del siglo XXI y cómo las moldeaban los con-
flictos entre diferentes grupos sociales? El propósito 
de este artículo es proveer un resumen que demuestra, 
para cada período analizado, qué fomentaba y qué obs-
taculizaba la relación entre ambos. En otras palabras, se 
realiza un análisis de los promotores y oponentes de la 
agenda de integración productiva en la teoría y en la prác-
tica, y se examina cuáles fueron los principales logros de 
y los obstáculos para la implementación de políticas 
industriales coordinadas o comunes. Con este objeto, 
hace falta introducir algunas consideraciones respecto 
a los objetivos y las lógicas dominantes de procesos de 
integración regional en América Latina.
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En general, los procesos de integración regional se pue-
den diferenciar de acuerdo con los objetivos principales 
que persiguen. El enfoque comercialista, en la tradición 
de David Ricardo y Jacob Viner, busca fomentar la inte-
gración mediante el libre comercio, mientras que la 
vertiente desarrollista —inspirada por Friedrich List y 
John Maynard Keynes— aspira a promover además el 
desarrollo industrial de los países afiliados (Becker 2006, 
17-21). A lo largo del siglo XX y a inicios del siglo XXI, 
proyectos de integración regional en América Latina se 
caracterizaron por la lucha entre estas dos lógicas de 
integración. Este artículo traza las principales líneas 
de conflicto en diferentes períodos de la historia latinoa-
mericana reciente. La investigación se basa en el análisis 
de documentos originales y literatura secundaria prove-
nientes de los distintos períodos. Primero se discuten el 
auge y la crisis del viejo regionalismo y la influencia de 
las posturas desarrollistas-estructuralistas de la CEPAL 
en él. Después se realiza un análisis del surgimiento del 
nuevo regionalismo (o regionalismo abierto), a inicios de 
los años 1990, en el cual dominaron políticas de apertura 
comercial. Por último, se analizan las experiencias del 
Mercado Común del Sur (MERCOSUR) y de la Alianza 
Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nuestra América (ALBA), 
que reforzaron en los años 2000 las actividades para 
fomentar la integración productiva entre sus economías.

Industrialización e integración regional  
en el pensamiento temprano de la CEPAL:  
un amor profundo
A finales de los años 1940, el secretario general de la 
CEPAL, Raúl Prebisch, analizó en el texto “El desarrollo 
económico de América Latina y algunos de sus princi-
pales problemas” (1949) el funcionamiento del comercio 
internacional, así como la inserción de los países lati-
noamericanos en la división internacional del trabajo. 
Prebisch concluyó que América Latina figuraba entre la 
periferia, la cual se caracterizaba por la concentración en 
la exportación de materias primas. En cambio, los centros 
industriales comerciaban mayoritariamente con bienes 
manufacturados. Según la teoría neoclásica de comercio 
internacional, esa división del trabajo internacional era la 
más eficiente, dado que exigía de cada país especializarse 
según sus ventajas comparativas. No obstante, Prebisch 
(1998 [1949], 65-82) observó que los beneficios del pro-
greso tecnológico industrial de los centros no llegaban 
a la periferia. A partir de dicha observación dedujo la 
necesidad de promover la industrialización de los países 
latinoamericanos mediante políticas de sustitución de 
importaciones dirigidas por el Estado.

En 1959, la CEPAL publicó el documento “El Mercado 
Común Latinoamericano”, que fue coordinado por Raúl 
Prebisch. En el documento se expresa la preocupación 
por el lento crecimiento de las economías latinoame-
ricanas, que no permitiría absorber la creciente mano 
de obra, y por la baja tasa de exportaciones que causó la 

restricción externa.1 Estos problemas eran vinculados a 
los límites a que habían llegado los procesos de indus-
trialización nacionales. Particularmente en las economías 
más grandes, las políticas de sustitución de importaciones 
habían sido exitosas en crear industrias de consumo. No 
obstante, la especialización racional en esas ramas y la 
penetración en industrias de capital y bienes de consumo 
duraderos sólo parecían posibles al ampliar el mercado 
y al intensificar el intercambio latinoamericano. Así, 
un mercado latinoamericano común debía fomentar 
la industrialización. No obstante, el documento des-
taca que la “industrialización no es un fin en sí misma, 
sino un medio eficiente para acrecentar la productivi-
dad media y por tanto el nivel de vida de la población” 
(Prebisch 1959, 5).

Para la CEPAL, la creación de un mercado común lati-
noamericano debía darse de forma gradual. El primer 
paso consistiría en el establecimiento de una zona 
preferencial comercial y de un arancel externo común, 
previsto en un plazo de diez años. El objetivo más 
importante de la propuesta era “ofrece[r] una alternati-
va a la política de sustitución de importaciones: adquirir 
en otros países latinoamericanos bienes industriales 
que antes se importaban del resto del mundo, pagán-
dolos con un incremento de exportaciones” (Prebisch 
1959, 7). Asimismo, el comercio de productos agrícolas 
en la región —y, con ello, los incentivos para la especia-
lización y tecnificación en ese sector— debía aumentar. 
La diversificación de las exportaciones e importaciones 
debía reducir la vulnerabilidad externa de las econo-
mías latinoamericanas2 (Prebisch 1959, 7-11).

La propuesta aspiraba a ofrecer a las economías latinoa-
mericanas la posibilidad de aprovechar las economías de 
escala, así como las ventajas de especialización y com-
plementación industrial (Prebisch 1959, 55). Por tanto, 
los productos más importantes para la sustitución de 
importaciones en el mercado regional debían ser aque-
llos cuya producción se podía concentrar regionalmente 
y que ofrecían muchas oportunidades de especializa-
ción, a saber, la producción de maquinaria, productos 
químicos y automóviles, y el procesamiento de acero, 
cobre y combustibles (Prebisch 1959, 68-69). Mientras 
que el Estado —por la falta de un sector privado suficien-
temente desarrollado— se concebía como el principal 
promotor de estas estrategias de industrialización, se 
pensaba que el mercado común también podía “estimu-
lar al empresario latinoamericano a penetrar resuel-
tamente en estos nuevos campos de producción, tanto 

1 La restricción externa resulta de una balanza comercial 
constantemente deficitaria (por la baja tasa de exportacio-
nes). La resultante escasez de divisas limita la capacidad de 
importar (Tavares y Gomes 1998, 214). Además, restringe la 
cantidad de préstamos e inversiones extranjeros que un país 
puede obtener (Prebisch 1959, 51-52).

2 Por lo tanto, la CEPAL no abogaba por un regionalismo cerra-
do, como reiteradamente se le ha reprochado.
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mediante la ayuda técnica como mediante la colabora-
ción financiera” (Prebisch 1959, 9). Al mismo tiempo, el 
mercado común debía aumentar la capacidad receptiva 
de capital extranjero, que se consideraba necesario para 
participar en el progreso técnico de los centros y promo-
ver la modernización de las economías latinoamericanas 
o “su gradual avance hacia líneas cada vez más complejas 
y difíciles de producción” (Prebisch 1959, 12).

A fin de no crear un mercado común fraccionado se exi-
gía la aplicación del principio de la nación más favore-
cida, que extendería automáticamente concesiones de 
negociaciones bilaterales a los demás países del merca-
do común (Prebisch 1959, 13). Se preveían excepciones 
para el Programa de Integración Económica del Istmo 
Centroamericano, para países de desarrollo incipiente 
y para arreglos de especialización o complementación 
industrial (Prebisch 1959, 13-16). Además, el tratamien-
to diferencial de los países menos desarrollados podía 
consistir en rebajas o eliminaciones de derechos unila-
terales, así como en una “amplia ayuda técnica y finan-
ciera para desarrollar industrias y otras actividades 
relacionadas con el mercado común” (Prebisch 1959, 17). 
Esto implicaba localizar nuevas industrias en el mer-
cado común no sólo por el criterio de la economicidad, 
sino en distintas zonas, para que el ingreso se distribu-
yera más equilibradamente. De tal manera, se quería 
evitar que los países pequeños desarrollarían un déficit 
comercial en el mercado común (Prebisch 1959, 71-73).

El viejo regionalismo  
y la industrialización común

Antes de que las propuestas de la CEPAL se elaboraran, 
ya habían surgido iniciativas de gobiernos nacionalis-
tas que iban en una dirección parecida. Por ejemplo, el 
Plan Pinedo, promovido en 1940 por Argentina, prin-
cipalmente aspiraba a la firma de un acuerdo de libre 
comercio con Brasil, pero contenía la idea de crear un 
mercado regional para apoyar la especialización y racio-
nalización de las industrias, así como para contrarrestar 
la creciente influencia de Estados Unidos en América del 
Sur. Briceño Ruiz (2007, 22-23) indica que “el Plan era un 
antecedente del pensamiento autonomista industriali-
zador de la CEPAL”. No obstante, el Plan nunca fue apro-
bado, a causa de la resistencia tanto de la oposición como 
de la élite gobernante. Asimismo, el intento de fundar 
la Organización Económica Grancolombiana fracasó, 
entre otras razones, por la oposición de Estados Unidos. 
Otro ejemplo fue el Acta de Unión Económica Argenti-
no-Chilena, que en 1953 el presidente argentino Perón 
buscó establecer junto con el presidente chileno Ibáñez, 
y al que pretendían integrar a Brasil. No obstante, las 
Fuerzas Armadas brasileñas y la oposición al presidente 
Vargas rechazaban una integración más íntima del Cono 
Sur. El respaldo de Vargas a esta Acta fue una razón fun-
damental para su impeachment. Con la caída de Vargas en 
1954, la lógica comercialista llegó a ser dominante en la 

región. Brasil aspiraba a fomentar la integración con sus 
países vecinos a través de la intensificación del comercio 
mutuo. Por ello, decidió revisar los tratados bilaterales 
existentes con Argentina, Chile y Uruguay. Los cuatro 
países optaron por negociar en bloque y acabaron pro-
nunciándose a favor de la creación de una zona de libre 
comercio de la América Meridional, que se convirtió en 
un antecesor de la Asociación Latinoamericana de Libre 
Comercio (ALALC) (Briceño Ruiz 2007, 22-26).

Cuando en la segunda mitad de los años 1950 se empe-
zó a debatir el establecimiento de un mercado común 
latinoamericano, los países del Cono Sur se oponían a 
una integración que fuera más allá de una zona de libre 
comercio. La CEPAL, en cambio, abogaba por un merca-
do común, según las líneas generales presentadas en el 
subcapítulo anterior. Al principio, México respaldaba 
la propuesta de la CEPAL y también movilizaba técni-
cos para concretarla. No obstante, al darse cuenta de 
la alianza de los países meridionales, México tomó el 
camino de Brasil. De esta manera, seguía apoyando 
retóricamente una integración más profunda, pero en 
la práctica reforzaba su orientación hacia el merca-
do interno, pretendiendo atraer inversión extranjera 
directa (sobre todo de Estados Unidos) y aplicando 
medidas proteccionistas contra los demás países. Los 
países más pequeños favorecían el mercado común, 
porque veían el potencial para promover sus procesos 
de industrialización, pero pronto quedaron desilusio-
nados por las dificultades que se presentaban al nego-
ciar su tratamiento diferencial. Además, Estados Unidos 
trabajaba en contra de la CEPAL y sus iniciativas, pues la 
consideraban una competencia para la Organización de 
los Estados Americanos y temían las exigencias de una 
América Latina unida (Briceño Ruiz 2007, 26-34 y 58-59; 
Tavares y Gomes 1998, 215).

En consecuencia, existía una línea divisoria entre los 
países que defendían un enfoque comercialista hacia la 
integración económica y otros que lo veían como una 
oportunidad para promover su desarrollo en el marco 
más amplio de la región. El primer grupo estaba integra-
do por las economías más grandes y desarrolladas, que 
tenían, por el tamaño de sus mercados, la oportunidad 
de lograr cierta especialización y racionalización de sus 
procesos productivos, aunque el aprovechamiento de 
economías de escala también estaba limitado para ellos. 
Los países más pequeños tendían a un enfoque desarro-
llista, que valoraba los potenciales de un mercado común, 
mientras recibían un tratamiento diferencial (Becker 
2006, 17-21; Briceño Ruiz 2007, 37-38). No obstante, es 
importante destacar que también dentro de los mismos 
países rivalizaban intereses, por ejemplo, entre los capi-
tales comerciales e industriales, o entre los capitales de 
orientación nacional o transnacional (Briceño Ruiz 2007, 
58-59). En el plano teórico, Becker (2006, 22) lo explica 
por las luchas entre grupos sociales (sobre todo, entre 
diferentes fracciones de la burguesía) para imponer su 
estrategia de acumulación preferida en la región.
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¿Un amor sólo de palabras? Las experiencias  
de la ALALC y del MCCA

En 1960, la Asociación Latinoamericana de Libre Comer-
cio (ALALC) se creó “como una desviación tangencial del 
magno proyecto de establecer el gran mercado común 
latinoamericano ideado por Prebisch, […] pero con el 
objetivo final explícito de transitar también hacia esa 
meta última” (Magariños 2005, 8). Sin embargo, el conve-
nio constitutivo de la ALALC correspondía básicamente 
a un tratado multilateral de comercio, que carecía de 
una dimensión de cooperación industrial (Briceño Ruiz, 
Quintero y Ruiz de Benítez 2013, 15; Magariños 2005, 11). 
Más tarde se firmaron algunos acuerdos de complemen-
tación industrial no muy significativos. Eso también se 
debió a que Estados Unidos y las instituciones financie-
ras internacionales se negaron a financiar tales proyec-
tos en el marco de la integración regional (Teubal 1968, 
88-90). Es más, surgieron críticas que alegaban que esos 
pocos acuerdos habían beneficiado primordialmente a 
las empresas transnacionales que operaban en la región 
(Briceño Ruiz, Quintero y Ruiz de Benítez 2013, 28).

Aparte de ello, los países miembros más pequeños se 
quejaron de que los “tres grandes” —Argentina, Brasil y 
México— lucraban beneficios desproporcionales del pro-
ceso de integración, dado que habían incrementado su 
volumen de comercio regional mucho más que los otros 
países (Magariños 2005, 12; Söderbaum 2015, 14). Según 
Magariños (2005, 12-14), esta tendencia “constituía un 
obstáculo mayor a la concreción de un mercado libre”, así 
como la resistencia de los empresarios locales en todas 
las naciones, por la más aguda competencia que hubiera 
creado. En general, a causa de los conflictos entre las ver-
tientes comercialista y desarrollista, así como entre los 
promotores y oponentes del proceso de integración, todo 
tipo de coordinación de políticas, o bien de los aranceles, 
o bien de la planeación nacional, se complicaba tanto, que 
la viabilidad de tales políticas se empezó a cuestionar:

Una debilidad básica de la doctrina de la CEPAL parece 
haber sido una falta de realismo respecto de los gru-
pos sociales que tendrían a su cargo la promoción 
del proceso de industrialización y el cambio social en 
América Latina. Tal como se presenta en la actuali-
dad la visión de CEPAL parece haber sido formulada 
en un “vacío socioeconómico”. (Teubal 1968, 90)

A causa de ello, los países más pequeños reclamaron 
una estrategia más radical, que aspiraba a la industria-
lización planificada en conjunto (Söderbaum 2015, 14), 
como la había propuesto la CEPAL.

También en 1960 se creó otra iniciativa de integración 
latinoamericana a nivel subregional: el Mercado Común 
Centroamericano (MCCA), entre Guatemala, El Salva-
dor, Honduras y Nicaragua, al que luego se afiliaría Cos-
ta Rica, en 1963. El MCCA buscó implementar una política 
industrial común mediante el Régimen de Industrias 

Centroamericano de Integración (RICI), pero finalmen-
te sólo tres industrias se implementaron a través de 
este programa. Como el éxito fue marginal, los países 
establecieron el Sistema Especial de Actividades Pro-
ductivas, que era económicamente más liberal y benefi-
ciaba a las empresas transnacionales. De tal manera, se 
pervirtió la propuesta de la CEPAL, que quería fomentar 
un desarrollo industrial independiente de los grandes 
centros (Briceño Ruiz 2007, 55; Briceño Ruiz, Quintero y 
Ruiz de Benítez 2013, 15-16; 28). Dabène (2012, 8) destaca 
además el papel de Estados Unidos, que intentó (y final-
mente logró) convencer a los Estados centroamericanos 
de que no necesitaban industrias integradas, dado que 
ello sólo iba a promover la creación de monopolios. Esa 
experiencia fue otra muestra de que las restricciones 
para la industrialización (común) en América Latina no 
eran todas de índole interna. Sea como fuere, el MCCA 
se paralizó a partir de 1969, debido a la Guerra del Fútbol 
entre El Salvador y Honduras.

El intento de aprender de antiguos errores:  
la experiencia del Pacto Andino

El intento más avanzado de implementar las propues-
tas de la CEPAL fue el Pacto Andino. Este esquema de 
integración surgió cuando la ALALC y el MCCA ya esta-
ban en crisis y, por ende, en clara delimitación de estas 
iniciativas (Dabène 2012, 10). Además, las presiones de 
Estados Unidos ya se habían moderado en aquel período. 
En 1969, los países miembros firmaron el documento 
de fundación, el Acuerdo de Cartagena (Pacto Andino 
1969), cuyo objetivo principal fue modificar la estructu-
ra industrial del bloque. Primero, el acuerdo fijó el tra-
tamiento preferencial de los países de menor desarrollo 
(Bolivia y Ecuador), así como la creación de un sistema 
institucional que apoyaría técnicamente la planificación 
subregional y procuraría la equidad. Segundo, el tratado 
reflejó la idea de la CEPAL de iniciar un desarrollo indus-
trial planificado a nivel regional. Los Programas Secto-
riales de Desarrollo Industrial (PSDI) debían constituir la 
columna vertebral de este proceso (Dabène 2012, 9-10; 
Salgado 1998, 3-4). Para la superación de la estrechez de 
los mercados nacionales “se pretendía continuar con el 
principio de la especialización en la producción, el cual 
comprendía la producción de un bien de manera exclu-
siva por uno de los países miembros, su libre comerciali-
zación en la región, y la aplicación de un arancel externo 
común frente a terceros países” (Briceño Ruiz, Quintero 
y Ruiz de Benítez 2013, 17). No obstante, se preservó el 
objetivo de exportar al mercado mundial cuando fuera 
viable. A principios de 1971 se aprobó adicionalmente 
el Régimen Común para el Capital Extranjero (Decisión 
24), que reguló las inversiones extranjeras y constituyó, 
al lado de los PSDI, otro pilar central del Pacto Andino 
(Dabène 2012, 9-10; Salgado 1998, 6).

Mientras que el Pacto Andino logró aumentar dentro 
del bloque el comercio de productos manufacturados 
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no tradicionales, la implementación de la programación 
industrial fue menos exitosa. Los gobiernos de Chile y 
Colombia siempre fueron más favorables a políticas de 
libre mercado que los otros países, que defendían una 
posición más dirigista. Por tal razón, las negociaciones 
se caracterizaban por dificultades a este respecto. Des-
pués de extensas discusiones se eligieron cuatro secto-
res industriales para la planificación, en el marco de los 
PSDI. En 1972 se aprobó el primer programa sectorial 
en la industria metalmecánica, el cual se tuvo que rene-
gociar tras la adhesión tardía de Venezuela, en 1973. En 
1975, el segundo programa se creó en la industria petro-
química, y en 1977 siguió el Programa de la industria 
automotriz. Por último, en 1980 se autorizó el programa 
siderúrgico (Briceño Ruiz 2007, 269-278). No obstante, 
la implementación enfrentó fuertes complicaciones.

Salgado (1998, 6-7) y Briceño Ruiz (2007, 269) coinciden 
en que los PSDI eran probablemente la parte constituti-
va más importante del Pacto Andino, pero a la vez era la 
más compleja en cuanto a su realización. Esto se debía a 
que existían dos posiciones irreconciliables acerca de los 
PSDI. Mientras que la fracción estructuralista del capi-
tal industrial apoyaba las políticas dirigistas del Pacto 
Andino, la fracción liberal rechazaba el involucramiento 
del Estado en la industria (una posición que se corres-
pondía con los intereses de Estados Unidos). Esto afectó 
los PSDI, que se caracterizaron por incumplimientos y 
por no lograr distribuir los beneficios de manera justa 
entre todos los miembros, a pesar del tratamiento dife-
rencial de Bolivia y Ecuador (Salgado 1998, 7). Al respec-
to, Briceño Ruiz, Quintero y Ruiz de Benítez sostienen:

La imposibilidad de lograr un mínimo común deno-
minador entre estas dos tendencias causó una pér-
dida de apoyo político a las propuestas de ISI, y en 
consecuencia, al modelo de integración del Pacto 
Andino y su ambición de impulsar programas regio-
nales de industrialización. (Briceño Ruiz, Quintero y 
Ruiz de Benítez 2013, 18)

Así, a inicios de los años 1980 el Grupo Andino todavía no 
había llegado a un arancel externo común, y la progra-
mación industrial estaba descreditada (Salgado 1998, 7).

El cuestionamiento del amor incondicional:  
la revisión del pensamiento cepalino

Entre 1950 y 1980, las propuestas de la CEPAL influye-
ron de manera significativa en el diseño de las políticas 
económicas de la mayoría de los gobiernos latinoameri-
canos. De todos modos, ya durante los años 1960 surgie-
ron las primeras críticas en cuanto a las consecuencias 
sociales de las políticas de industrialización. Los sala-
rios reales no crecían de modo suficiente como para 
incrementar la demanda efectiva, la distribución de los 
ingresos se hacía cada vez más desigual y el desempleo 
aumentaba. Estas observaciones llevaron al cepalista 

Aníbal Pinto a la formulación de la tesis de la “hetero-
geneidad estructural”, que constataba que los frutos 
del avance tecnológico no se distribuían de manera 
equilibrada y que la industrialización sólo modificaba 
la heterogeneidad estructural existente sin superarla 
(Pinto 1970; Bielschowsky 1998, 35-36).

En términos económicos, persistía la vulnerabilidad 
externa, y la estrategia ISI (Industrialización por Susti-
tución de Importaciones) incluso parecía empeorar los 
problemas de la balanza de pagos. Además, la industria-
lización se había concentrado en la producción de bie-
nes de consumo, que beneficiaron sobre todo a la élite 
(Palma 1978, 908). Por último, la creciente integración 
del capital extranjero con las economías latinoamerica-
nas “pone fin a las ilusiones de un capitalismo autónomo 
y al carácter democrático y progresista de la burguesía 
industrial, […] y provocó fisuras teóricas en el seno de 
la Comisión Económica para América Latina y el Caribe 
(CEPAL)” (Osorio 2004, 129-130). Esas observaciones 
provocaron un debate acerca de la noción de dependen-
cia dentro y fuera de la CEPAL, del cual surgió la Escuela 
de la Dependencia, e influyeron también en los esque-
mas de integración en la región.

A partir de 1973, según Dabène (2012, 3-4), surgió una 
segunda ola del viejo regionalismo en América Latina, 
que se destacaba por su moderación. La decepción por 
los resultados de la liberalización comercial dentro de 
la región y las políticas de industrialización llevaron 
a la reducción de las expectativas y al abandono de la 
rigidez de los programas de integración. En consecuen-
cia, en 1980 la ALALC se convirtió en la ALADI, que 
todavía promovía la complementariedad industrial, 
pero favorecía actividades del sector privado para ello 
(Dabène 2012, 11). Finalmente, el estallido de la crisis de 
deuda y la crisis económica de los años 1980 causaron 
el desprestigio de las propuestas de la CEPAL, quedando 
olvidadas sus ideas acerca de la industrialización regio-
nal (Briceño Ruiz, Quintero y Ruiz de Benítez 2013, 18). 
Programas de ajuste estructural, que incluían severas 
medidas de austeridad, sustituyeron las políticas diri-
gistas, también en el ámbito industrial, y posiciones 
nacionalistas y proteccionistas se debilitaron con las 
reformas. Los efectos para el sector industrial de los paí-
ses latinoamericanos fueron devastadores (Briceño Ruiz 
2007, 109-110; Fajnzylber 1998 [1990], 843).

El regionalismo abierto y la transformación 
productiva con equidad: el reacercamiento 
después de la crisis
Después de la “década perdida” de los años 1980, carac-
terizada por la liberalización, la desregulación y las 
privatizaciones, la CEPAL retomó a inicios de los años 
1990 el tema de la industrialización del estructuralismo 
(Fajnzylber 1998 [1990]) y lo vinculó con el concepto de “cre-
cimiento con equidad” promovido por el Banco Mundial. 
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La reactivación del pensamiento estructuralista y su 
sintonización con las propuestas del Banco Mundial 
asentaron los fundamentos del neoestructuralismo. En 
el documento “Transformación productiva con equidad: 
la tarea prioritaria del desarrollo de América Latina y el 
Caribe en los años 1990” (1990), coordinado por Fernan-
do Fajnzylber, se mencionan las siguientes tareas para 
América Latina, en un nuevo período de mayor compe-
titividad internacional:

[D]e un lado, es preciso fortalecer la democracia; de 
otro, hay que ajustar las economías, estabilizarlas, 
incorporarlas a un cambio tecnológico mundial inten-
sificado, modernizar los sectores públicos, elevar el 
ahorro, mejorar la distribución del ingreso, implan-
tar patrones más austeros de consumo, y hacer todo 
eso en el contexto de un desarrollo ambientalmente 
sostenible. (CEPAL 1998a [1990], 858)

En ese contexto, la industrialización se presentó como 
columna vertebral de la transformación productiva, 
dado que sólo ella tiene las capacidades de absorber y 
difundir el progreso técnico. Al mismo tiempo, se insis-
tió en la necesidad de abandonar “el estrecho marco 
sectorial en que se la ha abordado” (CEPAL 1998a [1990], 
861). La tarea consistía en mejorar los vínculos entre el 
sector industrial y los sectores agrícola y de servicios 
para optimizar la integración del sistema productivo y, 
por ende, la productividad. Además, se argumentaba a 
favor del desarrollo del sector privado, lo cual el Estado 
debía respaldar (CEPAL 1998a [1990], 869). No obstante, 
las propuestas acerca de políticas industriales concretas 
permanecieron a un nivel poco preciso, en comparación 
con períodos anteriores.

En ese periodo resurgen tendencias a fomentar la inte-
gración regional, parcialmente como reacción al regio-
nalismo económico en otras partes del mundo (Briceño 
Ruiz 2007, 109). Mientras que durante los años 1980 
había prevalecido cierto escepticismo hacia esquemas 
formales de integración regional en América Latina, 
durante los años 1990 se firmaron varios acuerdos de 
comercio preferencial (CEPAL 1998b [1994], 910), se 
relanzaron esquemas de integración como el Pacto 
Andino y se iniciaron nuevos proyectos como el MER-
COSUR. Sin embargo, todo ello se dio bajo una filosofía 
integracionista dominada por el liberalismo comercial, 
en la tradición de Jacob Viner, que veía la integración 
sólo como fase temporal antes de la apertura total. El 
“nuevo regionalismo” o “regionalismo abierto” buscaba 
aprovechar las ventajas de la cooperación regional para 
mejorar su inserción en el mercado mundial. La idea 
de formar un mercado común latinoamericano para 
respaldar la industrialización quedó completamente 
olvidada (Briceño Ruiz 2007, 109-110, 114-116; Salgado 
1998, 32).

La CEPAL observaba en aquel período la coexistencia de 
dos tendencias en pro de la integración. Una se expresaba 

en tratados comerciales multilaterales y de regulación 
de inversiones, es decir, era el resultado de actuación 
política (regionalismo), mientras que la otra era la con-
secuencia de la intensificación de los flujos regionales, 
ocasionada por las políticas de liberalización (llamada 
por la CEPAL integración “de hecho”). En el documento 
“El regionalismo abierto en América Latina y el Caribe: La 
integración económica al servicio de la transformación 
productiva con equidad” (1994), que fue coordinado por 
Gert Rosenthal, la CEPAL se planteó la tarea de reconci-
liar estas dos tendencias. El regionalismo abierto debía 
complementar las políticas de apertura, pero al mismo 
tiempo debía apoyar la modernización tecnológica y el 
incremento de la competitividad de las economías lati-
noamericanas, como fue concebido en la “transformación 
productiva con equidad” (CEPAL 1998b [1994], 908-911).

Con el fin de cumplir las tareas apenas mencionadas se 
consideró necesario fomentar la integración productiva. 
Únicamente la ampliación de los mercados y la intensi-
ficación de los vínculos entre empresas, sectores e ins-
tituciones a nivel subnacional permitirían el desarrollo 
de ventajas competitivas en sectores de acción regional. 
Ello, a cambio, iba a facilitar el aprendizaje y el desarro-
llo tecnológicos. Asimismo, se planteó la necesidad de 
incrementar la economicidad de las industrias sustituti-
vas mediante la eliminación de medidas proteccionistas. 
Se deberían convertir en industrias exportadoras, que 
podrían dar sus primeros pasos en el mercado regional 
antes de exponerse al mercado global. Arreglos o polí-
ticas sectoriales debían crear sinergias de integración, 
pero “al servicio de empresas que dese[ab]an aprovechar 
los beneficios potenciales de la integración”. Además, 
se propuso la flexibilización de estos, a fin de eliminar 
obstáculos para el libre comercio y la libre circulación de 
inversiones (CEPAL 1998b [1994], 912; 916-917).

También se exigió que, frente a la integración, el Estado 
adoptara un rol diferente al que había tenido durante 
el viejo regionalismo, generando una “práctica de inter-
vención gubernamental más selectiva” (Bielschowsky 
1998, 56). Aun cuando se reconoció la necesidad de la 
intervención estatal en algunos sectores, el Estado 
debía asistir al sector privado, en vez de realizar las 
actividades él mismo (Briceño Ruiz 2013, 21). En general, 
la cooperación entre sectores públicos y privados se 
debía intensificar, y expandir el apoyo a las pequeñas y 
medianas empresas. Para la promoción de la innovación 
se destacaba la necesidad de mantener vínculos con 
países extrarregionales. Finalmente, se propugnaba la 
necesidad de mejorar el funcionamiento de los merca-
dos y de los arreglos institucionales “para obtener de 
la liberalización comercial todos los beneficios que ésta 
puede ofrecer” (CEPAL 1998b [1994], 916-918).

Aunque Briceño Ruiz destaca la originalidad de la CEPAL 
en vincular la transformación productiva con el regio-
nalismo abierto, observa que “[e]n la realidad, estas 
políticas están ausentes en buena parte de los esquemas 
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en marcha, con la posible excepción del Mercosur” 
(Briceño Ruiz 2007, 116-117). Salgado (1998, 32), en cam-
bio, sostiene que el Grupo Andino parecía inspirarse en 
las propuestas de la CEPAL durante los años 1990. No 
obstante, el Grupo Andino —con el Protocolo de Quito 
de 1987— había debilitado formalmente los instrumen-
tos de política industrial común y había terminado con 
el estricto multilateralismo, lo que hacía optativa la par-
ticipación en acuerdos de complementación industrial 
(Dabène 2012, 23; Salgado 1998, 8-9).

En consecuencia, el regionalismo abierto produjo resul-
tados ambiguos. A diferencia de las décadas pasadas, 
el intercambio comercial intrarregional creció sus-
tancialmente en esta fase y se establecieron con éxito 
varias zonas de libre comercio y una unión aduanera 
(Briceño Ruiz 2007, 110). A la vez, se abandonaron metas 
que habían sido importantes en fases anteriores, como 
la reducción de la dependencia de la región o el trata-
miento especial de los países menos desarrollados para 
disminuir las asimetrías intrarregionales (Briceño Ruiz 
2007, 110; 121), lo que generó severas críticas de los paí-
ses pequeños miembros del MERCOSUR (véase abajo). Si 
bien fue la primera vez en la historia que la sociedad civil 
adoptó un papel más activo en procesos de integración 
regional, exigiendo la protección del medioambiente y 
de los derechos laborales, fueron los grupos empresa-
riales privados quienes mostraron un interés especial en 
el nuevo rumbo de los procesos de integración (Briceño 
Ruiz 2007, 111-112).

El regionalismo latinoamericano del siglo XXI 
y la revitalización de la política industrial: 
¿un amor reavivado?
A inicio del nuevo milenio la hegemonía comercialista 
neoliberal empezó a erosionar. A nivel global, esto se 
observó en la reivindicación de políticas industriales a 
nivel nacional (Stiglitz, Yifu Lin y Monga 2013) y, pos-
teriormente, también a nivel regional. Una contribu-
ción fundamental para promover ese debate vino de 
Ha-Joon Chang, quien en 2002 publicó su obra Kicking 
Away the Ladder, donde demostró que todos los paí-
ses actualmente denominados “desarrollados” habían 
aplicado políticas proteccionistas hasta crear una base 
industrial estable. Chang arremetió contra el libre 
comercio y se pronunció a favor de medidas proteccio-
nistas y de la aplicación de políticas industriales (véanse 
también Chang y Grabel 2004; Chang y Andreoni 2016). 
Simultáneamente, en varios países latinoamericanos 
la creencia en las políticas de libre mercado se había 
desvanecido. En ese contexto, se adoptaron algunas 
de las premisas del pensamiento neoestructuralista, 
elaborado por la CEPAL durante los años 1990. También 
la Conferencia de las Naciones Unidas sobre Comercio 
y Desarrollo (UNCTAD) participó en el nuevo debate, 
discutiendo el potencial de la cooperación regional para 
fomentar el desarrollo (UNCTAD 2007).

Este giro en la evaluación de intervenciones estatales 
también se expresó en algunas vertientes del regio-
nalismo latinoamericano del siglo XXI. Briceño Ruiz 
(2013) identifica tres ejes. Por un lado, perduraba el 
nuevo regionalismo, en la forma de un eje de integra-
ción abierta, representado por México en el marco del 
TLCAN, por la mayoría de los países centroamericanos 
y, más tarde, por la Alianza del Pacífico, formada en 2011 
por Chile, Colombia, México, Perú. Por otro lado, el eje 
revisionista de Argentina, Brasil, Paraguay, Uruguay, 
actuales miembros del MERCOSUR. Finalmente, los paí-
ses de la Alianza Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nues-
tra América (ALBA) —Bolivia, Cuba, Ecuador, Nicaragua, 
Venezuela y seis Estados caribeños— pertenecían al eje 
antisistémico. Mientras que los países del eje abierto 
no mostraban interés en establecer políticas industria-
les comunes, el MERCOSUR y el ALBA tenían previsto 
implementar programas para el desarrollo industrial 
(sub)regional. Ese empeño debe comprenderse en el 
contexto político prevaleciente. En casi todos los países 
del MERCOSUR y del ALBA, presidentes de izquierda o 
centroizquierda habían llegado al poder en la segunda 
mitad de los años 2000, tras una serie de victorias 
electorales de fuerzas progresistas. La diferencia más 
grande entre el eje revisionista y el eje antisistémico 
era que el primero se inclinaba al postneoliberalismo, 
el cual estaba estrechamente vinculado al neoestructu-
ralismo cepalino. El segundo proclamaba una orienta-
ción socialista, dirigida en la retórica contra el sistema 
capitalista de producción. En la teoría de la integración, 
ambos se discutían bajo los términos de regionalismo 
“post-liberal” (Sanahuja 2012) o “post-hegemónico” 
(Riggirozzi 2011), pero solamente al ALBA se le adhirió 
la etiqueta “contrahegemónico” (Benzi 2016). A conti-
nuación se analizarán sus experiencias.

La integración productiva en el marco  
del MERCOSUR

Durante pocos años, entre 2008 y 2012, todos los Esta-
dos miembros del MERCOSUR tuvieron gobiernos de 
centroizquierda. A nivel nacional, Argentina, Brasil y 
Uruguay perseguían una estrategia neodesarrollista, en 
cuyo marco se aplicaban algunas ideas neoestructura-
listas de la CEPAL (Briceño Ruiz 2013, 18; Katz 2016). Por 
ejemplo, se revalorizó el papel del Estado en la econo-
mía y, con ello, se rehabilitó todo tipo de política indus-
trial (al menos en el discurso político). En Argentina y 
Brasil, este proceso se basó en la redistribución de la 
renta proveniente de la venta de materias primas (Katz 
2016). A nivel regional, los cambios políticos nacio-
nales iniciaron lo que Riggirozzi (2011, 10) denomina 
la “repolitización del MERCOSUR”. El MERCOSUR se 
había fundó en 1991 bajo la influencia del regionalismo 
abierto y tenía una orientación comercialista, aunque 
originalmente había nacido de acuerdos sectoriales 
entre Argentina y Brasil (Granato 2016, 390). Durante 
los primeros años 2000, en el nuevo contexto político 
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se problematizaron las asimetrías prevalecientes den-
tro del MERCOSUR (Granja 2013, 4). Para enfrentar ese 
desafío se incluyeron aspectos sociales y productivos en 
la nueva agenda del MERCOSUR, es decir, hubo intentos 
de sustituir la lógica comercialista por una lógica más 
desarrollista. En ese marco, el tema de la integración 
productiva ganó relevancia.

Las crisis económicas en Brasil, Argentina y Uruguay 
habían iniciado un proceso de reflexión acerca de los 
efectos de las políticas económicas de corte neoliberal. 
En ese contexto, Néstor Kirchner y Lula da Silva acor-
daron en el Consenso de Buenos Aires (2003) la necesi-
dad de incluir aspectos sociales en el MERCOSUR y de 
promover la complementariedad productiva (Briceño 
Ruiz 2013, 16; 25). En el mismo año, Bittencourt (2003) 
presentó una propuesta para la complementación pro-
ductiva industrial en el MERCOSUR. El debate entonces 
partió de la suposición de que la integración regional 
podía incentivar el desarrollo industrial de la región. En 
cuanto a la reducción de las asimetrías dentro del MER-
COSUR, se estableció en 2005 el Fondo para la Conver-
gencia Estructural del MERCOSUR (FOCEM). Además, se 
creó el Grupo de Integración Productiva (GIP), que debía 
formular un programa de política industrial común para 
el MERCOSUR. Asimismo, en las cumbres MERCOSUR 
del 2006, el tema de la integración productiva tuvo alta 
relevancia (Granato 2016, 386-391; Granja 2013, 4-6).

Briceño Ruiz (2013, 22) denomina esa nueva orientación 
“regionalismo productivo”. Según este autor, se basó en 
una combinación entre el estructuralismo latinoameri-
cano de la CEPAL y el estructuralismo francés, que bus-
caba fomentar la transformación productiva a través de 
la integración regional solidaria. En el MERCOSUR, ese 
pensamiento llevó a la aprobación del Programa de Inte-
gración Productiva (PIP), en el 2008. El PIP debía aumentar 
la complementariedad de las economías mercosureñas. 
A nivel horizontal, el PIP aspiraba a reducir las asime-
trías. Por un lado, a través de la integración de Pequeñas 
y Medianas Empresas (PYMES; apoyadas por un fondo 
de garantías creado en 2008) en cadenas de valor nuevas 
y ya existentes; por el otro, a través de la inclusión de 
los países más pequeños en las cadenas productivas. Los 
objetivos principales incluían la creación de nuevas ven-
tajas competitivas, posibilitadas por la modernización 
de la industria, la inserción más favorable en el mercado 
mundial, la facilitación del comercio y el establecimien-
to de nuevas cadenas de valor regionales. Otras metas 
previstas eran la capacitación de los recursos humanos 
y la cooperación en investigación y desarrollo, así como 
la transferencia de tecnología. Aparte de ello, se deci-
dió fundar el Observatorio Regional Permanente sobre 
Integración Productiva en el MERCOSUR (ORPIP) para 
generar y distribuir información sobre el desarrollo 
industrial en la región. A nivel vertical, el PIP proveía 
la organización de Foros de Competitividad y proponía 
una variedad de iniciativas sectoriales de integración 
productiva (MERCOSUR 2008, 5-8).

En una publicación del 2011, Porta (2011, 160-161) señala 
que la lógica nacionalista de los gobiernos neodesarro-
llistas probablemente iba a impedir la implementación 
exitosa del PIP. Según él, la integración productiva per-
tenecía a la agenda utópica del MERCOSUR. Briceño 
Ruiz (2013, 24-25), en cambio, critica a los que llaman 
pura retórica a los intentos de integración productiva. 
Él insiste en que, en algunos ámbitos, por ejemplo, mue-
bles y madera, se habrían dado pasos notables. Esto es 
congruente con Granato (2016, 392), quien menciona 
“lentos pero desafiantes avances”, mientras que destaca 
que las asimetrías dentro del MERCOSUR se tendrían 
que reducir para iniciar la transformación productiva. 
Molinari y de Ángelis (2016, 18) comprobaron que los 
efectos de la política industrial común fueron limitados y 
se concentraron en cadenas de valor tradicionales, a saber, 
la industria automotriz (Argentina y Brasil) y la agroindustria 
(Paraguay y Uruguay). En efecto, esto es poco satisfacto-
rio, dado que este no fue el objetivo de este programa.

Hay diferentes acentos en la explicación de los resul-
tados limitados de la política industrial común. Por un 
lado, y como ya se ha mencionado, muchos investigado-
res coinciden en que pocas de las medidas previstas se 
implementaron (entre otros, Granato 2016; Porta 2011). 
Por el otro, solía existir un problema en la coherencia 
con otras políticas aplicadas. Bajo el neodesarrollismo, 
los gobiernos nunca abandonaron las políticas macro-
económicas de toque neoliberal. Las políticas sociales y 
productivas se intentaron implementar adicionalmente 
(Briceño Ruiz 2014). De tal manera, los objetivos y medi-
das de política industrial entraron en contradicción 
con los de otros ámbitos políticos, lo que redujo su 
efectividad, y en algunos casos significó su inaplicabi-
lidad. Aumentando la complejidad, la política indus-
trial común depende de la coherencia política entre 
diferentes Estados, por ejemplo, con referencia a la 
política monetaria. Esto complicó mucho la implemen-
tación efectiva de medidas de integración productiva 
en el MERCOSUR. Además, el neodesarrollismo favo-
reció alianzas estratégicas entre la burguesía nacional, 
empresas transnacionales y el Estado (Briceño Ruiz 
2013, 29). Estas alianzas cuentan ya con una base frágil 
dentro de los diferentes Estados. A nivel intrarregional, 
el número de actores involucrados se multiplica, y con 
ello se intensifican las tendencias centrífugas, que per-
judican la perdurabilidad de los consensos establecidos.

La complementación productiva  
de las economías del ALBA

A diferencia de los gobiernos del MERCOSUR, en el 
ALBA no prevalecieron ilusiones de que las burguesías 
nacionales iban a promover la industrialización (Brice-
ño Ruiz 2013, 33). El eje antisistémico del regionalismo 
latinoamericano aspiró a promover la industrialización 
común a través de políticas industriales, que no debían 
fomentar el sector privado sino la creación de empresas 
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estatales. Mientras que el ALBA en sus inicios sólo 
enfocaba la esfera comercial en términos económicos, 
en 2009 se produjo un giro hacia la promoción de la 
complementación productiva para apoyar el objetivo de 
incrementar las relaciones comerciales entre los países 
del ALBA. Un grupo de trabajo se instituyó para elabo-
rar una propuesta encaminada a “proveer la Alianza 
de una base económica no dependiente del petróleo” 
(Benzi 2016, 87). Este objetivo se quiso alcanzar a tra-
vés de la creación de una Zona Económica de Desarrollo 
Compartido, “para impulsar el comercio y la comple-
mentación económica-productiva en el marco del ALBA 
TCP3” (ALBA-TCP 2009, artículo I.1).

La estrategia del ALBA implicó la creación de empresas 
estatales, controladas por varios Estados, para enfren-
tar las Empresas Transnacionales. Las llamadas Empre-
sas Grannacionales (EGN) debían encontrarse en manos 
de dos o más Estados y debían cumplir funciones vita-
les para el desarrollo socioeconómico de los países del 
ALBA, por ejemplo, en los ámbitos de la salud, la edu-
cación, la producción alimenticia, la energía, la minería, 
el transporte o la industria. Las EGN debían operar en 
ámbitos estratégicos para los países del ALBA, los cua-
les se definieron en los Proyectos Grannacionales (PGN) 
(ALBA-TCP 2007 y 2008; Eder 2016, 103-106). Esto signi-
fica que se trató de un enfoque vertical hacia la política 
industrial, que declaró ciertos sectores como estratégi-
cos y quiso promover su desarrollo con recursos asig-
nados por los Estados (mayoritariamente, Venezuela).

En 2012, los países del ALBA aprobaron el Acuerdo para 
la Constitución del Espacio Económico del ALBA-TCP 
(ECOALBA-TCP). La idea básica fue constituir una “zona 
económica de desarrollo compartido interdependiente, 
soberana y solidaria, destinada a consolidar y ampliar un 
nuevo modelo alternativo de relacionamiento económico 
para fortalecer y diversificar el aparato productivo y el 
intercambio comercial […]” (ALBA-TCP 2012, artículo 1). 
Esto se quería lograr a través de la coordinación de las 
políticas económicas de los Estados miembros, así como 
de la especialización de cada país en la producción de 
ciertos bienes. El artículo 2 fijó el tratamiento diferencia-
do y solidario de los países más pobres (ALBA-TCP 2012, 
artículo 2, 24). Aparte de ello, se proyectó la creación de 
nuevas cadenas productivas entre los países del ALBA 
(artículo 5), el incremento de la generación y agregación 
de valor dentro de las economías del ALBA (artículo 6), la 
promoción de la especialización territorial (artículo 7) y 
la creación de las ya mencionadas EGN (artículo 8).

Una investigación sistemática (Eder 2016) concluyó 
que el ALBA retomó y adaptó ideas del Consejo de 
Ayuda Mutua Económica (CAME) y de la agenda de 

3 TCP es la sigla del Tratado de Comercio de los Pueblos, que 
todos los países del ALBA firmaron en el 2009. Entonces, TCP 
se agregó a la abreviatura oficial, pero incluso algunos docu-
mentos oficiales del ALBA lo omiten.

“autosuficiencia colectiva” promovida por el Movimien-
to de Países no Alineados (MNOAL). Considerando lo 
que hasta ahora se ha discutido en el artículo, se puede 
suponer que el pensamiento de la CEPAL y la experien-
cia del Pacto Andino también tuvieron cierta influencia. 
De todos modos, la posición de los gobiernos del ALBA 
se diferenciaba de los últimos, dado que no tenían ilu-
siones en el papel modernizador del capital privado. Al 
mismo tiempo, la propiedad privada de los medios de 
producción no se cuestionaba de modo sistemático. Por 
ello, tampoco se puede hablar de un sistema de integra-
ción regional socialista, partiendo de la idea de que el 
socialismo supone el control estatal o colectivo de los 
medios (centrales) de producción.

El ALBA, al igual que los casos anteriores, no tuvo 
mucho éxito con la implementación de su política 
industrial común. Sólo unas cuántas Empresas Granna-
cionales empezaron a operar, y con la crisis económica 
actual quedaron paralizadas. ECOALBA-TCP todavía no 
ha entrado en vigor (y parece que esto ya no va a suce-
der) (Eder 2016). A diferencia del MERCOSUR, la política 
industrial en el ALBA enfrentó el desafío de que todos 
los Estados miembros tenían sólo una débil base indus-
trial y economías con déficits estructurales. Incluso el 
Estado más grande, Venezuela, había experimentado 
una acelerada desindustrialización desde los años 1990, 
además de una creciente concentración en la exporta-
ción del petróleo. De ello surge la pregunta de cómo una 
efectiva reindustrialización entre varios países en vías 
de desarrollo se puede organizar, y si la cooperación/
integración regional es suficiente para ello (Eder 2016, 
107). El tamaño y el estado de las economías involu-
cradas no permitieron alcanzar la complementariedad 
aspirada. Fue necesario intensificar los flujos comer-
ciales con países del Norte global, porque de otro modo 
hubieran faltado bienes esenciales. Por ejemplo, Bolivia 
firmó un Tratado de Libre Comercio con Estados Unidos 
y con la Unión Europa al formar parte del ALBA (Benzi 
2016, 88-89). En general, la experiencia del ALBA evi-
dencia el dilema de la Cooperación Sur-Sur. Si los países 
menos desarrollados intentan desarrollar estructuras 
económicas que son independientes del Norte Global, 
en muchos casos no logran crear industrias propias 
sostenibles, ya que para ello necesitarían el apoyo de 
aquellos de quienes se quieren autonomizar.

Conclusión

Con referencia a marcos de periodización más generales 
(Dabène 2012; Söderbaum 2015), este artículo examinó 
la relación entre integración regional y políticas de 
industrialización en América Latina. Comprobamos que 
durante largos períodos los dos fenómenos estuvieron 
íntimamente vinculados. Cada ola del regionalismo 
latinoamericano tenía su modo específico de respon-
der al desafío de promover el desarrollo industrial de 
la región. La preocupación constante por la interacción 
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entre estos dos procesos se encuentra reflejada en el 
pensamiento elaborado y difundido por la CEPAL. Esta 
institución fue muy activa en el plano teórico a lo largo 
del período examinado y adaptando flexiblemente sus 
ideas a las circunstancias cambiantes. El estructuralis-
mo cepalino fue un punto de referencia importante para 
proyectos pertenecientes al viejo regionalismo, y desde 
los años 1990, el neoestructuralismo ha influido sobre dis-
tintos gobiernos en el diseño de su cooperación regional.

No obstante, la investigación también indicó que siem-
pre hubo una brecha grande entre la teoría y la práctica. 
Durante largos períodos se reconocieron en el plano 
teórico las ventajas de implementar políticas indus-
triales a nivel regional, pero en la realidad, muchas 
iniciativas finalmente no se realizaron, y de las medidas 
implementadas, pocas fueron exitosas. Mientras que las 
propuestas de la CEPAL servían de inspiración para pro-
yectar la política, el grado de aplicación variaba mucho. 
Ello lo pudimos examinar a partir de los ejemplos de 
la ALALC, el MCCA y el Pacto Andino. No obstante, en 
los últimos diez años, el MERCOSUR y el ALBA parecen 
haber repetido tal experiencia. Desde la perspectiva 
científica, nos interesó indagar una explicación a este 
fenómeno. A lo largo del artículo intentamos demos-
trar que dicha explicación tiene que ver con tres fac-
tores interrelacionados: los intereses divergentes de 
diferentes grupos sociales, las asimetrías de poder exis-
tentes y la vulnerabilidad externa resultante del estado 
dependiente de los países latinoamericanos.

El problema de reconciliar diferentes intereses en la 
formulación e implementación de programas de políti-
ca industrial se ha discutido mucho durante los últimos 
años. En referencia a ello, Khan (2010) sostiene que un 
acuerdo político (“political settlements”) entre las élites 
gobernantes es una precondición para la implemen-
tación efectiva de política industrial a nivel nacional. 
Chang y Andreoni (2016, 26) indican que, si las políticas 
industriales están dirigidas claramente a pocos secto-
res, o sólo a algunas empresas, es más fácil identificar 
ganadores y perdedores. Esto suele estimular conflic-
tos. Desde esta perspectiva, se evidencia aún más por 
qué las políticas industriales comunes crearon resisten-
cia y no fueron muy exitosas.

Asimismo, a nivel regional el número de actores invo-
lucrados o afectados de un modo directo o indirecto por 
políticas de industrialización se incrementa. Puede que 
un programa industrializador goce de amplio apoyo en 
una nación, pero enfrente resistencia de grupos socia-
les en otras. Además, a nivel regional altera la confi-
guración de las relaciones de poder. Tendencialmente, 
el capital se encuentra en una posición más favorable 
que los trabajadores, y las empresas grandes (transna-
cionales y nacionales) cuentan con condiciones mejores 
que las pequeñas y medianas empresas (Becker 2006). 
Esta reconfiguración del poder a escala regional suele 
producir consensos menos amplios y, por ende, menos 

estables en el ámbito de la política industrial. A la 
vez, relaciones de dependencia no existen sólo a nivel 
global, sino también dentro de las regiones. La fuerza 
económica de los países más grandes (potencialmente) 
concede poder a sus gobiernos y a otros actores, como a 
sus empresarios, lo que puede dar como resultado acti-
vidades subimperialistas (Bond 2016). Por consiguiente, 
el establecimiento de un consenso estable a nivel regio-
nal a favor de una agenda industrialista parece ser una 
tarea en extremo difícil, si no imposible. Esto lo confir-
man los ejemplos analizados.

Desde 1950, el viejo regionalismo prevalecía en Amé-
rica Latina. Este pretendió fomentar el desarrollo de la 
región a través del incremento de los flujos comerciales 
intrarregionales y la industrialización por sustitución 
de importaciones, la cual implicaba políticas industria-
les sectoriales. La CEPAL propuso que estas se comple-
mentaran con iniciativas industriales a nivel regional, 
apoyadas por la creación de un mercado común lati-
noamericano. Aunque, en términos retóricos, muchos 
gobiernos respaldaron esta propuesta, se abrieron en 
cada esquema regional y subregional líneas divisorias. 
Por un lado, los países más avanzados en su proceso de 
industrialización y dotados de mercados más grandes 
mantuvieron un enfoque comercialista, que los países 
con economías más pequeñas y menos desarrolladas 
no compartían. Por el otro lado, aparecieron conflic-
tos entre diversos grupos del capital en los diferentes 
países, dependiendo de si estaban orientados hacia 
el mercado interno o hacia la exportación. Estos con-
flictos paralizaron la implementación de proyectos de 
fomento industrial a nivel regional o subregional. En 
consecuencia, aunque en el plano teórico los procesos 
de integración regional y de industrialización estaban 
estrechamente vinculados, en la práctica su relación fue 
mucho más conflictiva.

En el siguiente período, durante el regionalismo abierto 
de los años 1990, los esquemas de integración lati-
noamericanos se reorientaron hacia la promoción de 
las exportaciones y se caracterizaron por un enfoque 
comercialista. En aquella fase, la política industrial 
común no pareció encajar con el curso neoliberal. 
La intervención del Estado se redujo a la corrección 
de fallas del mercado, lo que explicaba el foco en una 
política industrial horizontal —de tener alguna—. Las 
propuestas que la CEPAL elaboró en esa década, repre-
sentando las bases del neoestructuralismo, no ganaron 
fuerza sino hasta el nuevo milenio.

El análisis de las experiencias de los esquemas de inte-
gración “post-liberales” del siglo XXI demostró que, 
incluso cuando en todos los países afiliados prevalece 
una orientación desarrollista, la ejecución de una política 
industrial común puede fracasar. En el caso del MERCO-
SUR, las lógicas neodesarrollistas nacionales no siempre 
armonizaron con la estrategia regional. En última ins-
tancia la coalición desarrollista a nivel regional careció 
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de la fuerza para implementar el programa acordado. 
Aparte de ello, la irrupción de la crisis económica mun-
dial en 2008 obstaculizó la implantación del PIP. Los pro-
blemas del ALBA fueron fundamentalmente diferentes 
y más típicos de un proyecto de Cooperación Sur-Sur. 
La alta vulnerabilidad externa, los escasos recursos para 
promover las políticas de industrialización, el retraso 
tecnológico, la ineficiencia burocrática y la corrupción, 
así como la dependencia del precio de materias primas 
en el mercado mundial, caracterizaron este proceso de 
integración y obstruían la implementación de las inicia-
tivas planeadas.

Como resultado, la formulación —y aún más la imple-
mentación— de política industrial común en esque-
mas de integración regional en América Latina se ha 
complicado por razones muy diversas, aunque parece 
que el amor entre los dos nunca ha cesado de existir.
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Trade and Productive Integration in ALBA-TCP – 
A Systematic Comparison with the Corresponding Agendas 
of COMECON and NAM

ABSTRACT The Bolivarian Alliance of the Peoples of Our America – 
Peoples’ Trade Treaty (ALBA-TCP) is a counter-hegemonic regional inte-
gration project which rejects neoliberal trade. It aspires to establish solidary, 
complementary and cooperative trade relations and to promote the productive 
integration between the member countries, inter alia through the creation of 
Grand National Enterprises (GNEs). Some inspirations for the regional trade 
and production agenda have been examined in detail, but the impact of the 
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON) and of the Collec-
tive Self-Reliance (CSR) approach of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) 
has not been researched systematically. On the basis of Qualitative Content 
Analysis (QCA), this article provides a comparison of ALBA-TCP documents 
on trade and productive integration with the corresponding counterparts of 
COMECON and NAM. The analysis demonstrates that ALBA-TCP does not 
represent a mere copy of either of the approaches, but has probably drawn inspi-
ration from both.

KEYWORDS regional integration, trade, productive integration, ALBA-
TCP, COMECON, NAM, collective self-reliance

1. Introduction

The Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America (ALBA) orig-
inated from the struggle against the Free Trade Agreement of the Amer-
icas (FTAA) promoted by the United States at the beginning of the new 
millennium. It was presented as a Latin American alternative to integra-
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tion through free trade (ALBA-TCP 2004). In 2004, the former Vene-
zuelan president Hugo Chávez proposed the regional integration project 
to Cuban president Fidel Castro as a mean of broadening their anti-capi-
talist bilateral cooperation, which had existed since 2000. Two years later, 
Bolivia followed the call and then Nicaragua (2007), Dominica (2008), 
Antigua and Barbuda, Ecuador as well as St. Vincent and the Grenadines 
(all 2009), joined the Alliance. The last members to affiliate were St. Lucia 
(2013) and Grenada, as well as St. Kitts and Nevis (both 2014). Honduras 
acceded to ALBA in 2008, but was withdrawn by the coup government 
in 2009. Evidently, the politico-economic alignment of ALBA did not 
succeed in persuading the economically better-developed countries of the 
region to join. 

Although ALBA emphasised the importance of social and political 
issues in regional cooperation from its creation, it did not neglect the 
economic dimension. In 2006, Bolivia, Cuba and Venezuela signed the 
Peoples’ Trade Agreement, based on solidary terms of cooperation (ALBA-
TCP 2006). The following year, several ‘Grand National Projects’ (GNPs) 
were presented, encompassing along with health, education, culture, 
tourism and telecommunications, the fields of fair trade, energy supply, 
food production, development finance, mining, transport and indus-
trial development. ‘Grand National Enterprises’ (GNEs) – multinational 
state-owned enterprises – were intended to promote some of these projects 
(ALBA-TCP 2007). In the same year, the creation of the Bank of ALBA 
constituted a first step in the formation of a New Regional Financial 
Architecture. The development bank began to operate in 2008, when the 
purpose and goals of the GNPs and GNEs were also specified (ALBA-TCP 
2008a). Later in the same year, ALBA’s presidential council passed a joint 
declaration to introduce a regional common account unit, the SUCRE 
(ALBA-TCP 2008b). In 2009, all member states adopted the Funda-
mental Principles of the Peoples’ Trade Treaty (in Spanish TCP; ALBA-
TCP 2009a), which added the suffix TCP to ALBA. At the same summit, 
they embraced the action plan for the creation of a joint economic devel-
opment zone and eventually signed the agreement for the implementation 
of the Economic Zone of ALBA-TCP (ECOALBA-TCP) in 2012 (ALBA-
TCP 2009b; ALBA-TCP 2012). 
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The roots of ALBA-TCP’s regional trade and production agenda have 
been repeatedly discussed in the literature. However, some influences have 
been preferentially treated. In relation to trade and production, this applies 
to the proposals coming from the alter-globalisation movement and indig-
enous traditions, such as “Living Well” (Daza 2012; Muhr 2010). Also, 
great importance was attached to Cuba’s development aid practice towards 
the Third World (see for example Yaffe 2011). The impact of other histor-
ical influences – namely the theory and practice of the Council for Mutual 
Economic Assistance (COMECON) and the concept of Collective Self-
Reliance (CSR) of the Non-Aligned-Movement (NAM) – has not been 
analysed in detail. The present article seeks to fill this gap by comparing 
the approaches to trade, productive integration and multinational enter-
prises in ALBA-TCP with those in what were its potential historic pred-
ecessors. Where can we discern similarities, where do we encounter differ-
ences? The article’s goal is to identify the elements of the two historic 
approaches which could have framed ALBA-TCP’s regional trade and 
production agenda.

The first chapter provides an overview on the literature on ALBA-TCP, 
moving from the general to the specific. The following chapters discuss 
the issues of trade, productive integration and multinational enterprises 
from the perspective of ALBA-TCP in comparison to the practice and/or 
suggestions of COMECON and NAM. The analysis of the documents was 
conducted on the basis of Qualitative Content Analysis (QCA), following 
Mayring (2000). After the theoretical and thematic focus of the article was 
specified, I selected for closer investigation eight declarations and agree-
ments of ALBA-TCP specifically dedicated to trade and productive integra-
tion, one joint declaration of MERCOSUR approving the productive inte-
gration with ALBA-TCP, and the basic principles of ALBA-TCP published 
on the official website. Furthermore, I analysed the Complex Programme 
of COMECON from 1971, and the NAM action programme for economic 
cooperation from 1976, both elaborating on the above-mentioned catego-
ries, which were developed deductively on the basis of literature on trade 
and productive integration on ALBA-TCP, COMECON and NAM. In 
the field of trade, I isolated key statements on the principles of trade, on its 
political regulation and on the applied or foreseen mechanisms. In relation 
to productive integration, I looked for how the documents related their 
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objectives to trade and how they foresaw promoting and controlling the 
process. Concerning the multinational state-owned enterprises, I focussed 
on their goals, their structure and their role in the process of productive 
integration. Available empirical data on ALBA-TCP and secondary litera-
ture on COMECON and NAM complemented the analysis. 

2. Different approaches to ALBA-TCP

Analytical works drawing on concepts from mainstream political 
science and international relations categorise ALBA-TCP as a “post-hegem-
onic” (Riggirozzi 2011; Riggirozzi/Tussie 2012) or “post-liberal” (Sanahuja 
2012) integration scheme, which could develop because of the declining 
hegemony of the United States of America in international politics. The 
creation of ALBA-TCP and other recently-formed regional cooperation 
schemes in Latin America (UNASUR, CELAC) is linked to the election 
victories of left-wing parties in several Latin American countries, starting 
with Hugo Chávez in Venezuela in 1998. The focus of research is on the 
‘resurgence’ of the nation state as central political actor, and on the strong 
political and social dimension of cooperation (in contrast to the neoliberal 
new regionalism of the 1990s). In this context, Riggirozzi and Tussie (2012: 
2) refer to the new regional governance as a “post-trade regime”, because 
“trade has ceased to be the mechanism for the transmission of neoliberal 
principles.”

Another approach with diverging methodological and theoret-
ical implications stems from the fields of critical international relations, 
globalisation studies and human geography. From this perspective, ALBA-
TCP, as part of the “new strategic regionalism” (Aponte-García 2014) in 
Latin America, is defined as “counter-hegemonic” in the (neo-)Gram-
scian sense of the term (Aponte-García 2014; Benzi 2016; Muhr 2010, 
2013, 2016). Hence the nation state is not perceived as a monolithic bloc, 
but as an arena in which social actors struggle to reproduce or alter the 
hegemonic consensus in society. Moreover, the research does not focus 
exclusively on international (= inter-state) relations, but includes transna-
tional actors and processes. This approach investigates ALBA-TCP as an 
attempt to create a new hegemonic consensus in the region, one not based 
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on the (neo-)liberal assumptions of the (Post-)Washington Consensus. The 
present article analyses ALBA-TCP from this methodological and theoret-
ical viewpoint, considering also class interests and the resulting contradic-
tions and conflicts.

Much research on the ALBA-TCP of either approach targets not so 
much the economic developments, but rather the programmes and meas-
ures in the political and the social spheres (e.g. Muhr 2010, 2013; Riggi-
rozzi 2011; Riggirrozzi/Tussie 2012; Sanahuja 2012). This is comprehen-
sible because the governments heading ALBA-TCP argue for prioritising 
those issues over economic interests. However, it would not be correct to 
state that trade and productive integration are completely irrelevant in the 
Alliance. In particular, those scholars who study the ALBA-TCP coop-
eration as a development strategy critically discuss the multiple proposals 
to transform existing and establish new trade relations and to enhance 
productive integration for the promotion of endogenous development (see 
for example Aponte-García 2014; Benzi 2016; Briceño-Ruiz 2014; Cali-
fano 2015; Girvan 2011; Muhr 2016; Yaffe 2011). As the following chapters 
will show, ALBA-TCP’s policy makers have been very concerned about 
analysing prevailing trade and production patterns and developing viable 
policies for their transformation. In this regard, to characterise ALBA-TCP 
as ‘post-trade’ does not seem adequate. 

The existing literature discusses the different roots of ALBA-TCP’s 
trade principles. On the one hand, Yaffe (2011: 134f.) stresses the influence 
of the Cuban practice of providing international solidary aid, particularly 
in the fields of health and education. Interestingly, many exchange mech-
anisms applied in ALBA-TCP were also used in COMECON, of which 
Cuba was an affiliate. I assume therefore that Cuba could have transmitted 
this knowledge. On the other hand, Daza (2012: 7ff.) and Muhr (2010: 
44f.) argue that the objective of establishing complementary and solidary 
trade relations was adopted from the alter-globalisation movement. The 
Hemispheric Social Alliance (HSA) – formed in the Americas out of social 
and grass roots movements opposed to the FTAA – published in 2002 
the document “Alternatives for the Americas”, which contained alterna-
tive principles for trade. Hugo Chávez supposedly drew on these sugges-
tions for the basic conception of ALBA. Furthermore, the same authors 
emphasise Evo Morales’ role. In 2016, the Bolivian president proposed the 
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joint signature of the Peoples’ Trade Agreement, inspired by the popular 
Bolivian concept of Vivir Bien (Living Well; Daza 2012: 10; Muhr 2010: 
44) and, according to Broadhead and Morrison (2012: 14), also by the HSA 
document. 

However, it is possible to trace back even further similar approaches to 
trade and productive integration. Hernández and Chaudary (2015: 5, 12ff.) 
interpret ALBA-TCP as a Third Way between neoliberal and socialist inte-
gration models, but do not elaborate this point systematically. Briceño-
Ruiz (2014: 13) attributes ALBA-TCP similarities to COMECON due 
to the application of barter mechanisms. Yet, he claims that there exist 
many differences, but does not illustrate them. Benzi (2016: 87) points, in 
the same context, to the missing planning element in ALBA-TCP, which 
seemingly only exists in declarations (ALBA-TCP 2008a: 53), and to the 
diverging role of the state as distinguishing features. Urruchurtu (2014: 
15f.) stresses the missing supranational institutionality and “ideologised 
cooperation” as shared elements. Nevertheless, none of the authors offers a 
systematic comparison of the trade and productive integration agendas of 
COMECON and ALBA-TCP.

Other scholars elaborate on the impact of the concept of CSR, prom-
inent in the 1970s and 1980s among the NAM and in dependista circles. 
Muhr (2016: 634) characterises “relations of mutual benefit and for national 
and collective self-reliance” as central features of the current South-South 
Cooperation (SSC) within the framework of ALBA. Fischer (2016: 8f.) 
also observes similarities with CSR, but introduces a valuable distinction 
between the NAM approach and the dependency approach. According 
to her, ALBA’s promotion of CSR mechanisms sustains the tradition of 
NAM’s declarations and (proposed) policies (see also Girvan 2011: 20). 
In the dependistas’ approach, Samir Amin (1981: 535) advocated openly for 
the disassociation of the capitalist world market and for the construction 
of socialism grounded on his “Theory of Peripheral Capitalism”. Johann 
Galtung and Dieter Senghaas agreed that unequal trade relations could 
not otherwise be overcome (Kahn 1978: 23ff.). Meanwhile, the NAM repre-
sentatives aspired to increase the South-South flows of goods and capital 
through the guarantee of trade preferences (Fischer 2016: 3; Khan 1978: 
16). They seemed to strive for “a share of the core’s pie” (Fischer 2016: 2) 
in global capitalism through the implementation of a New International 
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Economic Order (NIEO; Fischer 2016: 2; Kahn 1978: 23ff.), an aspiration 
which was harshly criticised by Amin (1981: 543ff.). As ALBA-TCP has 
no dissociation agenda and the (central) means of production remain in 
private hands, only the NAM approach of CSR applies.

3. Principles and mechanisms of trade

 Article 1 of the Peoples’ Tarde Treaty (ALBA-TCP 2009a) defines 
complementarity, solidarity and cooperation as the main guiding princi-
ples of internal trade relations with which to enhance the welfare of the 
people, especially of the underprivileged sectors. In Articles 3, 5 and 9 
(ALBA-TCP 2006) and Article 15 (ALBA-TCP 2009a), the principle of 
‘mutual benefit’ appears as a feature of intra-ALBA-TCP cooperation. 
Sometimes the protection of (national) sovereignty in relation to trade, 
finance and investment decisions is mentioned, which could be interpreted 
as a fifth principle (reflected in Articles 6 and 19, ALBA-TCP 2009a). A 
further feature is the non-reciprocity of trade relations (ALBA-TCP 2006). 
However, Benzi (2016: 87f.) points out that many of the principles have not 
been defined in detail. 

NAM and COMECON had very similar legitimising founda-
tions. In the “Lima Programme for Mutual Assistance and Solidarity”, 
approved by the NAM Conference of Ministers of Foreign Affairs in 1975, 
the title already reveals the projected principles of international coop-
eration within CSR (NAM 1976: 171). It was probably due to the ideo-
logical heterogeneity of NAM that it lacked further conceptual terms 
specifying its aspired form of cooperation. COMECON based itself 
on socialist internationalism, consisting of comradely cooperation in 
mutual interest, fraternal aid and socialist solidarity, all on the basis of 
the absolute equality of the affiliated member states (Busch/Seidel 1972: 
137; Castro Martínez 1990: 396; Lorenzini 2014: 189). Another feature 
was the complete voluntariness in cooperation in order to protect the 
national sovereignty of the participating nations. This expressed itself in 
the absence of supranational institutions and in the ‘interest principle’, 
which allowed every nation to cooperate exclusively on matters of proper 
interest (COMECON 1971: 50, 140). 
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While NAM declared multilateral cooperation from the beginning as 
its main goal (NAM 1976), COMECON relied – as does ALBA-TCP today 
– mostly on bilateral agreements. Officially, COMECON used to present 
the bilateralism in trade (as ALBA-TCP currently does) as a result of the 
consequent protection of national sovereignty (ALBA-TCP 2006, 2009a; 
Schiavone n.d.: 106, 111). While this was certainly a relevant aspect, there 
also existed critical voices who questioned whether the framework of bilat-
eral agreements was deliberately chosen. They assumed it was the product 
of the initially non-convertible national currencies. Later, the introduc-
tion of the transfer rouble as COMECON’s clearing account unit resolved 
this problem and promoted the multilateralisation of the socialist trade 
relations (Castro-Martínez 1990: 397f.; COMECON 1971: 88). ALBA-
TCP’s bilateral trade approach, in contrast, can be interpreted as a conse-
quence of scarce (foreign) hard currency. In 2010, ALBA-TCP introduced 
the clearing account unit SUCRE to free intra-ALBA-TCP trade from its 
dependency on the dollar and to facilitate multilateral trade operations. 
Nevertheless, the SUCRE is scarcely used, with the exception of private 
bilateral trade between Ecuador and Venezuela, and even in this relation-
ship its use has been declining since 2012 (SELA 2015a: 14ff.).

ALBA-TCP grants Special and Preferential Treatment (SDT) to the 
less developed countries within and outside the Alliance (ALBA-TCP 
2009a, Article 5; Girvan 2011: 11, 21; Principles of the ALBA n.d.). For 
example, in the Peoples’ Trade Agreement, Cuba and Venezuela recog-
nise in Article 12 the “special need of Bolivia as a result of the exploitation 
and plunder of its natural resources during centuries of colonial and neo-
colonial rule” (ALBA-TCP 2006), leading to the non-reciprocal abolition 
of tariffs and other non-tariff trade barriers favouring Bolivia (ALBA-TCP 
2006; First of the joint actions developed by Cuba and Venezuela towards 
Bolivia). In relation to development finance, Girvan (2011) demonstrates 
how ALBA-TCP practises SDT with three of its economically weakest 
member states, the Caribbean islands of Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica 
and St. Vincent and the Grenadines. Other options of exercising SDT – 
granted by ALBA-TCP and practised in COMECON – are price subsidies 
or preferential credits, which could in some cases be repaid with goods 
(Bethkenhagen/Machowski 1978; COMECON 1971: 56f.; Girvan 2011). 
Furthermore, the possibility of bartering – to pay for goods or services with 
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other goods or services without the intermediation of money – favours 
the weaker economy with lower access to hard currency, for example in 
the framework of the TCP from 2006 (Article 9, ALBA-TCP 2006). In 
COMECON, barter was actually the only trade option before the transfer 
rouble was created (Dietrich 2014: 63). 

In theory, the CSR approach of NAM proclaimed the protection of 
the weaker economies and COMECON aspired toward the reduction of 
development asymmetries. The SDT should thus be mediated through 
the establishment of a system of preferential trade mechanisms between 
(NAM) or towards (COMECON) the nations of the Global South 
(COMECON 1971: 53ff.; Lorenzini 2014; NAM 1976: 171, 175). While 
NAM hardly implemented its proposal (and will therefore not be further 
discussed here), the practice of COMECON was inconsistent. Trade rela-
tions within COMECON were usually non-preferential and the goods 
were paid on delivery (Castro Martínez 1990: 398). However, during the 
first 20 years of COMECON, the Soviet Union conceded generous aid 
and applied SDT to the less developed economies within and outside 
COMECON (COMECON 1971: 56f.; Lorenzini 2014: 184; Dietrich 2014). 
From the 1970s on, the Soviet Union subsequently tried to reduce SDT 
towards its better developed commercial partners within COMECON 
and with the developing countries outside, turning to the ‘mutual advan-
tage’ as a new ideal (Dietrich 2014; Lorenzini 2014: 188; Castro Martínez 
1990: 399). However, the mere application of the mechanism of socialist 
price-building could be interpreted as a form of SDT, considering that it 
guaranteed additional stability when compared to capitalist trade relations 
(Bethkenhagen/Machowski 1976: 58f.). The least developed COMECON 
members – Cuba, Vietnam and Mongolia – continued to be subsidised 
with oil supplies and exaggerated prices for their products until the collapse 
of the Soviet Union. For example, the Soviet Union paid at least triple 
the world market price for Cuban sugar (COMECON 1971: 56f.; Dietrich 
2014: 54). These solidary trade relations aimed at reducing the disadvan-
tages of deteriorating terms of trade and were helpful in the beginning. 
Nevertheless, Dietrich (2014) shows that, instead of creating self-reliant 
economic structures, new dependency relations emerged.

In ALBA-TCP, regional trade flows are weak, as they were between 
the COMECON states after the Second World War (Castro Martínez 
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1990: 395). COMECON was successful in overcoming this initial problem 
and had already by the 1970s established closely linked economies (Busch/
Seidel 1972: 150). ALBA-TCP’s results are less convincing. Intra-ALBA-
TCP trade flows started from a very low level and still represent a minimal 
share of the total trade of the member states (Califano 2015: 93f.). Califano 
demonstrates, on the basis of figures from 2013, that the main trading part-
ners of the five biggest ALBA-TCP members were non-affiliates, which has 
not changed significantly up to the present. Only Venezuela ranked in the 
top five export destinations of Cuba and Nicaragua, but even this share 
has been decreasing since 2014. The trade within ALBA-TCP is effectively 
irrelevant for Venezuela’s total trade (Benzi 2016: 89). It could, however, 
be argued that these figures have no relevance, because – contrary to 
COMECON – ALBA-TCP’s main purpose is not to increase intra-zone 
trade. Instead, trade is interpreted as a tool to reach other goals (Principles 
of ALBA, Article 1). However, ALBA-TCP would have needed to redirect 
or create trade flows to a greater extent in order to fulfil its non-trade objec-
tives, a goal which has clearly failed.

It is often argued that trade flows in ALBA-TCP have not been suffi-
ciently diversified. However, Aponte García (2014: 207ff.) proves that 
trade flows within ALBA-TCP did not only increase between 2005 and 
2011, but that this growth was related to food, beverage and industrial 
supplies and not exclusively to the petrol industry. Califano (2015: 89f.) 
complements Aponte García’s investigation by comparing trade growth 
rates to overall growth in GDP and concludes that, despite the onset 
of the world economic crisis, trade between the five biggest ALBA-TCP 
members had been growing faster than their whole economies. Further-
more, the increase of trade flows in this period was linked to intermediate 
goods, not to raw materials. Aponte-García (2014: 211) confirms this in 
relation to bilateral trade between Cuba and Venezuela, which according 
to her led to effective industrial development connected with health and 
education in Cuba. Nevertheless, in absolute terms, non-oil trade in 
ALBA-TCP is still relatively weak and the focus on primary commodity 
exports restricts the trade options between ALBA-TCP countries (Benzi 
2016: 89; Girvan 2011: 22).
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4. Regional productive integration 

In 2009, ALBA-TCP started to pursue the goal of expanding ALBA-
TCP’s trade relations through the promotion of productive integration. 
At that time, a working group began to elaborate a detailed plan for the 
further implementation of GNPs and GNEs, which aimed at “providing 
the Alliance with an economic base not dependent on oil” (Benzi 2016: 87). 
This task was to be reached through the creation of an Economic Zone of 
Shared Development “to promote trade and economic-productive comple-
mentarity in the framework of ALBA-TCP” (ALBA-TCP 2009b, Article 
I.1). In 2012, the Agreement for the Creation of the Economic Space of 
ALBA-TCP (ECOALBA-TCP) was adopted. ECOALBA-TCP is presented 
as a “shared-development, inter-dependent, sovereign and solidary 
economic zone aimed at consolidating and expanding an alternative model 
of economic relations to strengthen and diversify the productive appa-
ratus and the commercial exchange” (ALBA-TCP 2012, Article 1). Article 
1 further specifies its goals, enumerating the coordination of economic 
policies, the specialisation of production according to the strength of each 
country, and the use of the financial mechanisms created in ALBA-TCP, 
namely the Bank of ALBA and the SUCRE (ALBA-TCP 2012). Article 2 
reaffirms the Principles of the Peoples’ Trade Treaty (TCP) and adds three 
points to it, one being the “differential and solidary treatment, which takes 
into account different levels and objectives of development, as well as the 
dimensions of the economies of each Party” (ALBA-TCP 2012, Article 
2, 24). This is followed by the creation of new intra-ALBA-TCP produc-
tion chains (Article 5), with the goal of increasing the aggregate value/
upscaling (Article 6), the promotion of the territorial specialisation “to 
orient the localisation of the zones of productive development on the basis 
of comparative and geostrategic potentialities” (Article 7), and the creation 
of ‘Grand National Enterprises’ which should establish joint structural 
capacities in production, distribution and commercialisation (Article 8). 
The implementation of ECOALBA-TCP is still not accomplished. Article 
3 (ALBA-TCP 2012) stated that the Agreement would enter into force two 
years after the adoption of the document and it formed the Council for 
Economic Complementarity of the ALBA-TCP to advance the creation of 
ECOALBA-TCP (ALBA-TCP 2012). Three years later, SELA (2015a: 17f.) 

178 



   
 

JULIA THERESA EDER

stated that ECOALBA-TCP would enter into force at the beginning of 
2016, after having been ratified by Bolivia, Cuba, Nicaragua and Venezuela 
in 2015. Nevertheless, until now (November 2016) there has been no indi-
cation that this has actually occurred. 

Interestingly, ALBA-TCP has also started to negotiate with 
MERCOSUR, CARICOM and PETROCARIBE to create a Comple-
mentary Economic Zone. In 2014, MERCOSUR adopted in Article 1 of a 
common declaration to 

“establish a mechanism of Political Dialogue and Economic and Commercial 
Cooperation of MERCOSUR to promote the constitution of a Complementary 
Economic Zone (CEZ) together with ALBA-TCP, CARICOM and PETRO-
CARIBE, with the objective to invigorate their political and economic relation, 
fostering the development of complementary, just and balanced trade which 
responds to the top development interests of the people”. 

It is not clear whether this project is supposed to be the expanded version 
of ECOALBA-TCP, or what this zone should look like, exactly. According to 
Muhr (2016: 631) this zone aims to constitute “a space to foment the produc-
tive integration in a solidary and just way”, based on the ALBA-TCP prin-
ciples of cooperation. However, concrete proposals use the plural form of 
CEZ and show similarities to neoliberal Special Economic Zones (see SELA 
2015b). In any case, the recent government changes in Argentina and Brazil 
will most likely impede this declaration from ever being implemented.

The proposal of ECOALBA-TCP is very similar to the Complex 
Programme, which was adopted in 1971 by the COMECON states to 
deepen their productive integration so as to stimulate the exchange of 
goods and better coordinate their productive efforts in order to satisfy the 
intraregional demands (Castro Martínez 1990: 398ff.). Even from as long 
ago as 1954 onwards, COMECON states had coordinated their national 
production plans and from 1956 they had stipulated specialisation agree-
ments to avoid parallel economic developments (Busch/Seidel 1972: 146; 
Castro Martínez 1990: 396). In 1962, COMECON members adopted the 
basic principles of the international socialist division of labour, which 
provided the ideological basis for the further productive integration, which 
was finally implemented through the Complex Programme of 1971 (Seidel/
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Busch 1972: 147). This elevated the originally bilateral form of cooperation 
to a multilateral level. At the beginning of 1977 there were already more 
than 90 multilateral COMECON agreements for productive cooperation 
(Castro Martínez 1990: 400f.).

In the following list, the main objectives of the Complex Programme 
are presented, with the corresponding articles of CSR/NAM and ALBA-
TCP agreements in brackets (COMECON 1971: 47ff.):
– Bi and multilateral consultation in economic policy (Articles I.4, I.8, 

ALBA-TCP 2009b; NAM 1976: 175, 181),
– Consolidation of the bi and multilateral planning activities of the coun-

tries, e.g. the common planning of specific industrial sectors and types 
of production (Article 4, 5, ALBA-TCP 2012; NAM 1976: 181), and the 
coordination of the national plans (NAM 1976: 180f.) before their adop-
tion at the national level, 

– The expansion of international specialisation and cooperation in produc-
tion, science and technology (Article II.2, ALBA-TCP 2009b; Article 4, 
7, ALBA-TCP 2012; NAM 1976: 181, 184, 187ff.), 

– The extension of the relations between the public administrative insti-
tutions, the economic organisations, and the research and development 
facilities (ALBA-TCP 2009b; NAM 1976: 185, 188),

– The expansion and the increase in the efficiency of mutual trade (Arti-
cles IV.1, 2, Article V, ALBA-TCP 2009b; NAM 1976: 175, 181), which 
in COMECON was seen as a primary means to accelerate economic 
growth (Castro Martínez 1990: 400),

– The developing of the existing, and the creation of new, international 
economic organisations by the interested countries (Article V.3, 8, 
ALBA-TCP 2009b; NAM 1976: 175, 180ff.);

– The improvement of the legal basis of the economic and scientific-tech-
nological cooperation (Article I.4; I.2 ALBA-TCP 2009b). 

5. Multinational (state-owned) enterprises

It was envisaged that the ‘Grand National Enterprises’ (GNEs) play 
the leading role in productive integration. These multinational enterprises, 
owned by two or more ALBA-TCP states, were conceived as opponents 
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to TNCs and their free trade agenda (ALBA-TCP 2008a: 52) and were 
supposed to focus on intra-ALBA-TCP trade. Their products are for the 
final consumer or for further industrial processing within the ALBA-TCP 
area, but in either case are to be sold for a fair price. Nevertheless, GNEs 
should strive to be profitable and self-sustainable. Their profits shall either 
be reinvested or directed to social programmes. Exports to the international 
market are allowed when regional consumption is satisfied (ALBA-TCP 
2008a: 53). GNEs aim at integrating other public or private, large or small, 
local, national or foreign enterprises in regional value chains (ALBA-TCP 
2008a: 53; Article 5-8, ALBA-TCP 2012). Moreover, GNEs are expected 
to play a central role in the creation and stabilisation of ECOALBA-TCP 
(Article 8, ALBA-TCP 2012), generating a cooperative advantage in oppo-
sition to Ricardo’s comparative advantage. However, Califano (2015: 82) 
and Benzi (2016: 87f.) point out that it has never been clearly defined what 
these cooperative advantages should and could be. The former argues that 
technological pooling, or the creation of regional value chains around the 
GNEs, could be such an advantage.

It is required that GNEs be linked to a ‘Grand National Project’ 
(GNP). These projects define strategic fields for socio-economic devel-
opment (ALBA-TCP 2008a: 53) and can create a corresponding GNE 
(ALBA-TCP 2008a: 51). According to Espinosa (2013: 292), the GNPs have 
been selected predominantly from proposals made by social movements at 
Peoples’ Summits and other public meetings. In official documents this is 
neither confirmed nor denied. As multinational state-owned companies, it 
was projected that GNEs would operate in areas of public interest, namely 
in the fields of food production, energy, fair trade, industry, mining, trans-
port and telecommunications (ALBA-TCP 2007). Initially, it was planned 
they would be bilateral and subsequently include more ALBA-TCP nations 
(Article 8, ALBA-TCP 2012). Thus, GNEs are a tool with which to support 
the social, economic and political goals of GNPs. For example, the GNP 
‘Fair Trade’ comprises the following GNEs: one GNE for the commer-
cialisation of industrial supplies and another for the administration of 
imports and exports in the ALBA-TCP area (ALBAEXIM). Furthermore, 
the GNP proposed the creation of ALBA stores to distribute the goods 
produced in ALBA-TCP countries (ALBA-TCP 2007). 

181 



Trade and Productive Integration in ALBA-TCP

In the literature, the exact number of GNEs in operation varies. In 
2007, the heads of states agreed on the Fifth ALBA Summit to implement 
32 GNPs and GNEs, of which 18 projects were prioritised a few months 
later. In relation to trade and productive integration, these were the Bank 
of ALBA, ALBAEXIM (combining an old idea of NAM (1976: 174, 176), 
which foresaw the creation of two separate institutions for these tasks), and 
the ALBA stores. Nevertheless, in 2013, apart from the Bank of ALBA, only 
seven GNEs and GNPs had been developed or had been in the process of 
negotiation (SELA 2013: 17ff.). At the beginning of 2015, Califano referred 
to official sources mentioning 13 existing (but not all operating) GNEs 
and 25 GNPs, which formed part of 14 fields of action. At this point, all 
GNEs were bilateral between Venezuela and another ALBA-TCP country. 
One GNE was already in operation, while five others were so at such an 
advanced stage that they just needed their social statute to be approved. 
Apparently, the number of GNEs in actual operation has always been very 
limited, but since the end of 2015 no further information on GNEs and 
GNPs has been published, so that their current state is unclear (Benzi 2016: 
87). My written request to the Venezuelan embassy remains unanswered.

The idea to create state-owned multinational enterprises goes back 
many years. In COMECON, multilateral firm cooperation was practised 
from the 1960s onwards (Seidel/Busch 1972: 147). Hence, it predates the 
intention to create multinational enterprises within SSC. The Complex 
Programme finally established the judicial basis for different types of inter-
national economic organisations (IEAs) in the socialist bloc, inter alia joint 
enterprises (gemeinsame Betriebe) to deepen the productive integration. 
It was planned that they would dispose over the shared management and 
financial resources of different states. In 1978, six joint enterprises with 
shared management structures existed. In their most advanced form, they 
sought to have production sites in all the participating states (Bethken-
hagen/Machowski 1976: 28ff., 43ff.; COMECON 1971: 59ff., 92ff.; Lorenz 
1978: 15f.). Nevertheless, in 1978, joint enterprises with subsidiaries in all 
engaged countries hadn’t been established yet, although it was planned 
to expand some of the 55 IEAs this way. In the accessible literature there 
was no indication that this had been realised successfully at a later stage 
(Lorenz 1978: 20f.; see pages 55ff. for a tabular listing of all IEAs).
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 The CSR approach of NAM also foresaw the creation of multinational 
enterprises (MNEs), but in this case they were explicitly restricted to SSC 
(Muhr 2016: 637). NAM (1976: 175) declared its intention to set up multi-
national enterprises between developing countries to collectively organise 
the marketing, transport and distribution of the products of developing 
countries. In contrast to transnational companies with industrialised 
countries as dominant actors, a “multinational enterprise can be defined 
as formal and more or less transitory agreement of two of more Third 
World states – or of their citizens – for the implementation of the mutually 
favoured economic goals in production, exchange and/or service acquisi-
tion” (Green 1977: 376). This statement already points to the fact that the 
Southern MNEs could also include private sector companies or even be 
wholly constituted by them (Green 1977: 380). They were to increase trade 
within developing countries and improve their trading conditions with 
industrialised countries (Green 1977: 387). During the first years, Green 
(1977: 416) expected the majority of MNEs to belong to the category of 
“economic cooperation between developing countries” and not to be part 
of a broader strategy of CSR, as only very few countries had committed 
themselves completely to national self-reliance by then. This leads back to 
the earlier-cited statement of Fischer (2016: 2) that the CSR approach of 
NAM was not anti-systemic, but strove to increase the share of the benefits 
of global capitalism. Moreover, Green’s elaborations do not address the risk 
of sub-imperialist exploitation, which the more developed Southern coun-
tries might have been able to organise through MNEs.

6. Conclusion

In 2006, Becker (2006: 36) asserted that a shift from development-
centred to trade-centred approaches in regional integration projects was 
observable. In this sense, the creation of the counter-hegemonic inte-
gration project ALBA-TCP represented a turning point. As was the case 
between the 1950s and 1970s, the objectives of regional integration were 
no longer limited to trade, but aspired to progressive productive integra-
tion in order to reduce existing development asymmetries. The system-
atic comparison with the respective agendas of COMECON and NAM 
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clearly demonstrated that ALBA-TCP revives principles and mechanisms 
previously proposed and practised in historic development-centred inte-
gration approaches. Additionally, in the field of productive integration 
we could discern many similarities between the foreseen and occasion-
ally implemented strategies. ALBA-TCP’s GNEs adopt elements from the 
concepts of socialist IEAs and NAM’s MNEs alike. While the latter do 
not necessarily differ from benefit-oriented state-monopolistic enterprises, 
GNEs are conceived to serve economic and social objectives – as was the 
case with IEAs. Nevertheless, GNEs seek to integrate private capital – 
mostly SMEs – which is reminiscent of the MNE definition of Green 
(1976). All approaches rely (to different extents) on economic planning to 
link trade and production, and demand a strong state. Hence, the historic 
concepts probably influenced the conceptualisation of ALBA-TCP’s trade 
and productive integration agenda.

However, there are also four relevant differences between the discussed 
or proposed integration schemes. One lies in the progress of the integration 
projects. While COMECON was already deeply integrated in the 1970s, 
NAM has never been able to put CSR into practice in a broader context 
(Fischer 2016). In the case of ALBA-TCP, the declarations and agreements 
prove that the intention to further the integration exists. Nevertheless, the 
present article has demonstrated that intra-ALBA-TCP trade and produc-
tive integration both remain very low and even seem to be in recession. A 
second difference involves the relevance of the plan for economic activity. 
While in COMECON the creation and coordination of the national plans 
was the most important political action directed towards the economy, in 
NAM it was only foreseen for key industries. In ALBA-TCP, there was an 
intention to develop ‘Grand National Planning’ around the GNEs (ALBA-
TCP 2008a: 53), but its implementation has not been confirmed. The third 
difference relates to the fact that COMECON constituted a form of coop-
eration between (by the 1970s) mostly industrialised countries, while CSR 
of NAM and ALBA-TCP both adhere to the tradition of SSC. Evidently, 
this clearly constrains ALBA-TCP’s possibilities for successful integration 
(Becker 2006: 12; Benzi 2016: 88f.), as it unifies small markets and underde-
veloped economies (Muhr 2013: 4). Also, it meant that ALBA-TCP coun-
tries, for example Bolivia, needed to enter alternative markets to satisfy 
their import needs, and therefore signed Free Trade Agreements with 
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the USA and the EU (Benzi 2016: 88f.). The fourth difference lies in the 
economic basis of the integrating states and is discussed in more detail in 
the paragraph below.

 Probably the greatest and most important difference between member 
states of COMECON and ALBA-TCP, as well as those of NAM, is found 
in their politically established economic basis. While COMECON was 
a socialist cooperation grounded on nationally and/or collectively owned 
means of production, this is not the case in ALBA-TCP (with the excep-
tion of Cuba). Consequently, ALBA-TCP is not a socialist integration 
scheme, although it attempts, to some extent, to establish non-capitalist 
cooperation mechanisms. It is exactly this counter-hegemonic alignment 
within a capitalist world economy which provokes the opposition of private 
economic actors to the ALBA-TCP governments and which also negatively 
affects the trade and production dimensions of ALBA-TCP. The national 
bourgeoisies, most vehemently at the present time in Venezuela, try to 
stop the economic restructuring in the ALBA-TCP area, because it clashes 
with their class interests. They still own the central means of production 
and therefore can – and do – exert pressure to avoid the reshaping of capi-
talist trade and production patterns. If they succeed in overthrowing the 
government or in winning the next elections in Venezuela, the continued 
existence of ALBA-TCP will be seriously threatened. After all, despite the 
above-introduced efforts to strengthen the productive structures within 
ALBA-TCP, the Alliance’s financial basis is still Venezuelan oil rent. 
Without the support of Venezuela, the margin for the application of non-
capitalist cooperation mechanisms within the SSC scheme will be drasti-
cally restricted. This could even lead to the dissolution of ALBA-TCP, for 
instance if the scarce economic resources inhibit the further implementa-
tion of political decisions.
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ABSTRACT Die Bolivarianische Allianz für die Völker unseres Amerikas 
– Handelsvertrag der Völker (ALBA-TCP) ist ein gegenhegemoniales regi-
onales Integrationsprojekt, das neoliberalen Freihandel ablehnt. Es strebt 
danach, solidarische, komplementäre und kooperative Handelsbeziehungen 
aufzubauen und die produktive Integration der Mitgliedsstaaten voran-
zutreiben, unter anderem durch die Schaffung von großnationalen Unter-
nehmen. Einige Inspirationsquellen für die regionale Handels- und Produk-
tionsagenda wurden bereits detailliert untersucht, während der Einfluss des 
Rates für gegenseitige Wirtschaftshilfe (RGW) und des Ansatzes der kollek-
tiven Self-Reliance der Blockfreien Bewegung noch nicht systematisch behan-
delt wurden. Auf der Grundlage von qualitativer Inhaltsanalyse vergleicht 
dieser Artikel ALBA-TCP-Dokumente zu Handel und produktiver Integra-
tion mit den korrespondierenden Gegenstücken des RGW und der Blockfreien 
Bewegung. Die Analyse zeigt, dass ALBA-TCP keine bloße Kopie von einem 
der Ansätze ist, aber wahrscheinlich von beiden inspiriert wurde.
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ABSTRACT
After two decades of meagre results in post-Soviet regionalism, the 
Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) is the first gleam of hope. 
However, research on the EAEU is mostly Russia-centred and 
focused on trade issues, which leaves the small states’ perspectives 
and developmental aspects, such as the EAEU’s industrial coopera-
tion agenda, understudied. The small states might disproportio-
nately benefit from a shift towards developmental regionalism, 
but there are also many challenges associated with this issue. 
Thus, this paper examines Armenia’s and Belarus’ industrial devel-
opment prospects in the framework of the EAEU. Based on 
Regulation Theory, the paper triangulates data from national, 
supranational and international organisations, official EAEU docu-
ments and reports with insights from 10 expert interviews with 
policy makers, policy advisers and management consultants. The 
paper identifies diverging (and sometimes conflicting) interests 
regarding the relevance and concrete arrangement of industrial 
cooperation, which has particular implications for smaller member 
states like Armenia and Belarus.
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1. Introduction

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the post-Soviet space witnessed several 
attempts at reintegration through regionalism. The first and most widely-known initiative 
was the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) in 1991, which was followed by many 
others (Libman & Vinokurov, 2018). Wirminghaus (2012, p. 25) invokes 39 different 
regional integration initiatives between 1991 and 2010, which led to the creation of 36 
organisations. As the sheer number testifies, those political projects were not always 
competing, but sometimes overlapping, and they encompassed different fields of coop-
eration. For example, after its creation in 2000, the Eurasian Economic Community 
(EurAsEc)1 comprised Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia and Tajikistan. In the same 
period, the Collective Security Treaty Organisation (CSTO), with a focus on security 
cooperation, had exactly the same member states, plus Armenia (Molchanov, 2018). 
However, there is one feature that this range of organisations had in common until 
approximately 2010: they largely failed to accomplish their commitments. Scholars 
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provide different explanations for this phenomenon. Wirminghaus (2012) points to 
neorealist approaches in order to explain the motives for cooperation (forming alliances 
to counter the power of other groups of states) and the reasons for failure (the ultimate 
prioritisation of national interests). Furthermore, as do Libman and Obydenkova (2018b), 
Wirminghaus mentions the authoritarian political structures in the CIS countries as the 
main obstacle to successful regionalism in Eurasia.

After a myriad of slowly advancing, overlapping and partially competing regional 
integration projects (Libman & Obydenkova, 2018b, pp. 156–157), in 2007 three countries 
inside the EurAsEC – Belarus, Kazakhstan and the Russian Federation – agreed to create 
a customs union (CU). This initiative to strengthen the trade ties among the post-socialist 
states finally came into force in 2011 (Molchanov, 2016, p. 119; Obydenkova & Libman, 
2012, p. 379). It was the first example of successful post-Soviet regionalism, meaning that 
the members formally and to a very large degree realised their commitment (Libman & 
Vinokurov, 2018). Subsequently, the national authorities of the EurAsEc countries and their 
supranational organ, the 2012-founded Eurasian Economic Commission (EEC), took several 
steps to intensify cooperation; for instance, they coordinated their national industrial 
policies to promote structural change in the manufacturing sector.2 On 1 January 2015, 
they further intensified cooperation by founding the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU), 
which Armenia joined on January 2 and Kyrgyzstan on August 6 of the same year.

While the creation of a customs union is typical for trade-centred, ‘open’ or ‘new’ 
regionalism, the additional inclusion of the industrial sphere provides the integration 
process with a developmental dimension. According to regional economic integration 
theory this could be particularly beneficial for the industrial development of the smaller 
member states, because the access to a larger market bears the potential to reap 
economies of scale (Balassa, 1961/1973, p. 160). However, it has also been argued that 
the benefits of cooperation might be distributed unequally among the partners, which is 
even more likely when the asymmetries are big – as is the case in the Eurasian Economic 
Union (Sloan, 1971, pp. 151–152; Vinokurov & Libman, 2012, pp. 174–175). For the 
Eurasian Economic Union, the small states’ perspective on such developmental issues is 
still understudied. Thus, this paper examines the Armenian and Belarusian industrial 
development prospects in the industrial cooperation framework of the EAEU. Which 
opportunities and challenges actually prevail? This paper contributes to the more general 
debate on the Eurasian economic integration process by analysing the industrial coopera-
tion initiative in the framework of the EAEU from an Armenian and Belarusian perspective. 
The article deals with these two countries, because they are both under the influence of 
two competing regional initiatives, the European Union’s Eastern Partnership and the 
EAEU (Vieira & Vasilyan, 2018). This has specific implications for their industrial develop-
ment options (differing from those of Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan).

In the theoretical realm, the investigation draws on Regulation Theory. 
Methodologically, the paper builds on macroeconomic data from national, supranational 
and international organisations, official documents and reports. I combine these sources 
with the insights from 10 expert interviews (see list in the Appendix), conducted with 
politicians, policy advisers, business representatives and researchers, coming mostly from 
Armenia and Belarus, who were either involved in industrial policy making, or were policy 
advisers or researchers that studied topics which are relevant for the successful imple-
mentation of industrial policy, e.g., institutional issues or macroeconomic policy.
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After outlining the theoretical framework, the paper introduces the orientation and 
evolution of industrial cooperation in the EAEU. The next chapters analyse the prevailing 
mechanisms of accumulation and regulation in Armenia and Belarus, with particular 
emphasis on features related to manufacturing. Based on the country-specific findings, 
the paper focuses on opportunities and challenges for industrial cooperation from the 
small states’ perspective. After summarising the results of the investigation, the conclu-
sion will also illustrate alternatives and complements to the current industrial cooperation 
initiative.

2. The political economy of regional integration

In the theoretical realm, the paper draws on Regulation Theory, which originated in the 
1970s in France and focused on explaining the crisis of Fordism (Becker, 2013, pp. 31–33). 
However, the theoretical approach has also been used to examine regional integration 
projects in the semi-periphery (Becker, 2006). A regulationist analysis departs from the 
basic features of capital accumulation. Based on Aglietta’s work, Joachim Becker (2006, 
pp. 12–16) distinguishes three axes of accumulation, which define in their interplay the 
accumulation regime. The first – and most basic – axis investigates whether accumulation 
is predominantly driven by investment in the productive or financial sector of the 
economy. However, for semi-peripheral countries with a strong reliance on raw materials, 
Jäger and Leubolt (2014) suggest introducing ‘resource-based’ accumulation as a third 
category. The second axis examines whether accumulation is extensive or intensive, and 
thus, whether the surplus creation depends on the expansion of production capabilities 
or on the increase of productivity (e.g., through technological innovation). Finally, the 
third axis differentiates between an orientation towards the domestic market (intraver-
sion) or towards the regional or world market (extraversion). Extraversion is active if the 
focus lies on exports or passive if high dependency on imports of goods, capital and/or 
remittances prevails (Aglietta, 2015; Becker, 2013). The dominant forms of accumulation 
set up a corridor of options for industrial development. Industrial policy as state inter-
vention promoting structural change aspires to shift accumulation into a more productive 
and intensive direction. Whether it prefers an inward or outward-oriented strategy 
depends on the specific historical and socio-spatial context.

As capitalist accumulation is a crisis-ridden process, the stabilisation of an accumula-
tion regime requires specific economic and social policies, as well as legal and social 
norms. These are the outcome of social struggles among different actors. Regulation 
Theory captures them in four structural forms of regulation, which attempt to mediate the 
prevailing conflicts and constitute as a whole the mode of regulation. The most important 
structural form related to industrial development is the regulation of competition among 
different capital groups and economic sectors, but also among (groups of) workers. 
Furthermore, the rules for foreign direct investment (FDI) play a central role in this field, 
because they determine the scope of action for national and foreign capital.

The other three structural forms of regulation also influence industrial policy making. 
Second is that of monetary restriction, which encompasses macroeconomic policy and 
lending conditions. For example, the exchange rate is crucial for ensuring competitive-
ness and, thus, can thwart industrial development if it is overvalued. Furthermore, the 
access to cheap credit and loans is a decisive factor for industrial development. Third, the 
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wage relation is concerned with the regulation of the industrial relations between 
employers and workers. Industrial policy influences the wage relation, because it aims 
at modifying the structure of an economy, which also affects the labour market. Lastly, the 
ecological restriction sets the accumulation process natural limits, because industrial 
production relies on the extraction and/or import of (scarce) resources in order to process 
them. Finally, the state is one of the main institutions upholding regulation and is there-
fore present in all structural forms (for the theoretical basis see Becker, 2013, pp. 24–56; 
Sablowski, 2013, pp. 88–97). Hence, the effectiveness of industrial policy measures par-
tially depends on the functional interplay of the structural forms of regulation. Therefore, 
industrial policy making needs to accurately consider them as framework conditions.

While Regulation Theory in most cases uses the nation state as the central unit of 
analysis, some scholars, for example, Becker (2006), have applied it to regional integration 
schemes, for instance, to the EU, the Common Market of the South (MERCOSUR) and the 
Southern African Development Community (SADC). From a regulationist perspective, the 
(partial) expansion of the space of accumulation to the regional scale equates to what 
theories of regional integration call (bottom-up) ‘regionalisation’, while the creation of 
forms of regulation on the regional scale would be state-led (top-down) ‘regionalism’ 
(Vinokurov & Libman, 2012, pp. 44–56). In the former case, regional integration is mostly 
a market-driven process, in which private economic actors play an important role, 
whereas in the latter case states coordinate the process of deepening cooperation and 
exchange. In this context, the scales to which the single forms of regulation apply can vary 
(Becker, 2009, p. 101), which implies that they can stall each other. For example, regula-
tions adequate for the national accumulation strategy might hamper regional industrial 
policy. It becomes even more complicated, when the integrating states follow different – 
or even competing – accumulation strategies. This can hamper the implementation of 
specific joint industrial policy measures, and will impede the emergence of a congruent 
regional development strategy (Becker, 2006, pp. 11, 22).

From a neoclassical perspective, regional economic integration increases the welfare of 
the participating nations, because it raises the efficiency of their economies by generating 
more trade creation than trade diversion (Viner, 1950/2014, p. 55). In addition to these 
static effects of integration, Bela Balassa specified possible dynamic effects, which he 
expected due to the increase of the market size. The larger market would allow the 
exploitation of internal economies, leading to increased productivity, particularly for 
manufactured goods (due to increasing returns to scale). Moreover, it would also promote 
external economies, which favour, inter alia, specialisation in the industrial sector and 
‘induced technological change’. Small states would particularly benefit from the abolition 
of trade barriers, as their small markets seriously restrict industrial development oppor-
tunities (Balassa, 1961/1973, pp. 120–162). This is a trade-centred approach to regional 
economic integration, although it encompasses particular assumptions on how industries 
would develop, particularly in manufacturing (Balassa, 1961/1973, pp. 173–183).

Other, moderately liberal scholars such as Friedrich List favoured a more development- 
centred approach to regionalism (Becker, 2006, pp. 21–22). From this perspective, states 
should actively promote their industrial development in the regional bloc – on the single 
country level and jointly. For (semi-)peripheral countries, scholars developed, based on 
List’s legacy, the concept of ‘developmental regionalism’ for economic catch-up (Gordon, 
1961, pp. 245–250; Sloan, 1971, p. 140). Development-centred regionalism would serve 
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‘not only to expand trade but also to encourage the emergence of new industries, to help 
diversify national economies, and to increase the region’s bargaining power with devel-
oped nations’ (Sloan, 1971, p. 143; Gordon, 1961, pp. 247–248). Thus, the concept aspires 
to shift the accumulation of a particular (sub-)region towards more productive, intensive 
and – at least partially – intraverted accumulation (in order to decrease external depen-
dence). However, also among (semi-) peripheral countries, large asymmetries may exist, 
which can cause the largest economy to reap most of the benefits (Sloan, 1971, pp. 
151–152).

Based on these assumptions, this paper interprets the EAEU’s industrial cooperation 
initiative as a (possible) developmental aspect of the Eurasian integration process and 
examines the associated opportunities and challenges from the perspective of two small 
member states – Armenia and Belarus.

3. Industrial cooperation in the EAEU

3.1 Antecedents

All EAEU member states formerly belonged to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
(USSR), the centrally planned economy of which was closely integrated through produc-
tion chains traversing different republics (Libman & Obydenkova, 2014, p. 173). Their level 
of industrial output was very high. In 1975, this output represented 64.7% of the total 
output of the USSR, while in 1980 it still amounted to 63.6% (Yarashevich, 2014a, p. 20). 
For our topic, this has two important implications. First, the Soviet republics had achieved 
a considerable level of industrialisation, but they fell short of global competitiveness, 
which is still a problem in the industrial sphere. Second, while some of the production 
chains broke apart, a significant share of the economic ties survived the transition period 
and still condition economic development opportunities (Libman & Obydenkova, 2014). 
Hence, we are currently witnessing a process of reintegration amid new circumstances 
(Libman & Obydenkova, 2014; Yarashevich, 2014a).

When the USSR dissolved in 1991 and the transition to capitalism followed, a process of 
primitive accumulation with strong capital concentration set in, which has very negatively 
affected the industrial sphere of the former Soviet republics (Becker, 2018; Jaitner, 2015, 
pp. 520–521). Mass privatisations in the transition economies created a new oligarchic 
elite, showing rent-seeking behaviour. At the same time, strategic companies fell into 
foreign ownership. This entailed a new distribution of power in most of the ex-Soviet 
republics. Oligarchs and foreign investors were mainly interested in natural resources and 
financial assets, not in the (non-competitive) manufacturing enterprises (Yarashevich, 
2019, pp. 427–428). The mixture of a reduced tax revenue of the states, disinvestment 
in the industrial sector, and the restructuring of the industrial capacities led to serious de- 
industrialisation (Becker, 2018; Chasovsky & Katrovsky, 2015, p. 16). The remaining indus-
trial base was characterised by outdated machinery and equipment and was to a large 
degree uncompetitive on the world market. Belarus is the huge exception among the 
current EAEU members, because it never witnessed large-scale privatisations with the 
subsequent rise of a new oligarchy. This is one of the reasons why it could preserve 
a relevant share of its Soviet industrial base (Yarashevich, 2014a, p. 54), albeit lacking 
modernisation (see below). Additionally, with the dissolution of the Soviet Union, many of 
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the institutions implementing industrial policy or dedicated to research and development 
(R&D) activities became obsolete and significant part of them disappeared. Thus, along 
with industrial capacities, a substantial part of industrial and innovation capabilities faded 
away. However, in the 2000s, a global trend to rehabilitate industrial policy after decades 
of neoliberalism (Andreoni & Chang, 2016b; Cimoli et al., 2008; Rodrik, 2004, 2008; Stiglitz 
et al., 2013) coincided with the Soviet legacy of industrial planning.

3.2 Main documents and evolution of industrial cooperation

From the very start, the official documents of the Eurasian integration process were 
concerned with industrial development. When the customs union between Belarus, 
Kazakhstan and Russia commenced operation in 2011, and the creation of the Single 
Economic Space was prepared, the national rules for the provision of industrial subsidies 
were harmonised. In May 2013, the parties agreed on the coordination of national 
industrial policies (Eurasian Economic Commission (EEC), 2018, p. 39). Furthermore, they 
defined 19 priority industries that they planned to jointly promote within the newly 
established single economic space (Sidorsky, 2013, p. 26). Article 92 of the founding 
treaty on the EAEU explicitly discussed ‘industrial policy and cooperation’, while Article 
93 defined the legal basis for industrial subsidies (EEC, 2018, pp. 42–51). Only a few 
months later, in September 2015, the five member states approved the ‘Main Directions 
on Industrial Cooperation’ (EEC, 2015b). This was followed by the document ‘EAEU 
Industrial Policy: From its creation to the first results’ (EEC, 2015a), which readopted and 
slightly modified the 19 priority sectors mentioned above. Notably, several manufacturing 
sectors associated with extractivism were added to the later version (printed in bold, 
Table 1). Finally, in 2018, ‘Industrial Policy in the Eurasian Economic Union: Three Years of 

Table 1. Industrial priority sectors in 2013 and 2018.
Priority industries of the Single Economic Space (2013) Priority areas of the industrial cooperation in the EAEU (2018)

Manufacture of plastic 
and rubber products

Production of electronic 
and optical devices 
and basic components

Manufacture of electrical 
machinery and electrical 
equipment

Radio and electronic 
industry

Automotive industry Tool-making industry Automotive industry Tool-making industry
Light industry Pharmaceutical industry Light industry Fuel and energy 

complex
Metallurgy Biotechnology Ferrous and Non-Ferrous 

Metallurgy
Medical industry, 

pharmaceuticals and 
biotechnologies

Nanoindustry Chemical and 
petrochemical 
industry

Manufacture of machinery and 
equipment for oil refining 
and oil extracting industry

Chemical and 
petrochemical industry 
(including agricultural 
chemistry)

Production of white 
goods

Railway engineering 
production

Woodworking and wood 
production industry

Railway engineering production Forestry and 
woodworking industry

Production of 
construction materials

Aerospace and aircraft 
construction industry

Production of construction 
materials

Aerospace and engine 
construction

Manufacture of machinery 
and equipment for 
agriculture and forestry

Production of 
technologies for road 
construction

Manufacture of agricultural 
machinery

Shipbuilding

Production of lifting and 
transportation 
equipment

Power engineering Manufacture of machinery and 
equipment for mining 
industry

Power engineering

Source: own elaboration based on Sidorsky, 2013, p. 26 EEC, 2018, p. 90.
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Integration’ (EEC, 2018) summarised the achievements and challenges of the first three 
years of industrial cooperation.

The Main Directions formulated the following goals for industrial policy in the EAEU: a) 
to increase the growth rates and the output of industries; b) to promote cooperation, for 
example, creating new joint value chains through the development and implementation 
of joint protectionist measures; c) to increase the share of EAEU products in the common 
market; d) to develop new competitive and export-oriented manufacturing activities in 
order to increase exports towards third countries, supported by joint trading and service 
networks; e) to achieve technological upgrading in existing sectors and to build up new 
innovative sectors; f) to eliminate trade barriers for industrial products in the EAEU; and g) 
to attract investments and funding options for companies of the industrial sector (EEC, 
2015a, pp. 41–56).

As of 2020, the industrial cooperation matrix of the EAEU has four main components 
(see Figure 2), which are in the following stages:

(1) In 2015, 19 priority sectors for industrial cooperation were defined (see Table 1; EEC, 2015a, 
pp. 62–65). According to the EEC, the preparatory works with respect to regulatory and legal 
terms in 14 sectors have advanced considerably in the meantime and will soon allow for the 
implementation of the first projects (see Figure 2; EEC, 2018, pp. 56–78). The implementation 
of concrete projects can take the form of the options listed among 2), 3) and 4).

(2) The cooperation in science, technology and innovation relies on the Eurasian Technology 
Platforms (ETPs), of which some are directly allotted to a priority sector. For example, the ETP 
‘Space and geo-information technologies’ belongs to the priority sector ‘Space industry’. The 
ETPs strive to promote the interaction between scientific, industrial and government entities 
in order to develop and introduce cutting-edge technology into production processes (EEC, 
2020a, p. 75). In 2018, the EEC (2018, p. 82) stated that eight cooperative projects connected 
to the ETPs were identified as mature enough for the investment stage (to apply for a loan by 
the Eurasian Development Bank), while 37 needed more detailed elaboration, and a further 
85 involving R&D required venture financing. According to the EEC, ‘[a]t the moment, we are 
seeing the transition from selection to the implementation of such projects and interstate 
programs’ (EEC, 2020a, pp. 74–76).

(3) The so-called ‘system-wide’ (horizontal) measures encompass cooperative projects and 
interstate projects or programmes. While the former might receive funding from the Eurasian 
Development Bank, the latters’ budget comes directly from the participating member states. 
A working group of the EEC has identified cooperative projects with great integration 
potential and contacted potential participants. At the same time, business representatives 
can approach the Commission with proposals (EEC, 2018, p. 44, 2020b, p. 52). The most 
advanced interstate programme is in the space industry, where the member states plan to 
jointly develop space and geo-information technologies and to ultimately build satellites 
together. In September 2018, the Russian Federation, Kazakhstan and Belarus signed an 
agreement for developing the project (EEC, 2018, pp. 61–62, 2020a, pp. 76–77, Interview 6, 
2018, para. 16). Regarding the other projects, the author could not identify any that would be 
close to launching.

Furthermore, the Commission and the EAEU member states had agreed in 2015 to found 
a Eurasian Machine Tool Engineering Centre and a Eurasian network of industrial cooperation 
and subcontracting. The Engineering Centre was to be based at the MSTU Stankin in Moscow 
(EEC, 2020a, p. 71). According to more recent sources, it has been created (EEC, 2020b, p. 52) 
and ‘now it is starting to work’ (EEC, 2020a, p. 72). However, at the website of MSTU Stankin, 
the latest news with respect to the Engineering Centre is from 9 July 2019 and the author 
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could not find any evidence that the Centre is actually in operation. The Eurasian network of 
industrial cooperation and subcontracting, in turn, merged with the projected Eurasian 
technology transfer network (ETTN) to become the Eurasian Network for Industrial 
Cooperation, Subcontracting and Technology Transfer. Under www.eurasianindustry.org, 
the EEC created a digital platform to collect information on industrial activities and to connect 
industrial enterprises. It is online and displayed, on 11 May 2020, 6003 registered enterprises 
(EEC, 2018, p. 103). According to the EEC (2020a, pp. 78–79), this is still the pilot project. It is 
planned to launch the network in 2021.

(4) Finally, industrial cooperation also has an international dimension. The aim is to integrate 
domestic (Eurasian) production into global value chains (GVCs). Currently, the Commission, 
together with the agricultural engineering section of VDMA, the German Mechanical 
Engineering Industry Association, attempts to create new production facilities in the EAEU’s 
territory. In 2018, the EAEU started a pilot project to become a supplier of a German 
equipment division; of US company John Deere, the world leader in agricultural engineering 
(EEC, 2020b, pp. 50 Interview 6, 2018, para. 17).

Overall, the EAEU’s industrial cooperation initiative appears to be an extension to the 
region of the Russian industrial policy, which also draws on top-down policies in the form 
of priority sectors and technology platforms (United Nations Industrial Development 
Organization (UNIDO), 2017, pp. 147–161). This might be explained by the huge asym-
metries prevailing in the EAEU, with Russia accounting for more than 87% of the EAEU’s 
industrial output and 85% of the gross value added industrial output, while Belarus’ share 
amounts to 5.0% and 3.7%, and Armenia’s only to 0.3% and 0.4%, respectively (EEC, 
2015b, p. 11). Thus, the question arises as to what extent the regional industrial develop-
ment strategy fits the needs of the smaller member countries. In this context, we will deal 
now with the cases of Armenia and Belarus by first analysing their national modes of 
accumulation and regulation before outlining the related opportunities and challenges.

4. The small states’ perspective

4.1 Armenia’s industrial development prospects

Several peculiar features characterise Armenia’s economic structure and condition to 
some extent its growth prospects, particularly in manufacturing. Armenia is a small 
country with a reduced market size, which is further aggravated by its landlocked position 
and the geopolitical isolation of the country – due to border conflicts with Azerbaijan and 
Turkey (Hartwell, 2016, p. 58; Ter-Matevosyan et al., 2017, pp. 344–345). After the end of 
the Soviet Union, Armenia was among the ex-republics which most consequently imple-
mented the ‘shock therapy’ of sudden and far-reaching trade and market liberalisation. 
This led to a massive fall of output (Chobanyan & Leigh, 2006, p. 148), with a steep decline 
of MVA per capita between 1990 and 1992 (see Figure 1). The MVA per capita in real terms 
(measured at constant 2010 US dollar exchange rates) needed about 10 years to again 
reach the level of 1992, which was already only a third of the value of 1990. Even today, 
Armenia’s MVA per capita is still below the level of 1990. This number becomes even more 
remarkable if we consider that the population decreased from 3.5 Million in 1990 to 2.9 
Million in 2018 (UNIDO, 2020).
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Productive vs. financialised accumulation
The Armenian accumulation process is import-driven. In 2018, the industrial sector was 
responsible for 18.4% of GDP, witnessing a continuous increase from 16% in 2014. The 
contribution of industry to GDP, value added amounted even to 20.5% in 2018 (National 
Statistical Service of Armenia (Armstat), 2019, pp. 267, 271). In the Armenian industrial 
sector, mining and quarrying held a share of 15.5% in 2018, while manufacturing 
accounted for 69.8% of industrial activities. Food processing (38.8%), the tobacco 
industry (13.2%), manufacturing of basic metals (12.9%) and the beverage industry 
(11.3%) were the biggest manufacturing branches in 2018 (see Chart 1 in the 
Appendix; Armstat, 2019, pp. 270–271). According to UNIDO’s Competitive Industrial 
Performance Index (CIP) for 2019, in 2017 79.0% of Armenia’s manufacturing was 
resource-based, while low-tech (7.7%), medium-tech (10.9%) and high-tech (2.3%) 
manufacturing fell far behind (UNIDO, 2019a, p. 8). Furthermore, only 13.8% of the 
economically active population in 2018 worked in the industrial sector. Considering only 
manufacturing, it was 10.2% of the total workforce (Armstat, 2019, p. 73).

Extensive vs. intensive
Armenia inherited a large but inefficient industrial sector from the Soviet period. 
Privatisation and restructuring during the 1990s decimated industry, but did not resolve 
the problems of low productivity and lack of modernisation. Currently, the share of 
outdated machinery and equipment is estimated at 80% (EEC, 2018, p. 65; United 
Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE), 2014, p. 43). In 2011, the government 
approved the national ‘Strategy of Export-oriented Industrial Policy of the Republic of 
Armenia’, selecting 11 industrial branches which had potential for export orientation and 
job creation. While most of those had existed since Soviet times and exploited the current 
comparative advantage, the authorities decided to newly develop the pharmaceutical 
and biotechnology sector (Interview 3, 2018, para. 44–57). The Ministry of Economy is 
responsible for the implementation of the industrial policy strategy, which broadly aims 
to promote industrial upgrading, to create new labour-intensive industries, and to 
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develop more knowledge-intensive activities. The targeted industries were metal mining, 
metallurgical production, food production, production of precious stones and jewellery, 
machinery and equipment production, pharmaceutical production, and textile produc-
tion (EEC, 2015b, pp. 26–28; UNIDO, 2017, pp. 164–167). Overall, the industrial policy 
strategy points to the attempt to promote intensive accumulation in manufacturing.

According to the World Economic Forum, Armenia was, in the first half of the 2010s, 
at the border between a factor-driven and an efficiency-driven economy, which means 
that it was moving from competing based on its factor endowments (cheap wages) to 
competing based on increasing resource efficiency, that is, labour productivity (UNECE, 
2014, p. 6). In this context, innovation policy becomes a crucial component of industrial 
policy. The accumulation of knowledge and technological capabilities become the main 
target of the so-called ‘national system of innovation and production’ (Cimoli et al., 
2008), which is comprised of a network of institutions that are related to the innovative 
performance of national firms. Intensive growth is thus a ‘process of continuous tech-
nological innovation, industrial upgrading and economic diversification’ (Stiglitz et al., 
2013, p. 10).

During Soviet times, Armenia was an important science hub of applied research, for 
example, in the fields of physics, astrophysics, computer science and information tech-
nologies, as well as biotechnology. As the R&D sector was closely integrated with the 
Soviet industrial structure, the volume of researchers, research institutes and R&D funding 
shrank dramatically after 1991. The number of researchers declined from 25,344 in 1991 to 
4,452 in 2018, while the number of research institutes nearly halved from 124 to 63 in 
2018 (Armstat, 2019, pp. 164–165; UNECE, 2014, p. 15). In the USSR, Armenia spent more 
than 2.5% of its GDP on R&D, while in 2018 the share was barely 0.2% (UNECE, 2014, pp. 
15, 49; World Bank, 2019). Thus, while Armenia has a strong tradition in this field, it has 
been considerably weakened during the past 30 years.

Intraversion vs. extraversion
The Armenian economy shows strong characteristics of passive extraversion, expressing 
itself in the high dependence on the import of capital and goods, thus causing 
a chronically negative trade balance (−13.16% in 2017). Armenia depends on the inflow 
of FDI and remittances, the latter surpassing the former in quantity since 2010. In 2017, 
they made up 13.32% of the Armenian GDP (United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development (UNCTAD), 2017). According to Armstat (2019, pp. 496, 498), Russia was 
Armenia’s main export and import partner in 2018 (see Table 2). However, the sum of 
exports going to EU countries was higher than the sum going to CIS countries in 2017. In 
detail, Armenia exports to the other CIS countries (mainly Russia) exhibit a higher value 
added than those to the EU, which are mostly unprocessed raw materials. This highlights 
the importance of the Eurasian Common Market for Armenia and shows potential for 
industrial cooperation (Armstat, 2019, pp. 470–484; for an overview according to SITC 
categories see Yarashevich, 2019, p. 414).

Competition
There exist several dividing lines between different interest groups and capital factions in 
Armenia. While the most powerful capital group is that of trading capital, which correlates 
with the import-driven accumulation pattern, industrial capital is far weaker (Interview 10, 
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2019, para. 74). Part of the business community is oriented towards the EU and another 
part towards Russia/EAEU3 (Vasilyan, 2017, p. 42). The alignment depends on the import 
or export orientation and the field of economic activity of the respective business people. 
Industrial capital is markedly oriented towards Russia/the EAEU, because this is its major 
export market, and it could also have a potential interest in increased industrial coopera-
tion. However, Armenia exhibits ‘abundant monopolies in various import and export 
sectors’ (Ter-Matevosyan et al., 2017, p. 350), the owners of which have close relations 
with the political elites (Ter-Matevosyan et al., 2017, pp. 348–352; Vasilyan, 2017, p. 34). 
They would only support industrial cooperation if their influence was not curbed 
(Interview 10, 2019, para. 28). Finally, Russia plays a relevant role in the sphere of 
competition. According to Armstat (2019, p. 536), the biggest holder of net stocks of 
foreign total investment in Armenia was by far Russia, with 1,015,592.5 million drams at 

Table 2. Main trading partners of Armenia (2018).
Main export partners Main import partners

Russia 27.6% Russia 25.3%
Switzerland 14.0% China 13.3%
Bulgaria 8.9% Germany 6.0%

Source: Armstat, 2019, pp. 496, 498.

Table 3. Main trading partners of Belarus (2018).
Main export partners Main import partners

Russia 38.4% Russia 58.9%
Ukraine 12.0% China 8.2%
UK 9.1% Germany 4.8%

Source: Belstat, 2019a, p. 62.

Figure 2. The EAEU’s industrial cooperation. Source: own elaboration based on EEC, 2018, pp. 53–112, 
2020a, p. 75.
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the end of 2018, of which 842,494.6 million drams are FDI (Armstat, 2019, pp. 531–532). 
However, the Russian investments are mostly not greenfield investments, but acquisitions 
of existing enterprises, mostly related to energy and infrastructure (Vasilyan, 2017, pp. 36, 
Interview 10, 2019, para. 32–36). Arguably, industrial cooperation favouring industrial 
development in Armenia would require that Russia changes or at least broadens its 
investment pattern.

Monetary restriction
The macroeconomic environment can be very discouraging for the industrial develop-
ment of a country (Becker, 2009, p. 105), which is currently the case for Armenia. The 
monetary policy aims at keeping inflation low in order to control the level of public debt. 
Furthermore, the overvalued exchange rate strengthens Armenia’s import position, which 
favours import-oriented capital groups as well as remittance receivers, but it impedes 
industrial exports and therefore intensifies the problem of low competitiveness (Interview 
10, 2019, para. 18, 22–26). In addition, interest rates are quite high (in order to attract 
foreign capital), which complicates borrowing money for productive investments (Central 
Bank of Armenia, 2019; Chobanyan & Leigh, 2006, p. 152). Thus, the macroeconomic 
sphere currently leaves lots of space for improving the conditions for developing 
manufacturing.

Wage relation
During the Soviet period, Armenia was famous for its high-skilled workers and strong 
education system. From the 1990s onwards, Armenia has exploited the relatively low 
wages of its highly-qualified workforce as a competitive advantage (Chobanyan & Leigh, 
2006, p. 151). However, in combination with high unemployment, the low remuneration 
has also been an incentive for labour migration (UNECE, 2014). Interviewee 1 (2017, 
para. 28) compared labour migration to a ‘life jacket’ that ‘helps the national economies 
to float, it helps people to survive. But, on the other hand, it’s a brain drain. Highly 
qualified people leave the country as the first ones and then people with some 
qualifications also leave.’ Thus, while securing the possibility of work migration to the 
Russian labour market was one of Armenia’s main interests in joining the EAEU, the 
constant outflow of labour migrants also complicates the local accumulation of 
the capabilities necessary for industrial development. Eventually, successful reindustria-
lisation would create high-quality jobs (Andreoni & Chang, 2016a) and, thus, could 
contribute to the reduction of unemployment and poverty in Armenia (Interview 2, 
2018, para. 44).

Ecological restriction
As Armenia has only few specific mineral reserves, and only 17.5% of the land is agricul-
turally arable (Chobanyan & Leigh, 2006, p. 153), many raw materials for industrial 
production need to be imported. Furthermore, Armenia depends on Russia in the energy 
domain. On the one hand, Armenia receives Russian gas and oil at preferential prices 
(Vasilyan, 2017, p. 37). On the other hand, Russia uses this energy-dependency to increase 
its influence in Armenia. For example, Armenia sold the 20% state share of ArmRusGazArd 
to Russia to get the 300 Mio. national debt waived, before it joined the CU. Furthermore, 
since 2006, Russia has had exclusive control over 75% of the Iran-Armenian gas pipeline 
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(Ter-Matevosyan et al., 2017, pp. 349–350). The strong dependence on foreign energy 
resources is a serious constraint for industrialisation efforts.

4.2 Belarus’ industrial development prospects

Belarus is one of the few former Soviet republics that did not experience severe de- 
industrialisation after the dissolution of the Soviet Union and where central economic 
activities remained under state control. The state sector is estimated to still account for 60 
to 70% of all economic activities (Becker, 2018; Yarashevich, 2014b, pp. 1707–1708). The 
reason for this is that Belarus was reluctant to implement structural reforms in the 
transition period. The MVA per capita in real terms (measured at constant 2010 US dollar 
exchange rates) of Belarus fell from 1990 until 1995, but steadily increased from 1996 
onwards, recovering to the level of 1990 in the year 2000. In the past 20 years an 
impressive growth of MVA took place. In 2018, the MVA per capita were three times as 
high as in 1990 (UNIDO, 2020).

Productive vs. financialised accumulation
The Belarusian economy is oriented towards productive accumulation. As mentioned 
before, Belarus inherited a solid manufacturing base from Soviet times. This placed it in 
a good starting position when the USSR dissolved (Bell & Bell, 2015; for a more critical 
position regarding the Soviet industrial legacy, see Bonatti & Haiduk, 2014). In the 
transition phase, Belarus could avoid extensive privatisation (as took place in many 
other republics), because of its growth performance during the previous two decades 
(still forming part of the Soviet Union). When Lukashenka came to power in 1994, only 
13% of the state-owned enterprises (SOEs) had been privatised (Bell & Bell, 2015, p. 156). 
Up to the present day, the Belarusian state dominates the economy and controls the 
biggest manufacturing enterprises (UNIDO, 2017, p. 167). In 2017, according to UNIDO’s 
Competitive Industrial Performance Index (CIP) for 2019, 44.6% of Belarus’ manufacturing 
was resource-based, 15.6% low-tech, 36.5% medium-tech and 3.3% high-tech. With these 
features Belarus belongs to the ‘Industrialized Economies’ and is the only EAEU member 
apart of Russia that forms part of the ‘Upper Middle’ CIP quintile (UNIDO, 2019b, p. 8). In 
2018, 23.7% of the economically active population worked in the industrial sector, and 
20.2% if we consider only manufacturing (National Statistical Committee of the Republic 
of Belarus (Belstat), 2019b, p. 76).

In 2018, the industrial sector accounted for 26.1% of the Belarusian GDP (Belstat, 
2019a, p. 33). Manufacturing was responsible for 88.6% of total industrial production in 
2018 (Belstat, 2019a, p. 42). According to the Competitive Industrial Performance Index 
for 2017, 44.6% of Belarusian manufacturing was resource-based (UNIDO, 2019b, p. 8). 
The high resource-based manufacturing share is extraordinary for a resource-poor 
country such as Belarus. The reason is that Belarus receives crude oil from Russia on 
preferential prices that it processes and (partly) re-exports (Libman & Obydenkova, 
2018a, p. 1053). Belarus has a quite diversified manufacturing sector with food, bev-
erages & tobacco manufacturing (25.8%), coke and refined petroleum products (17.6%), 
chemicals and chemical products (10.8%), rubber and plastic products (7.9%), and basic 
and fabricated metals (7.6%) holding the biggest shares (see Chart 2 in the Appendix; 
Belstat, 2019a, p. 42). Thus, manufacturing is the backbone of the Belarusian economy.
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Intensive vs. extensive
There exists a productivity gap between the SOEs and the companies of the private sector. 
This is the outcome of structural reforms reluctantly undertaken in the transition period, 
which helped to preserve the old industrial structure, characterised by low efficiency and 
insufficient modernisation (Dobrinsky et al., 2016, pp. 51, 78). The EEC (2018, p. 65) 
estimates the share of outdated machinery and equipment in Belarus to be 78% of the 
total. The Belarusian authorities have mentioned the need to modernise and to become 
more efficient in several industrial policy documents that attempt to set the agenda for 
intensive accumulation in order to decrease the gap in labour productivity with the EU 
countries, to modernise the productive capacities, and to expand the high-tech sector 
(EEC, 2015b, pp. 32–33; Gotovsky, 2015; UNIDO, 2017, pp. 167–171). To this end, Belarus 
also created six free economic zones, the Chinese-Belarus industrial park ‘Great Stone’, 
and the Belarusian High Technology Park (Dobrinsky et al., 2016, pp. 86–87). Thus, the 
national industrial policy aims at promoting a knowledge-based, innovative industrial 
development. Thereby, it builds on its Soviet legacy, having ‘preserved engineering 
competencies in large enterprises, capabilities in the research and development (R&D) 
sector and a skilled labour force’ (UNECE, 2011, xvi). Currently, the third State Programme 
for Innovative Development (SPID) (2016–2020) is in place, which seeks to modernise the 
Belarusian industry and to increase international competitiveness (UNECE, 2017, p. 22). 
However, Belarus has been criticised for focusing exclusively on marketable technological 
innovation and for ‘selling’ pure industrial modernisation initiatives as innovation projects 
(UNECE, 2017, pp. 23–24). Hence, Belarus can contribute to technological modernisation, 
innovation and upgrading at the EAEU level, but needs, in parallel, to transform its own 
production structure.

Intraversion vs. extraversion
While Belarus attempts to implement a coherent national development strategy and 
protects the local production in strategic sectors against foreign competition 
(Interview 5, 2018), the size of the country makes an exclusive inward-orientation 
impossible. In 2018, 62.5% of total industrial production was exported (Belstat, 2019a, 
p. 40). Of all commodity exports, in 2018 the largest groups were mineral products 
(25.8%), machinery and equipment (16.4%), chemical products and rubber (19.0%), as 
well as food products and agricultural raw materials (15.4%) (Belstat, 2019b, p. 376). 
As was the case during Soviet times, Russia is by far Belarus’ biggest trading partner. 
In 2018, 38.4% of all goods exported from Belarus went to Russia, while 58.9% of 
imports came from Russia (see Table 3; Belstat, 2019a, p. 61). The manufactured high 
value-added products go to the CIS countries (mainly to Russia), while raw materials 
are exported to non-CIS countries (mainly to Europe; Yarashevich, 2019, p. 414). Thus, 
in this sphere rests the potential for cooperation in order to intensify the productive 
integration of the EAEU economies, which would also imply increasing the trade of 
intermediate goods within Eurasian supply chains.

Competition
The state is still dominant in the economy, particularly in the industrial sector, and foreign 
capital, as well as private enterprises, is still subject to many restrictions. SOEs are often 
subsidised, even if they are not efficient and/or competitive in their current state (UNIDO, 
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2017, pp. 167–168). Bonatti and Haiduk (2014, p. 3) describe the Belarusian industrial 
structure as ‘the coexistence of a viable private sector of small and medium-sized 
enterprises with a bunch of unreformed industrial giants.’ They argue that in the current 
setting, ‘well-performing enterprises are subject to heavy taxation and other extraction 
measures. A relatively small but viable private sector is often playing the role of donor for 
the state sector’ (Bonatti & Haiduk, 2014, p. 5). However, it is not only the political 
opposition and foreign actors who argue in favour of loosening the strict regulations 
for competition in Belarus. There is also a wing in the state authorities that favours such 
a solution,4 which would allow the attraction of larger FDI flows from EU countries and – 
possibly – the insertion of Belarusian firms into EU value chains. While the positive effects 
of FDI attraction for industrial development are widely recognised (Warwick, 2013, p. 37), 
the stronger orientation towards Europe would make serious restructuring of the manu-
facturing sector inevitable (Interview 5, 2018, para. 24), which would come at a social cost. 
Currently, the inflows of Russian FDI (60% of the total) allow Belarus to preserve its current 
industrial structure without restructuring measures (Dobrinsky et al., 2016, p. 82).

Monetary restriction
Since 1996, the Belarusian authorities have extensively used macroeconomic policy to 
support their development model. With regard to industrial development, so-called 
‘directed lending’ was of particular relevance. Through this mechanism, state-owned 
banks supported SOEs with loans at preferential terms. The state would bear the interest 
rate differential. While this mechanism granted the SOEs quite stable access to financial 
resources, it also caused macroeconomic imbalances (Dobrinsky et al., 2016, p. 95; see also 
Korosteleva & Lawson, 2010). For the period between 1996 and 2002, multiple exchange 
rates existed, and then, in 2003, a currency peg to the dollar was introduced, which in 
2014 could no longer be sustained. As early as from 2007/8 onwards, the Belarusian 
authorities had increasingly relied on active external borrowings to relieve the pressure 
on the currency market. The result was a sharp rise in external debts. The contradictions of 
the monetary policy measures led to three currency crises (in 2009, 2011 and 2014–2015) 
and Belarus had to accept IMF loans in 2009 and 2011, and a loan from the EurAsEc anti- 
crisis fund in 2011 to promote recovery. As they were conditional loans, Belarus had to 
adopt structural reforms regarding liberalisation, privatisation and macroeconomic stabi-
lisation, but was reluctant to implement them (Bell & Bell, 2015, pp. 157–158; Dobrinsky 
et al., 2016, Executive Summary; Korosteleva & Lawson, 2010, pp. 37–41). Hence, the 
macroeconomic policy in Belarus generally benefitted manufacturing, but repeatedly 
reached the limits of stability in the past 10 years.

Wage relation
The centralised, authoritarian state structures in Belarus also allow for a strict control of 
the wage relation. The central means for this are SOEs, which are obliged to implement 
uniform tariff increases (Yarashevich, 2014b, p. 1711). Notably, the wage targets set by the 
government also influence the private sector, as it needs to offer competitive wages in 
order to attract skilled workers (Dobrinsky et al., 2016, p. 27). On the one hand, due to the 
wage and output targets, domestic demand has been stable (Bell & Bell, 2015, pp. 
156–157). Thence, it has been stated that Lukashenka has established a ‘social contract’ 
with the population, prioritising the interests of non-entrepreneurial groups (Yarashevich, 
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2014b, p. 1717). Bonatti and Haiduk (2014, p. 7) term it the ‘exchange of political loyalty 
for guaranteed employment and periodic increases in real incomes and wages.’ Currently, 
it is exactly the trade of industrial goods and the cooperation in manufacturing in the 
EAEU (particularly with Russia) that allows Belarus to preserve the labour-intensive 
industries that are vital for the continuity of the social contract, as restructuring would 
cause a steep rise in unemployment (Yarashevich, 2014a, p. 38).

Ecological restriction
Currently, the Belarusian economy is quite resource-intensive, which the Belarusian 
industrial policy aims to reduce for economic and ecological reasons (UNIDO, 2017, pp. 
167–168). As Belarus is a resource-poor country, many of the inputs for its huge manu-
facturing sector need to be imported (Yarashevich, 2014a, p. 36). However, the most 
important feature is the reliance on Russian oil and gas at preferential prices (Dobrinsky 
et al., 2016, p. 10). The refining and re-exporting of Russian oil allows for the cross- 
financing of the rather ineffective industrial sector and the share of those fuel exports is 
quite impressive: in 2017, they made up about a quarter of total merchandise exports 
(Yarashevich, 2019, p. 432). Thus, the Russian ‘energy subsidies’ are crucial for maintaining 
the current Belarusian economic structure. However, during the past years, particularly 
since the end of the commodity boom in 2014, the conditions of the energy supplies have 
become increasingly contested between Russia and Belarus. This is why the Belarusian 
authorities adjudge a common market for oil and gas to be a prerequisite for the creation 
of a common electric power market (all envisioned for 2025) and joint industrial policy 
(Volnistaya, 2018).

4.3 The opportunities and challenges of industrial cooperation for Armenia and 
Belarus

Looking at the industrial cooperation initiative from an Armenian and Belarusian per-
spective, the results are quite moderate. Comparing the 19 priority sectors to the current 
industrial production and export structure of Armenia (see Table 1, Chart 1 and above), it 
is obvious that the priority sectors were not tailored to Armenia’s needs (unsurprisingly, as 
they were mostly set in 2013; Sidorsky, 2013, p. 26). As a concrete cooperation partner, 
Armenia is only mentioned once in all sectoral proposals, namely, in the chapter on 
aircraft engineering, where Russia considers drawing on Armenian enterprises for the 
production of avionic elements (EEC, 2018, p. 64). Furthermore, Armenia is involved in the 
creation of seven to eight ETPs (Interview 3, 2018, para. 9). Belarus is involved with several 
enterprises in the recently-launched space project. Moreover, Belarusian enterprises are 
also under consideration for the supply of Russian aircraft companies with avionic 
components (EEC, 2018, pp. 62–64). Another project in which Belarus has taken part is 
the international cooperation with VDMA and John Deere in the field of agricultural 
engineering (Interview 6, 2018, para. 17). Nevertheless, although the results are still 
moderate, industrial cooperation can open opportunities for both countries.

Armenia’s options are predominantly related to knowledge-driven activities. As 
pointed out above, Armenia has a strong tradition in science and research. Thus, the 
ETPs could become a way to become part of a regional innovation network and to regain 
the country’s former position as a science hub. In this role, Armenia could aim at creating 
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‘a vibrant innovation process based on imitation and the introduction of new-to-the 
market products and technologies’ (UNECE, 2014, p. 7), targeting the CIS/EAEU market. 
However, there is a long way to go, as currently the industry-science linkages are weak 
(UNECE, 2014) and many of the old relations were cut. In this context, Interviewee 7 (2018, 
para. 48) pointed to the need to revive them: ‘ [I]n order to make more active these ties in 
research and education (. . .), they need to be developed, so that our students, the 
researchers trust each other, the way that they say: “Hey, they are better than I am, so 
I’ll go and study over there”.  But in this case, we don’t have the perception that they know 
something that we don’t know.’ Against this background, seasonal labour migration can 
open up interesting opportunities. In the best-case scenario this could lead to knowledge 
transfer and ‘brain circulation’ instead of ‘brain drain’ (Hartwell, 2016, p. 64). For instance, 
Interviewee 2 (2018, para. 20) reported that

we are just starting a project with Belarus to send them around 300 people to work in the 
construction sector in one of the companies being very strong in construction. And they need 
welders, bricklayers, cement mixers, etc. (. . .) When you have an agreement and you are sure 
that your labour force can be exported to work and they will also have social protection 
programmes in these countries, it is very important. Because we see that after these projects, 
they will come back with new knowledge, with new skills, having them developed in those 
countries. So, it is important.

Another opportunity for Armenia is the possible localisation of EAEU enterprises in its 
territory and/or the integration of suppliers into EAEU (Russian) value chains. This would 
be particularly helpful to counter high unemployment. For the first scenario, the signature 
of the Free Trade Agreement between the EAEU and Iran might compensate somewhat 
for the lack of borders between Armenia and the other member states. As Interviewee 2 
(2018, para. 4) pointed out, Armenia could not only turn into a relevant trade corridor, but 
other EAEU countries might also establish their assembly plants in Armenia in order to 
export to Iran. Industrial cooperation in the EAEU could strategically exploit this potential. 
The other opportunity lies in the targeted integration of Armenian SMEs of the skills- 
based and knowledge-based sectors into regional value chains. However, to achieve this 
objective the formation of clusters would be helpful, ‘because SMEs in developing 
countries are typically too small in size and limited in resources to compete in global 
industries.’ (Gereffi & Lee, 2016, p. 27). Usually, SMEs in countries like Armenia do not have 
the scale or scope to climb to the upper rungs of a GVC, but they can still improve their 
efficiency and the working conditions of their employees (Gereffi & Lee, 2016, pp. 27–28). 
However, such a strategy would need a long-term strategic approach to industrial policy, 
which would require a shift in priorities in Armenian politics and society.

For Belarus, the projected industrial cooperation is of greater significance, and a far 
more strategic endeavour. The reason is first and foremost the existence of close ties 
between the Belarusian and Russian economies, which materialise in cross-border value 
chains and intensive trade relations. The Russian market is of particular relevance when it 
comes to industrial exports, which are mostly not competitive on the world market. 
Therefore, some experts have stated that the relationship with Russia has hampered the 
modernisation and restructuring of Belarusian industry (Interview 5, 2018, para. 8; 
Interview 8, 2018, para. 16). While this is a legitimate objection, and certainly true under 
the current circumstances, it is not carved into stone: ‘[I]f Russia gets serious about 
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modernisation through industrialisation (. . .), Belarusian manufacturers, with their easy 
market access and great deal of experience, could gain significant benefits, either through 
increased exports of machinery and equipment, or through closer industrial cooperation’ 
(Yarashevich, 2014a, p. 38). The reason for this is that Belarus has a very diversified 
manufacturing sector, but relies on exporting a great share of its industrial goods due 
to the small size of the domestic market. For example, Belarus is strong in sectors such as 
agricultural engineering as well as transportation and lifting equipment, and has started 
developing electric cars (all sectors of the EAEU’s industrial cooperation). Furthermore, the 
successful evolution of the industrial cooperation initiative would also increase the intra- 
industry trade in manufacturing branches of the EAEU (Dudin et al., 2016, p. 643). 
A stronger integration into EAEU (Russian) value chains would allow Belarus to upscale 
the production of intermediate goods. Conversely, Russian suppliers might become part 
of Belarusian VCs. For instance, the EEC has identified 37 cooperative projects that are 
feasible in the sectors of ferrous and non-ferrous metallurgy, which could strengthen 
cross-border VCs (EEC, 2018, p. 58). Finally, the involvement of other countries in the 
industrial cooperation initiative softens the very asymmetric relation Belarus has with 
Russia in the framework of the Union State, which is a bilateral cooperation project 
between Russia and Belarus that started in 1996 and has evolved through several stages 
since then.

However, while opportunities do exist, also challenges arise that relate to differing 
national accumulation patterns and the resulting development strategies. Armenia (and 
Kyrgyzstan) are characterised by import-driven passive extraversion, supported by 
a regime of macroeconomic regulation detrimental to industrial development. Belarus 
features strong productive accumulation with an intraverted development strategy for 
the overall economy, but with active extraversion regarding the manufacturing sector. 
Russia and Kazakhstan, in contrast, follow a resource-based accumulation model in which 
the development of manufacturing is subordinated to other strategic interests related to 
commodity extraction and exports (Becker, 2018). Since the financial and economic crisis 
of 2008/9, the struggle for controlling the raw material rent in the Russian elite has 
intensified (Yakovlev, 2014), a tendency that the end of the commodity boom in 2014 
further spurred. Hence, while debates on the Russian development model and the 
potential of industrial policy returned to the political and academic discourse in Russia 
(Chasovsky & Katrovsky, 2015; Jaitner, 2015; Simachev et al., 2014, 2018), the idea of 
whether to resort to industrial policy or not is still ‘heavily disputed’ (Interview 9, 2018, 
para. 8). Thus, while Russia (and Kazakhstan) could theoretically draw on a (currently 
squeezed) raw material rent in order to finance industrial endeavours, the social relations 
of forces currently obstruct this from happening in a consistent way.

The reluctance of Russia to mobilise palpable resources for the development of the 
EAEU (Molchanov, 2016) also affects the sphere of industrial cooperation. The so-called 
cooperative projects can apply for funding at the Eurasian development bank (EDB). 
However, the bank’s investment portfolio is rather limited (Interview 1, 2017, para. 32), 
amounting to 4.1 billion US dollar as of 1 April 2020. Thus, Russia’s dominant position in 
the EAEU would require that it pays a relevant share of the costs of productive integration 
(Interview 6, 2018, para. 36), directly and indirectly through the EDB (to which it con-
tributes the biggest share of the budget). However, it currently does not seem that the 
different factions of the Russian elite can agree to bear the costs of integration (Jaitner, 
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2015). In this context, it becomes obvious that industrial policy implementation presup-
poses a (relatively stable) coalition of different actors, because it is always a question of 
distribution, namely of how much of the (scarce) public resources should be invested in 
the manufacturing sector (Andreoni & Chang, 2016b). And, after all, the moderate will-
ingness to invest in industrial policy stands in stark contrast to the very broad industrial 
cooperation agenda, encompassing 19 priority sectors and 16 ETPs. It is evident that so 
many sectors were included in order to avoid conflict over the selection of targeted 
sectors. However, while mitigating disputes in the beginning, this further weakens the 
prospects of successful implementation.

Another challenge relates to the fact that – while most of EAEU countries are under 
authoritarian rule – the national leaders argue the case for different forms of regulation in 
the regional integration project. This problem becomes particularly obvious with respect 
to the conflicting ideas about the industrial cooperation of Russia and Belarus. For Belarus, 
an important element of common industrial policy would be to coordinate the production 
volumes of a specific good, as explained by Interviewee 1 (2017, para. 10):

[T]hey [Belarus] would perhaps be most interested in a coordinated or synchronised industrial 
policy with Russia in order to avoid overproduction, (. . .). In their understanding, synchronis-
ing industrial policy equals being in agreement on the volumes of production, sharing 
production, so to say. ‘Russia should produce 10,000 and we will produce 12,000 tractors. 
Okay? Okay!’.

This conception of industrial policy is a legacy of Soviet times that makes sense from the 
perspective of Belarus, which has still extensive planning elements in the economy.

In some cases, Russia and Belarus even managed to agree on the horizontal integration of 
plants producing the same product, for example, trucks. However, problems appeared when 
the Russian and Belarusian representatives disagreed on how to handle horizontal specia-
lisation, that is, reducing the product variety in the affiliated plants (in order to maximise the 
opportunities of large-scale production) and compensating for it through complementary 
intra-industry trade. For example, in the framework of the Union State it was planned to 
integrate two truck-producing plants, Belarusian MAZ and Russian KAMAZ, into a common 
holding in order to conquer Asian markets. However, as the Russian business side planned to 
rationalise the production in Belarus by scaling down plants and the connected social 
infrastructure, the Belarusian authorities cancelled the deal. ‘And, after that the political 
reaction of our president was to throw out those businessmen and there was not established 
any holding between KAMAZ and MAZ. Because the Russian business wanted to close 
practically the whole enterprise of MAZ in Minsk; from 20,000 of workers they wanted to 
keep only 5,000 ’ (Interview 4, 2018, para. 30). The already-mentioned social contract pre-
vailing in Belarus entails that the authorities aspire to maintain the level of unemployment as 
low as possible. Therefore, they seek to avoid drastic measures of restructuring, because it 
would threaten social stability and weaken their political base. However, this brings about 
a trade-off with the rationalisation of production that efficient industrial cooperation on the 
regional scale arguably would require (Gordon, 1961, p. 145).

Russia’s commitment to industrial cooperation is fundamental for the success of the joint 
project, due to its economic weight in the EAEU. Obviously, the other member countries 
need to engage, too, but it is the largest and technologically most advanced country and 
has to pull the others with it (if the chosen reindustrialisation and modernisation strategy 
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targets the region). ‘Russia is the one who has to try to develop and try to become at least 
the technological leader of the region. In this case only, we have the chance to develop 
[jointly]’ (Interview 7, 2018, para. 32). In order to make this scenario beneficial for the other 
EAEU members, inter alia, the number of cross-border supply chains would need to increase. 
However, this can only work if the persisting non-tariff trade barriers in the Eurasian 
common market are drastically reduced (Vakulchuk & Knobel, 2018) and if Russia’s import 
substitution strategy becomes more inclusive towards regional partners (Volnistaya, 2018).

Russia’s (selective) promotion of import substitution policies following the Western 
sanctions had ambiguous effects for the smaller EAEU countries. On the one hand, it 
stimulated them to develop new industries and products. For example, Armenia set up 
mozzarella production to substitute the unavailable Italian cheese on the Russian market. 
‘[W]e started to do that, because this was a market where we could export our goods to. This 
way it did stimulate the production process in Armenia. And, right now, the Armenian 
mozzarella became even very famous inside Armenia’ (Interview 7, 2018, para. 20). For 
Belarus, on the other hand, the results were less positive, which is due to the fact that 
Russia’s import substitution programme targets sectors in which Belarus has been a major 
exporter to the Russian market, e.g., machine building, agricultural machinery, food proces-
sing, woodworking etc. (Interview 5, 2018, para. 12). In the past years, Russia has repeatedly 
used non-tariff trade barriers, for example, licences or phytosanitary standards, against other 
EAEU members, although the common market should allow for the free movement of 
goods. For instance, Belarusian dairy products would suddenly not comply with the phyto-
sanitary standards of the Russian market anymore, when Russia decided to develop a proper 
dairy industry (Interview 4, 2018, para. 32–36). Another example is that Belarusian compa-
nies from one day to the next were not certified as suppliers for Russian firms anymore. ‘This 
is why no foreign investor thinks that localisation is fair and in case of doubt you prefer to do 
it in Russia’ (Interview 5, 2018, para. 14). Hence, import substitution policies can aggravate 
the problem of non-tariff trade barriers and, thus, hamper the industrial development of the 
smaller states. Therefore, the EEC worked on a solution to let enterprises from the other 
EAEU countries benefit from the Russian strategy, too (Interview 6, 2018, para. 19). Future 
research will have to verify whether this has worked out.

5. Conclusion

Regional economic integration can take the form of regionalisation, which is a bottom-up 
process increasing the ties among formal and informal actors in a specific territory (not bound 
to the nation state), while regionalism is a state-led top-down initiative to integrate the region 
(e.g., the EAEU). From the perspective of Regulation Theory, an example of the first is the 
(partial) expansion of capital accumulation to the region, while regionalism constitutes the 
member states’ joint attempt to formally regulate those processes. An aspect of such regula-
tion concerning primarily the field of competition is common industrial policy or industrial 
cooperation, as the EAEU calls it. In 2015, the EAEU launched its industrial cooperation 
initiative, which has four main components: the promotion of 19 priority sectors, the devel-
opment of Eurasian Technology Platforms, system-wide measures – such as cooperative or 
interstate projects, the creation of a Eurasian Engineering Centre and of a Eurasian Network for 
Industrial Cooperation, Subcontracting and Technology Transfer – and international coopera-
tion projects. While the preparatory works for implementing those projects and institutions 
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have advanced, the results are still very moderate. Thus, we are currently not witnessing 
a transition of the EAEU towards developmental regionalism.

In a sense, the elements of industrial cooperation are the expansion of Russian national 
industrial policy instruments to the regional scale (e.g., priority sectors and technology 
platforms). In theory, this industrial cooperation could be beneficial for Armenia and 
Belarus, if the cooperation in R&D, the increased attraction of FDI in manufacturing, and 
the possibility to enter GVCs as a country or as a group (see international cooperation) 
works out. For Armenia, the focus on technology, R&D and innovation activities could be 
helpful in order to regain its position as science hub of the region and to connect labour 
migration with ‘brain circulation’. Furthermore, the opportunity to further integrate local 
firms into Russian-headed GVCs exists, as well as the possibility of localisation of enter-
prises of other EAEU countries in Armenia in order to export to the Middle East, e.g., Iran. 
Belarus could benefit from coordinated horizontal specialisation in manufacturing, con-
sidering that the industrial structures in the territory of the EAEU duplicate each other to 
some extent, which is not always efficient. The strategic geographic position of Belarus 
could convert it into the ‘window to Europe’ of the EAEU, which might incentivise the 
integration of (West-)Russian firms into Belarus-headed GVCs and might promote the 
localisation of enterprises of other EAEU countries in Belarus.

However, there are several major challenges associated with industrial cooperation. First, 
the success of implementation depends on the political will of Russia, because the huge 
asymmetries in the bloc require that Russia finances a relevant share of the industrial coopera-
tion projects. Second, despite numerous proclamations that Russia would include the smaller 
countries into its import substitution strategy, the prevailing non-tariff trade barriers (NTBs) 
against EAEU competitors remain high (Vakulchuk & Knobel, 2018). These are especially 
harmful for competitive enterprises (e.g., the Belarusian dairy industry) from the small coun-
tries. Thus, for economic actors from the small states, a focus on conquering niche markets that 
Russian enterprises do not dominate might be recommendable. At the same time, the removal 
of the NTBs needs to be accelerated, as they constitute a huge barrier to successful vertical and 
horizontal specialisation in the bloc, and thus restrict the industrial development prospects of 
the small states. This issue cannot solely be resolved through the improvement of the EAEU’s 
competition policy framework, as it is also a reflection of the existing power asymmetries. In 
any case, for the small states an exclusive concentration on deepening their integration within 
the EAEU entails the risk of increasing their dependence on Russia. Therefore, they should 
simultaneously promote ties with other countries and regions.

For Armenian policymakers, it might be worth studying in detail the catch-up experience 
of countries such as Korea, particularly when it comes to building up local production 
capacities through GVC involvement (Lee et al., 2018), and successfully promoting economic 
and social upgrading (Gereffi & Lee, 2016). Particularly with respect to technological learn-
ing, firms from EU countries, China and Korea could become relevant partners. GVCs headed 
by firms based outside of Eurasia can play an important role, if political leaders have a long- 
term strategy that seeks to transit ‘from participation in the GVC to creation of local value 
chains and innovation systems’ (Lee et al., 2018, p. 437). The participation in extra-regional 
GVCs does not necessarily conflict with (potential) regional industrial cooperation, but it 
would decrease Armenia’s dependence on Russia in the industrial realm.

While in Armenia the social coalition supporting industrial policymaking is very weak, 
and industrial cooperation was not one of the major interests for joining the EAEU (Eder, 
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2017), for Belarus industrial development is a key concern. Due to the active extraversion 
of the manufacturing sector (export reliance) and the social contract between the 
Belarusian leadership and society, Lukashenka needs to proceed carefully with the mod-
ernisation of the industrial sector (Bonatti & Haiduk, 2014, p. 7). Thus, a sudden opening to 
the West, including the (subordinated) insertion into EU value chains, is currently not an 
option. Therefore, it could be argued that the EAEU indirectly stabilises authoritarian rule 
in Belarus (Libman & Obydenkova, 2018a, p. 1058). However, regarding the question of 
industrial cooperation, it is more important that the Russian and Belarusian modes of 
regulation significantly diverge. The Belarusian authorities see the EAEU as a chance to 
maintain the current accumulation strategy while pursuing a ‘soft’ strategy of modernisa-
tion. This limits the social costs of rationalisation to the minimum, but makes horizontal 
specialisation less efficient. Russia, by contrast, has shown fewer concerns for the social 
effects of restructuring. This has already led to big disagreements; for instance, Belarus 
cancelled the envisioned cooperation between MAZ and KAMAZ. Hence, considering the 
differing national modes of regulation and the conflicting policy visions in the regional 
bloc, the small countries should not ultimately rely on regional industrial cooperation, but 
instead develop sound national industrial strategies that regional policies can comple-
ment (in the event that they materialise).

Regulation Theory has proven to be an adequate approach with which to analyse the 
opportunities of and obstacles to common industrial policy in the EAEU. The identification of 
the specific national forms of accumulation and the corresponding forms of regulation allows 
for the determination of the prevailing interests and options related to industrial policy on the 
regional level. For different reasons, the interest in industrial cooperation on the regional level 
is moderate in Russia, Kazakhstan, Armenia and Kyrgyzstan. While the former two follow 
resource-based accumulation strategies and the interest groups of the extractivist sector are 
the most powerful, in the latter two countries the import-driven accumulation patterns and 
the dominance of trading capital are detrimental to industrial development. The most broadly- 
shared interest in industrial cooperation has Belarus, because the Belarusian economy has 
a productive orientation with a strong manufacturing sector. However, the Belarusian autho-
rities envision a different kind of industrial cooperation than other EAEU countries (namely, 
more in the tradition of Soviet planning). Thus, while accumulation and regulation have 
partially expanded to the region, those factors have so far inhibited the emergence of 
a common regional development strategy. In view of the diverging (and sometimes conflict-
ing) interests, it is unlikely that this will happen anytime soon.

Notes

1. The Eurasian Economic Community existed between 2000 and 2014. It consisted of Belarus, 
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia and Tajikistan. On January 1 2015, it was merged into the 
Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU).

2. Industrial policy is a form of state intervention in the economy. For the purpose of the 
paper, the narrow definition of industrial policy fits best, namely encompassing policies 
that aim at promoting structural change in the manufacturing sector. They can be either 
horizontal or vertical (although in practice, combinations frequently appear). Horizontal 
industrial policies aim at providing framework conditions, which allow industries to become 
or remain competitive, e.g., subsidies for research and development. Vertical or selective 
industrial policy, on the contrary, tackles specific sectors, enterprises and/or value chains. 
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It can either be strategic, e.g., supporting the most competitive enterprises of 
a branch (‘picking winners’) or defensive (reacting to a changing economic environment) 
(Warwick, 2013).

3. The EAEU has developed in competition with the EU’s ‘Eastern Partnership’ (EaP), which had 
nearly won over Armenia, when it suddenly withdrew from signing the already-negotiated 
Association Agreement with the EU in 2013 and opted for the affiliation to the EAEU instead 
(Eder, 2017, p. 46). However, in November 2017 Armenia signed the ‘Comprehensive and 
Enhanced Partnership Agreement’ (CEPA) with the EU (Vieira & Vasilyan, 2018, p. 472), which 
can be interpreted as a ‘light version’ of the originally envisioned DCFTA.

4. An interviewee requested to cite this information without any reference to him/her.
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Appendix. List of Interviews

Number of Interview Date & Place Function and Affiliation of Interviewees

Interview 1 26 September 2017, 
Sankt Petersburg

Member of the Centre for Integration Studies at Eurasian 
Development Bank

Interview 2 5 June 2018, Yerevan Representative of the Republican Union of Employers of Armenia
Interview 3 8 June 2018, Yerevan Member of the Industrial Policy Department, Ministry of Economic 

Development and Investments of the Republic of Armenia
Interview 4 14 September 2018, 

Minsk
Member of the Citadel project, Researcher

Interview 5 29 September 2018, 
Minsk

Executive Consultant, Civitta Belarus

Interview 6 10 October 2018, 
Skype

Member of the Industrial Policy Department, Eurasian Economic 
Commission

Interview 7 30 November 2018, 
Vienna

Professor of Economics, Armenian State University of Economics

Interview 8 11 December 2018, 
Vienna

Senior Research Associate, wiiw

Interview 9 18 December 2018, 
Skype

Professor of Eastern European Studies, Ludwig-Maximilians- 
Universität München

Interview 10 23 January 2019, 
Vienna

Assistant Professor of Economics, Russian-Armenian University
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Progressive Industrial Policy – A Remedy for Europe!?

Abstract Since the global economic and financial crisis, industrial policy 
has enjoyed a stunning revival. In the face of the structural imbalances in 
the European Union, different sides have proposed industrial policy as a way 
to overcome the crisis and to reduce unequal development. Left forces elabo-
rated concepts of ‘progressive’ industrial policy, mainly with a post-Keynesian 
orientation. However, does this orientation make industrial policy genuinely 
progressive? After introducing the key rationales and proposals, this paper 
makes three specific contributions to the lively current debate on progressive 
industrial policy: (1) adding the dimension of politics, power relations and 
hegemony to the discussion of progressive industrial policy; (2) starting the 
process of substantiating buzzwords of the current debate, such as ecological 
sustainability, labour and democratic participation, and gender-sensitivity 
and (3) taking into account the question of core-periphery relations within the 
EU and what can be learned from debates on the Global South. We conclude 
that progressive industrial policy may constitute a remedy for Europe, but that 
the development of a genuinely progressive industrial policy on a regional scale 
faces multiple difficulties. In many respects, the national and sub-regional level 
still seems to leave more room for manoeuvre than on the EU level.

Keywords progressive industrial policy, Euro crisis, uneven European 
development, Collective Self-Reliance, social-ecological transformation 

1. The resurgence of industrial policy

Industrial policy has experienced a stunning resurgence in public debate 
over the past 10 years (Warwick 2013, Rodrik 2008, Plank/Staritz 2013), and 
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was promoted to the top of the EU agenda (European Commission 2014a, 
2017a, Ambroziak 2017). Industrial policy played a pivotal role in post-war 
economic and development policy and has continued to do so, albeit less 
visibly, and with a different focus, in most countries of the Global North 
and in the so-called Newly Industrialized Countries in the Global South. 
However, with the rise of neoliberalism, industrial policy was vigorously 
ostracised from public discourse in most countries of the Global North, 
and effectively banned in many parts of the Global South under struc-
tural adjustment and Washington Consensus policies. From the neoliberal 
perspective, industrial policy became synonymous with discretionary, pro-
active, interventionist, partly even ‘proto-socialist’ economic policy, which 
‘distorts’ efficient and self-regulating market allocation, making it highly 
prone to ‘government failure’ (Stiglitz et al. 2013: 6). 

Probably the most important reason for the remarkable resurgence of 
industrial policy is the experience of the economic crisis (Warwick 2013: 
10f.): Overall, highly financialised economies were hit harder by the crisis 
than economies with a strong industrial base (Becker/Jäger 2010, Rehfeld/
Dankbaar 2015: 496). Whereas in the EU in the 2000s, for instance, the 
real estate and financialisation-based ‘Spanish Model’ with its high growth 
rates (López Hernández/Rodriguez 2010) had been considered as a role 
model, as opposed to Germany, reckoned to be the ‘sick man of Europe’ 
in the 1990s, the exact opposite perception prevails now. Along these lines, 
while the desirability of visions such as that of a ‘postindustrial society’ 
have been increasingly called into question, recent studies re-emphasise 
long-held, but temporarily ousted, arguments that the industrial sector is 
both more innovative and provides on average higher wages than in the 
often-precarious service sectors (Rehfeld/Dankbaar 2015: 497). Moreover, 
in light of the search for a new capitalist development model, the indus-
trial sector is perceived as a potential source for growth and employment in 
face of widespread economic stagnation (Warwick 2013: 7), prompting the 
European Commission to actively aim at increasing the industrial sector’s 
share of GDP in the EU from 15 to 20. At the same time, growing world 
market competition from China and other emerging economies has led 
to a rethinking of the significance of retaining industrial capacities in the 
European core economies (Warwick 2013: 7). Finally, yet importantly, the 
industrial policy has resurfaced as a transition policy towards sustain-
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ability, such as in the German ‘Energiewende’ strategy (i.e. the ‘turn’ 
towards renewable energies) (Rehfeld/Dankbaar 2015: 494). 

Against this background, a great number of works have been published 
on the revival of industrial policy. In some of them, a call for ‘progres-
sive’ industrial policy has been put forward and actively supported by 
various left-wing organisations and think tanks. A particular concern for 
these contributions are industrial policy strategies that aim to overcome 
economic asymmetries and uneven development in Europe. However, this 
call for progressive industrial policy may at the same time be surprising, as 
industrial policy has been met with various reservations by the Left. For 
one thing, industrial policy has been considered unfit to address the ecolog-
ical crisis, as this would require not ‘more’, but ‘less’ industry (Thie 2013). It 
has also been doubted that industrial policy could – in the current context 
of rapid technological innovation and digitalisation – still contribute to 
significantly increase full-time employment opportunities in the manu-
facturing sector. Moreover, from a feminist perspective, industrial policy 
might be associated with the goal of maintaining and expanding Fordist-
type, male-breadwinner employment relations in the industrial sector 
while disregarding female workers in the service and care sector. 

Yet, in our view, these reservations tend to misinterpret the scope 
and function of industrial policy and the manufacturing sector as such. 
Indeed, industrial policy is not synonymous with (re-)industrialisation, i.e. 
an expansion of the manufacturing sector per se. Rather, it refers to policies 
intentionally aiming to promote structural change in the manufacturing 
sector. Instead of obstructing strategies to address the ecological crisis, 
an industrial policy which promotes a profound structural change of the 
manufacturing sector is indispensable for any meaningful social-ecolog-
ical transformation that seriously tackles currently unsustainable forms of 
production. Secondly, any progressive policy which aims at expanding and 
improving public social infrastructure (such as in the health and care sector 
and also in the area of public transport) needs to channel resources from 
other sectors into these areas. As a result, if an industrial policy is gender-
sensitive (see below), upgrading social and care service on the one hand and 
fostering industrial development on the other hand are not mutually exclu-
sive, but rather support each other. Most importantly, however, indus-
trial policy arguably provides the crucial instruments to overcome import 
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dependencies, which lie at the heart of both global inequality and the 
prevailing economic asymmetries between core and periphery in Europe. 

Thus, the emerging debate on ‘progressive industrial policy’ in Europe 
is highly important. However, our impression is that the notion ‘progres-
sive’ has generally been poorly defined. As a result, a range of different 
approaches use the tag ‘progressive’. Therefore, this paper addresses the 
question: What makes industrial policy actually progressive? After intro-
ducing the key rationales and proposals in the lively current debate on 
progressive industrial policy, we attempt to make three specific contribu-
tions: (1) adding the dimension of politics, power relations and hegemony to 
the discussion of progressive industrial policy (section 3); (2) starting to fill 
out buzzwords in the current debate, including terms such as ecological 
sustainability, labour and democratic participation and gender-sensitivity 
with content (section 4); and (3) taking into account the question of core-
periphery relations within the EU and what can be learned from debates 
on the Global South, for example, regarding strategic protectionism and 
peripheral cooperation (section 5). Thereby, we also problematise the trade-
offs which might arise out of (possibly) conflicting objectives, particularly 
between job creation through industrial growth vs. social-ecological trans-
formation, as well as between reducing dependencies in core-periphery 
relations on the one hand vs. technological catch-up on the other. 

A necessarily brief remark on the definition of industrial policy: 
despite a variety of very broad understandings of industrial policy which 
are particularly prevalent in the Global North and define virtually any 
intentional, targeted economic policy as industrial policy, it seems more 
instructive to use a narrower definition of industrial policy here. This 
understanding is more common in the Global South and restricts the term 
to policies predominantly and intentionally aiming to promote structural 
change in the manufacturing sector. 

2. What is progressive industrial policy in Europe?

The current debate on progressive industrial policy in Europe is shaped, 
on the one hand, by proposals from trade union organisations, particularly 
by proposals from the European Trade Union Confederation on industrial 
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policy (ETUC 2015, 2017) and the German Trade Union Confederation’s 
call for a “Marshall Plan for Europe’’ (DGB 2012). On the other hand, 
various publications by other left-wing organisations and think tanks, such 
as the Rosa Luxemburg Foundation, Euromemo or transform! have been 
explicitly calling for “alternative” (transform!europe 2015), “left” (Gauthier/
Benatouil 2014, see also Ramírez/Benatouil 2014) or “progressive” indus-
trial policy (Pianta et al. 2016; Rosa Luxemburg Foundation 2017) for the 
European Union. In these interventions and proposals, industrial policy 
is generally considered – if understood, designed and implemented in a 
progressive way – as a powerful and promising economic policy alterna-
tive to the dominant austerity-driven crisis management, capable of rebal-
ancing the prevailing imbalances within the EU and the Eurozone as well 
as of reducing the weight of the financial sector vis-à-vis the so called real 
economy (ETUC 2017: 3, Benatouil 2017: 23). 

An EU-wide investment plan, financed by institutions such as the 
European Investment Bank (EIB) and the EU Structural Funds, forms 
the cornerstone of a progressive industrial policy agenda in many proposals 
(Gauthier/Benatouil 2014: 5f.; transform!europe 2015). So far, these 
proposals do not significantly go beyond the already existing Juncker Plan 
and the EU Commission’s proposals, only insofar as they call for the allo-
cation of more resources to the industrialisation programme, lower interest 
rates for long-term investment and/or a better coordination with national 
programmes (Troost 2017, DGB 2012). 

A more significant point of departure from the existing European 
investment strategy is, first, the call for investment in ‘green’ production, 
which figures prominently in the current debate on progressive industrial 
policy. This includes investment in energy-efficiency and renewable ener-
gies (particularly transmission and distribution networks) (DGB 2012), 
as well as the “setting up of a European value chain for e-mobility” to 
promote European industrial leadership and European champions in these 
(and other) sectors (ETUC 2017: 4, see also Diem25 n.d.: 9), and even calls 
for a re-localisation of production (Benatouil 2017: 22).

Secondly, many proposals advocate a European investment strategy 
with the explicit goal of reducing imbalances between different regions and 
countries in Europe, i.e. “to strengthen productivity growth through stra-
tegic industrial policies in the countries of the EU periphery” in an attempt 
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to “rebuild productive capacity and to improve the competitiveness of the 
deficit countries” (Euromemo 2017: 13). Although not explicitly spelled 
out in most proposals, this would require the fostering of new industrial 
capacities, the diversification of production, and the establishment of inter-
sectoral and inter-industrial linkages, particularly in the de-industrialised 
Southern European periphery (cf. Whitfield et al. 2015: 5). 

Thirdly, many proposals point to the crucial role played by labour in 
industrial policy. This does not only include an emphasis on the signifi-
cance of pay rises as a demand factor in industrial policy or calls for a stricter 
protection of the EU Single Market against so-called dumping methods 
(ETUC 2017). It also refers to job preservation and workers’ participa-
tion in the transition towards ‘green’ production and digitalisation (ETUC 
2017: 3, see also ETUC 2011, Benatouil 2017: 22). These proposals call for 
the combination of workers’ participation with a ‘democratic’ industrial 
policy, i.e. an industrial policy where strategic decisions are made based on 
“democratic consulting” (Benatouil 2017: 21).

In the context of this ongoing debate, the most comprehensive and 
detailed proposal so far for progressive industrial policy in Europe was 
put forward by Pianta et al. (2016) in their study What is to be produced – 
The Making of a New Industrial Policy for Europe for the Rosa Luxemburg 
Foundation. Pianta et al. (2016: 25ff.) present a decalogue for progressive 
industrial policy, which encompasses: 1) static efficiency (optimal use of the 
available resources); 2) dynamic efficiency (establishment of new sectors 
with the favoured growth potential); 3) democracy and power diffusion; 
4) the design of appropriate technologies; 5) restriction of the role of the
financial sector; 6) disarmament; 7) support of employment; 8) improve-
ment of ecological sustainability; 9) fair distribution of the benefits; and
10) balancing unequal regional development in Europe.

The underlying policy rationale is to increase demand and to advance
structural change of economy and society in order to achieve the ecological 
transition, to reach a balance between public and private activities, and to 
foster European cohesion. Pianta et al. propose that activities in the fields 
of environment and energy, knowledge and information and computer 
technologies (ICTs), as well as in health and welfare, should be prioritised. 
For this purpose, they suggest traditional tools of industrial policy, mainly 
based on strong state activity. Publicly owned or controlled enterprises and 
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organisations play a key role, while state institutions fund the industrial 
policy projects. Along these lines, public R&D complements the public 
support of dynamic firms as well as public procurement programmes, and 
the creation of an appropriate institutional context is pivotal (Pianta et al. 
2016: 28ff.).

Many of these suggestions are very valuable. Still, we think that the 
presented proposals and concepts have weaknesses regarding three main 
points: 1) They neglect questions of hegemony and balance of forces which 
shape and sustain industrial policies; 2) the role of labour, as well as the 
exact scope and processes of social-ecological transformation and demo-
cratic inclusion are not defined – gender sensitivity in particular is hardly 
ever mentioned; and, lastly, 3) the question of how to treat (unequal) world 
and regional market integration and the inner-European dependency rela-
tions (selective delinking? peripheral cooperation?) is either omitted or 
inadequately accounted for. In the remaining article, we will discuss each 
of these points in detail.

3. Social relations of forces and hegemony –
The politics of industrial policy

Probably one of the most decisive deficits in the current debate on 
progressive industrial policy is the lack of sensitivity to the politics of indus-
trial policy. For instance, while Pianta et al. (2016: 25) critically discuss 
“opaque connections between economic and political power” which 
reduce “democratic spaces”, and point to the importance of the balance of 
power, they do not specifically address the question of how various frac-
tions of capital (and labour) struggle to assert their respective interests 
through industrial policy strategies carried out by the state and embedded 
into relations of hegemony. Thus, many of the proposals advanced in the 
debate on progressive industrial policy are indeed highly important, but 
these proposals will remain ultimately ineffective if they are conceived in a 
vacuum outside of social relations of forces and hegemony, as Whitfield et 
al. (2015) and Raza et al. (2016) in particular convincingly argued. 

As much as industrial policy is a question of economics, it is also a ques-
tion of politics and specific constellations of class compromise – particu-
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larly in the case of progressive industrial policy, which aims at profound 
structural transformations of the economy and thus necessarily triggers 
conflicts between social classes and different factions of capital (Raza et al. 
2016: 4). As a rule of thumb, “the more targeted the policy is and therefore 
the easier it is to identify the winners and the losers, the more immediate 
conflict it is likely to provoke” (Chang/Andreoni 2016: 28). Therefore, for 
progressive industrial policy to be more than an idealistic ‘wish list’, it has 
to take into account three pivotal, necessarily rather abstract – because 
highly variegated across specific contexts – aspects, which comprise the 
politics of industrial policy. 

First, the given production system of an economy (country or region) 
and its international embeddedness implies (though not entirely deter-
mines) a specific configuration of societal interests and capital fractions 
(Raza et al. 2016). Accordingly, various fractions of capital can be differ-
entiated according to their base of income (industry, finance, trade…) 
and according to their degree of internationalisation and dependence on 
foreign capital (Poulantzas 1978[1974], Sablowski 2010a). Through employ-
ment relations, the fractionation of capital corresponds with a fractionation 
of labour. Thus, different economic structures predispose different political 
alliances, which either endorse or oppose industrial policy in its general or 
specific forms. For instance, in an economy predominantly based on the 
extraction and export of natural resources, the economically dominant 
capital factions will either seek to block industrial policy which changes 
the economic structure and subsequently diminishes their economic power 
altogether, or they will push in the direction of an extraction-based indus-
trial policy and industrialisation (such as oil refineries). 

Secondly, the state as the driving force is not an independent social insti-
tution outside of the broader societal relations of forces but, as Poulantzas 
famously argued, a specific material “condensation of a relationship of 
forces between classes and class fractions” (2000[1978]: 132). This core 
tenet of materialist state theory implies that industrial policy is neither 
determined by the self-interest of politicians or civil servants, as argued 
by neoliberal critics of industrial policy, nor by a Weberian rational-legal 
bureaucratic rule, such as in the Development State literature (Whitfield 
et al. 2015: 7, Evans 1995). Rather, the state, as the strategic, highly selec-
tive terrain for the formulation and implementation of industrial policy, 
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condenses the relation of forces between various economic and political 
forces, such as capital fractions, fractions of labour, political parties, civil 
society actors (social movements, faith-based institutions, media, NGOs), 
and the state bureaucracy and international organisations and donors (such 
as the IMF) (Raza et al. 2016: 6). 

Based on a materialist state-theoretical approach to industrial policy, 
two decisive strategic questions arise: first, which alliances between key 
social actors and stakeholders are both congruent and strong enough to 
support progressive industrial policy? And, secondly, how can the selec-
tivity of the state be altered so that industrial policy bodies are capable of 
withstanding and mediating the severe social conflicts which inevitably 
arise (Chang/Andreoni 2016: 28ff.)? Currently, such a progressive alliance 
would need to be forged by trade unions, Left parties and NGOs, social 
movements, and even partially capital in specific branches of industry. 
However, the notion that the state is a material condensation of a rela-
tionship of forces does not imply that industrial policy is merely a reflec-
tion of the existing social relations of forces. While these relations set 
up a corridor for options, progressive industrial policy can be pivotal in 
successively changing the relations of forces through targeted interven-
tions which, for instance, weaken the basis of accumulation of individual 
capital fractions and change the overall economic incentive and ownership 
structure. To this end, at least, specific state apparatuses which carry out 
these industrial policy interventions need to attain and defend, as Peter 
Evans (1995) famously argued, “embedded autonomy”. This means that 
they dispose over in-depth knowledge of industrial sectors and produc-
tion but are not prone to being captured by specific capital fractions and 
clientelistic networks, thus forming so called “pockets of efficiency” within 
the state1. 

Lastly and thirdly, however, the effectiveness and success of progressive 
industrial policy is not just a question of ‘pockets of efficiency’ (although 
they might be an important entry point) or ‘political settlements’ between 
ruling elites, as argued by the Political Survival of Ruling Elites approach 
(Khan 2010). Rather, it is ultimately a question of societal hegemony, i.e. 
broadly shared norms, values, attitudes and ideas, underpinned by a broad 
material compromise, which sustains a specific model of economic devel-
opment2 (Opratko 2014, Raza et al. 2016: 8). Broad societal and ultimately 
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hegemonic support for industrial policy strategies which aim at far-reaching 
transformations is, in turn, a crucial precondition for an industrial policy 
which is coherent with other components of economic policy. The impor-
tance of coherence in industrial policy has been particularly stressed in 
institutionalist approaches, emphasising that industrial policy targets need 
to be consistent with a variety of other fields, such as education policies, 
exchange rate policies, monetary policy, trade policies, interest rate policy, 
infrastructure policies, energy policy, technology policies, financial poli-
cies (particularly de-financialisation), as well as policies aiming at care rela-
tions and service sectors related to industrial production (Chang/Grabel 
2004: 74f.; Cimoli et al. 2008: 10; Pianta et al. 2016: 73). Moreover, redis-
tributive policies need to make sure that industrial policy, mostly supply-
side focused, is sustained by an adequate and corresponding development 
of effective demand (Chang/Andreoni 2016: 25ff.). 

On the regional level, such as in the European context, the set of actors 
becomes even more complex, and power relations shift towards actors who 
can organise their interests across borders. Bob Jessop (2012: 5f.) argues 
that social struggles characterise region building. In this process, different 
groups try to push their preferred strategy in the regional integration 
project (according to their own interests). This finds expression on the insti-
tutional level. Regional integration typically leads to the establishment of 
a new level of decision making which surpasses the nation states. While 
intergovernmental bodies are still composed of national government repre-
sentatives, supranational ones – such as the European Commission – have 
no direct link to them. The institutional structures of regional integra-
tion projects – and specifically the weight of supranational structures and 
actors in relation to national and intergovernmental bodies and actors – are 
highly relevant for the relation of forces between different classes and class 
fractions. For example, a bias towards executive bodies facilitates the exer-
cise of influence through lobby groups, compared to democratically elected 
representatives. In general terms, the political influence of labour organi-
sations is in an inferior position compared to (export-oriented and finan-
cial) capital groups, which seek to promote their favoured accumulation 
strategy in the region (Becker 2006: 12ff.; 23). The EU represents a particu-
larly advanced expression of these processes of transnationalisation and 
internationalisation that alter the overall selectivity of the state in favour 
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of capital (cf. Sandbeck/Schneider 2014). Along these lines, the EU has 
been theorised as a “second order condensation of societal power relations” 
(Bieling /Brand 2015: 193), i.e. a supranational layer of condensation shaped 
by national as well as supra- and transnational forces which rebounds on 
the first order condensation on the national terrain of EU member states. 
As a result, policy space for progressive alternatives is severely restricted, 
not only economically, but also politically and legally, especially in coun-
tries of the European periphery (see also section 5). 

The implementation of a progressive policy programme in the EU 
would consequently require the strengthening of labour interests relative 
to capital interests on the European level. Therefore, trade unions would 
need to become key players as mediating organisations, because “industrial 
policy could (…) only be progressive as long as it allows and contributes to 
labour empowerment” (Durand 2017: 11). Durand (2017: 10) argues – refer-
ring to the Global South – that even well-designed progressive industrial 
policy programmes are prone to fail if labour autonomy is not sufficiently 
developed, because this is a necessary precondition to pressure the capital 
side. We argue that this also holds for the European Union. However, a 
further problem in this context relates to the highly diverse picture of labour 
organisations, whose relations reflect, inter alia, the centre-periphery rela-
tions in Europe. In reference to Schmalz and Dörre (2014), those differ-
ences could be analysed according to the diverging institutional, organi-
sational, structural and associative power of particular trade unions in the 
bigger set of European industrial relations. However, due to the lack of 
space, we cannot provide such an analysis here. We will therefore focus on 
the most important basis for the implementation of progressive industrial 
policy at the EU level: the creation of transnational solidarity.

While successful European transnational solidarity practices have 
sporadically surged (Bieler 2014), Las Heras (2015, 2018) discusses several 
problems related to their emergence, of which the “predominance of 
national and local micro-corporatist interests in opposition to a cross-
country solidaristic ‘European identity’” is specifically relevant (Las Heras 
2015: 101f.). Particularly in European core countries, such as Germany 
and Austria, cross-class alliances in the form of corporatist arrangements 
manage to push so called national interests at the expense of workers’ soli-
darity along the value chain. As Becker et al. (2015: 92) highlight, there 
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was, particularly in the wake of the recent global financial and economic 
crisis, no basis for efficient Europe-wide labour action, for example, against 
the implementation of austerity measures in Greece. Arguably, progres-
sive industrial policy on a European level would require active productive 
reconstruction and transformation in the Southern, Eastern and South-
Eastern European peripheries in different forms (see for this, Landesmann/
Stöllinger 2018). However, such policy reforms, particularly the establish-
ment of sizeable transfer mechanisms, are rather unlikely if those who 
account for the bulk of tax revenues under current distribution settings, i.e. 
workers from the core countries, do not support them. Still, we agree with 
Bieler (2014: 122) who defends a dialectical, not deterministic approach 
towards transnational solidarity: “Whether different labour movements 
engage in relations of transnational solidarity is not pre-determined by the 
structuring conditions of the capitalist social relations of production, but 
ultimately depends on the outcome of class struggle.” Trade unions could 
act as drivers and mediators of strategies of industrial conversion, but in 
order to do so they would need to overcome obstacles to the transnational 
coordination of their actions, as well as to start to organise effective public 
campaigns promoting alternatives to austerity (Schmalz/Dörre 2014: 234). 

4. Crosscutting issues: ecological sustainability,  democratic
participation, labour issues, and gender-sensitivity

Several crosscutting issues are at the core of progressive industrial 
policy: (i) ecological sustainability, (ii) democratic participation, (iii) 
labour issues and (iv) gender-sensitivity. However, it is far from clear in the 
current debate what these buzzwords precisely mean. 

(i) As mentioned above, one of the reasons for the comeback of indus-
trial policy is the rising awareness that a fundamental structural transfor-
mation, particularly of the industrial sector, is required in order to tackle 
the looming ecological crisis (Rehfeld/Dankbaar 2015: 494). Along these 
lines, the notion of ‘green’ industrial policy has even made its way into the 
mainstream debate (see f.i. Rodrik 2014, SGIP 2016). In which way, then, 
is ecological sustainability a defining principle of progressive industrial 
policy as opposed to conventional approaches? 
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In many instances, ‘green’ industrial policy refers to strategies to foster 
‘green growth’ and to build a ‘green competitive advantage’, i.e. to estab-
lish lead sectors in sustainable technology in world market competition 
(Rodrik 2014: 473, Europe 2020 (2010): 12). In this sense, ‘green’ industrial 
policy can be regarded as part of the ‘Green Economy’ debate (Brand/
Wissen 2014) that promises “techno-scientific solutions” (Butzko/Hinter-
berger 2017: 28): electric mobility, agro-fuels and other renewable energy 
sources are promoted as new promising fields for capital accumulation 
and economic growth in light of an increasingly stagnant global capi-
talism. Against this background, the mainstream understanding of ‘green’ 
industrial policy aims at correcting ‘market failures’ which inhibit the full 
potential of the ‘Green Economy’, such as R&D externalities, particu-
larly concerning ‘green’ technologies, or the inadequate representation of 
‘ecological costs’ in market-generated prices and incentives identified in 
the neoclassical ecological economics debate (Rodrik 2014: 470f., SGIP 
2016: 15f., Lütkenhorst et al. 2014: 10ff., Binder et al. 2001). The entire 
promise of reconciling growth with sustainability rests, however, on an 
ultimately flawed ‘fantasy of dematerialisation’, i.e. the assumption that 
economic growth, particularly in the manufacturing sector, can be decou-
pled from material resource use. While a relative decoupling through more 
efficient technology is of course possible and, indeed, desirable, an abso-
lute decoupling is arguably impossible in face of the exponential nature of 
growth and the ineluctable materiality of production3 as well as so called 
rebound-effects4 (Jackson 2009). 

Considering this inherent impossibility of ‘sustainable growth’, 
progressive industrial policy must therefore aim at a profound social-ecolog-
ical transformation (Butzko/Hinterberger 2017), which needs to be more 
profound and disruptive than a gradual transition into a so-called ‘Green 
Economy’. As Ulrich Brand (2016) argues, however, the term ‘transforma-
tion’ itself is highly blurry and builds the conceptual foundation of a new 
‘critical orthodoxy’ which acknowledges the severity of the ecological crisis 
and the need for comprehensive transformation (see for example IPCC 
2014: 3), without, however, adequately taking into account the “structural 
obstacles to far-reaching transformation processes” such as “the ongoing 
expansion of the production and consumption of unsustainable commod-
ities” and “a focus on economic growth at almost any cost” (Brand 2016: 
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25). In terms of industrial policy, these structural obstacles particularly 
include the difficulties of restructuring so-called ‘brown’ industries such 
as the automotive industry, and of disempowering the well-entrenched 
capital fractions behind them. Along these lines, while some of the instru-
ments discussed under ‘green’ industrial policy are, of course, relevant for 
progressive industrial policy in order to promote sustainable technologies 
and associated patterns of industrial production, at least as important for 
progressive industrial policy are strategies to disrupt existing pathways of 
industrial production and associated norms of consumption (Lütkenhorst 
et al. 2014, Sablowski 2010b). These industrial policy interventions need to 
go hand in hand with complementary structural policies (regarding energy 
infrastructure, transport systems and settlement patterns). A particular 
challenge for progressive industrial policy is that such a profound restruc-
turing not only devalues extensive amounts of capital already invested into 
existing paths of industrial production, but also endangers employment in 
a variety of sectors and therefore potentially provokes resistance by workers 
and trade unions. What is crucial, therefore, are comprehensive strate-
gies of industrial conversion (Candeias 2011, Röttger 2011, Blöcker 2014). 
These need to include social compensation for workers, programmes of 
retraining and redeployment, welfare state and unemployment benefits, as 
well as an improvement of qualitative components of living standard, such 
as work time reduction, biographical security and less alienating forms of 
work (Chang/Andreoni 2016: 32). 

(ii) The call for ‘democratic’ industrial policy in the debate on progres-
sive industrial policy is at least as vague as the call for an ecological dimen-
sion. Indeed, Pianta et al. (2016: 25) argue in favour of “the use of public 
action for opening up new spaces for democratic practices in the delibera-
tion of common priorities, decision making processes and in action aimed 
at reshaping economic activities”. Furthermore, they state that “demo-
cratic participation, representation and power diffusion” should become 
basic principles for the governance of institutions responsible for indus-
trial policy, as well as for the elaboration and implementation of such 
a policy. However, they do not specify further which shape this could 
take. In this regard, the emerging discussion about progressive indus-
trial policy could benefit from the rich debates about economic democ-
racy (Demirović 2007, Vilmar/Sattler 1978). While Holcombe (2011: 3) 
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argues that industrial policy favours capital interests whereas economic 
democracy has a bias towards the working class, we do not necessarily 
see these as opposites. However, progressive industrial policy would not 
only have to promote economic democracy at company level, for instance 
by making targeted support for specific industries conditional upon the 
introduction and expansion of micro-level democratic elements, such as 
co- and workers’ self-determination (Hirschel/Schulten 2011). For indus-
trial policy to be truly democratic, the meso-economic design of indus-
trial policy itself would have to be designed democratically. This would, 
of course, require a complex process of priority determination, as was, 
for instance, already envisioned and discussed in depth in the debate on 
democratic investment planning and investment control in the 1970s 
(Zinn 1976). 

(iii) In recent years, trade unions and other labour organisations
have increasingly emphasised the potential of industrial policy to create 
jobs and to foster favourable working conditions (AK/ÖGB 2015; ETUC 
2015; ITUC 2016; Nübler 2011). Considering that the labour movement 
has its roots in different branches of industrial production, and that, in 
many European countries, trade unions are still anchored there, this is 
not astonishing (Schmalz/Dörre 2014: 218). However, the neoliberal tide, 
as well as the decline of employees in manufacturing due to technological 
progress and offshoring, have weakened their influence in Europe (Frege/
Kelly 2008: 181; Nachtwey 2017). Curiously, trade unions have shown signs 
of revitalisation in the wake of the recent economic and financial crisis 
(see, for example, Schmalz/Dörre 2014). Due to this recent recovery and 
their strong presence in different industry branches, they are in a suitable 
position to influence industrial policy elaboration and implementation 
according to labour interests. In addition, other labour organisations, such 
as the International Labour Organisation (ILO), are engaged in the topic. 
In a report for ILO, Nübler (2011: 20ff.) criticised that the role of employ-
ment was barely discussed in conceptions of industrial policy. Further-
more, Nübler pointed to empirical research, which concluded that labour 
market institutions – such as trade unions – played an important role in 
the creation of sound working conditions. Along similar lines, a position 
paper of the Austrian Chamber of Labour and the Austrian Trade Union 
Confederation (2015: 7) claimed that industrial policy should contribute to 
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the overriding goal of high-quality and well-paid jobs based on a sustain-
able mode of production. 

In this context, one major goal of progressive industrial policy needs 
to be the preservation or creation of jobs. However, even an ambitious 
progressive industrial policy would nowadays not be able to provide full 
time jobs for all unemployed and underemployed people in Europe. More-
over, considering ecological constraints, progressive industrial policy would 
need to carefully select the branches of industry in which it strives for 
the promotion of employment opportunities through industrial growth. 
At the same time, it would need to determine others which should fade 
out of production (congruent with the objective of social-ecological trans-
formation). Clearly, this is where labour and ecological issues potentially 
collide. Therefore, we need trade unions as mediating actors, which ensure 
that workers are not left behind. In this respect, it would be reasonable to 
include the goal of worktime reduction in manufacturing (as well as in the 
economy as a whole) in the debate on progressive industrial policy. 

Furthermore, progressive industrial policy should aspire to the 
improvement of working conditions. However, research showed that 
different forms of economic upgrading, to which industrial policy often 
aims, do not automatically imply social upgrading for the workers (Barri-
entos 2011: 323f.). This accounts for other industrial policy measures, too. 
In our view, the promotion of public ownership of the means of production 
– besides the support of cooperatives – as suggested by Pianta et al. (2016:
31f.; 79f.), is crucial in this context. More specifically, and going beyond
Pianta et al., we argue that the public ownership or control of compa-
nies in key sectors facilitates benchmark-setting processes concerning high
labour standards. Moreover, the accomplishment of best practice guide-
lines concerning working conditions should become a precondition for
the eligibility for support through industrial policy programmes. However, 
public ownership also becomes very relevant when we talk about the distri-
bution of the benefits of industrial policy. As Pianta et al. (2016: 79f.) argue, 
a big share of public ownership prevents the general public from financing
structural change while the profits remain in just a few hands.

(iv) Finally, yet importantly, if we ask who benefits from industrial
policy, it is crucial to introduce a gender dimension to our analysis. Macro 
and meso-economic policies are often perceived as being ‘gender-neutral’. 
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This also accounts for industrial policy, the most prominent advocates 
of which (Chang 2013, Cimoli et al. 2008, Rodrik 2008; 2014, Stiglitz 
et al. 2013) do not discuss gender relations in manufacturing. Likewise, 
the current debate in the European Left on progressive industrial policy 
does not dedicate much attention to this topic. However, for the design of 
progressive industrial policy, it is important to bear in mind that indus-
trial policy measures affect women and men differently, due to a variety 
of reasons. The most obvious reason lies in the distribution of the male 
and female labour force in the European Union across sectors. In 2015, 
according to the International Labour Organization (2017), 77 of 
employees in manufacturing were male. This share has barely changed 
since 2000, when it was 75. However, the share of female entrepreneurs 
in manufacturing reached in 2012 only 20, as reported by the European 
Commission (2014b: 96). Thus, positive and negative effects of strategic 
industrial policy directly affect far more men than women. Furthermore, 
the membership composition of industrial trade unions, which still tend 
to be mainly comprised of male, white, full time workers (Bieler 2014: 123), 
could exacerbate the inclusion of the gender dimension in industrial policy 
formulation.

However, exclusively setting the aim of increasing the female share of 
employees in manufacturing provides no solution on its own. This is due 
to the processes of devaluation – expressed, inter alia, in decreasing wages 
and prestige – which researchers have discovered to set in when industries 
feminise (Aulenbacher 2010: 150). Furthermore, technological conditions 
of production are drivers of (de-)feminisation (Tejani and Milberg 2016: 
31ff.; 45f.). For instance, technological upgrading within labour-intensive 
industries – that is, the technical rationalisation of the production process 
– was in most countries around the world the driver of defeminisation 
in manufacturing (Kucera/Tejani 2014: 570; 578f.). Apparently, employers 
preferred male workers for technologically more sophisticated jobs. Tejani 
and Milberg (2016: 45f.) assume this is due to gender norms, which desig-
nate men as being more apt for such jobs. However, they add that women 
might also lack on-the-job training and/or the necessary skills (partially 
due to pre-market discrimination in education). In Europe, these find-
ings deserve special attention in regard to increasing digitalisation and the 
evolution of Industry 4.0. 
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In the light of those findings, the call for ‘gender-sensitive’ industrial 
policy has intensified (ITUC 2016: 2; Seguino et al. 2010: 15; UNIDO 
2015: 6). Nevertheless, concrete suggestions appear rather disappointing 
considering the current state of research. Seguino et al. (2010: 15) suggest 
the stimulation of productivity growth in female-dominated indus-
tries, the promotion of strategic industries, which can provide good 
wage opportunities for male and female workers, and the encourage-
ment of full employment through demand-side management policies. 
We argue, however, that those initiatives are not sufficient in view of 
the dynamics described above. Additional measures could prescribe that 
firms or branches only qualify for support through industrial policy 
under certain circumstances (as it is the case with ecological standards). 
Such criteria could encompass a low/decreasing gender wage gap on the 
firm or industry level, a trend to feminisation or – at least – a stable share 
of female workers on the branch level, the requirement of a specific share 
of women in leading positions on the firm level, the provision of childcare 
facilities in the firm, and so on. 

However, several obstacles complicate the implementation of such 
measures. For example, it is striking that it is usually easier for transna-
tional corporations to comply with such requirements due to their size 
and available budget than for small and medium enterprises. Moreover, 
the enforcement of feminisation would lead to the displacement of male 
workers in the context of a stagnating or shrinking manufacturing sector, 
which would further undermine the emergence of workers’ solidarity. 
Arguably, progressive industrial policy should not aggravate conflicts 
between different groups of workers. Therefore, such policy would require 
the call for wage equality across sectors so that non-manufacturing jobs 
become more attractive. Furthermore, it would be crucial to coordinate 
(gender-sensitive) industrial policy with other policies in the framework 
of a broader development strategy, which also considers the reproductive 
sphere, particularly, the care economy. 
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5. World and regional market integration

While all cross-cutting issues have in common the fact that they are 
undertheorised and highly-controversial, an arguably even larger blind 
spot concerns the analysis of core-periphery dependency relations inside 
Europe and strategies to reduce and eventually overcome them. While the 
industrial policy literature has frequently problematised the subordinated 
integration of peripheral regions of the Global South into the capitalist 
world market along industrial value chains (e.g. Barrientos et al., Gereffi 
and Rossi 2011; Chang/Andreoni 2016: 42ff.), this has rarely been the case 
for the European Union. Interestingly, also in left-wing publications, the 
current debate does not mainly revolve around the highly delicate question 
of appropriate degrees of the regional and international insertion of the 
European periphery. Progressive approaches to industrial policy, such as 
Pianta et al. (2016), do indeed problematise the divergence between centre 
and periphery in the EU, and advocate EU Structural Funds and cohesion 
policy. However, they do not challenge as such the integration process of 
peripheral European economies into the orbit of the dominant production 
systems of core countries (particularly Germany and, to a lesser extent, 
France). 

Becker et al. (2015: 85ff.) problematise this integration process and 
point to three major phases of de-industrialisation for the Southern Euro-
pean periphery: First, the establishment of the European Single Market 
in 1993 intensified the asymmetric relations in the European Union. On 
the one hand, the subordinate integration of the Southern periphery into 
the European division of labour reduced the economic links between the 
peripheral economies and has since increasingly led to an economic orien-
tation towards the core. On the other, the liberalisation of cross-border 
movement of goods, services, workforce and capital in the EU eroded 
the weaker industrial production systems, particularly in the Southern 
Periphery (see also Schneider 2017: 27ff.; Secchi 1982). Moreover, the 
introduction of the Single Market simultaneously restricted the room 
for manoeuvre for industrial policy, especially via EU competition policy 
(Buch-Hansen/Wigger 2011; Landesmann/Stöllinger 2018: 27-28). This led 
to a partial deindustrialisation of those countries (Becker et al. 2015: 87). 
In a second stage, the introduction of the Euro brought devastating effects 
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for the Southern periphery. The common currency deprived them of the 
option to use monetary policy (devaluation) to increase their competi-
tiveness, which led to a further decline of industrial capacities. The third 
phase started with the economic and financial crisis, which significantly 
decreased industrial production in these countries even further. Compared 
to the pre-crisis level (2007), industrial production had only reached 77.7 
in Spain, 78.1 in Greece and 83.8 in Portugal by 2017 (Sablowski et al. 
2018). This asymmetric economic integration has deeply transformed the 
class relations in the core as well as in the periphery. While it strength-
ened export-oriented capital fractions in the core countries and – through 
corporatist arrangements – also labour in these sectors, Otto Holman 
(1996) has shown that this process was supported and actively pursued by 
transnationally oriented fractions of capital in the peripheries, especially 
those of finance capital. Through FDI, fractions of labour in the periphery 
have also benefitted from European economic integration, even though 
regional integration has in general led to an erosion of industrial produc-
tion capacities in these countries. 

Our following arguments, for several reasons, focus specifically on 
the Southern European periphery. First, they are the longest members 
of all peripheral EU countries. Second, they have no socialist legacy like 
the Central and Eastern European Countries (CEE), which included a 
specific type of industrial development during socialism and a peculiar 
transition to capitalism. Lastly, the problems connected to deindustriali-
sation are currently most pressing in the South of Europe: Simonazzi et 
al. (2013) and Landesmann and Stöllinger (2018: 19-23) show that, while 
the Viségrad countries5 in particular constitute the lower tiers of supply 
chains stretching to the production systems of the core countries (espe-
cially Germany), the Southern periphery is increasingly marginalised 
within European economic relations. Hence, how can progressive indus-
trial policy contribute to change the peripheral status of Southern Euro-
pean countries? 

Considering the current situation, we identify two potential ways 
to overcome the imbalances on the European level in a progressive way. 
The first one would be a comprehensive European solution in the form 
of a transfer union. Several post-Keynesian scholars and activists have 
already raised this proposal (see section 1 of this paper). The support of 
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the Southern periphery would consist of significant transfer payments to 
support structural change of their economies towards partial re-indus-
trialisation. Strategic industrial policy would represent a key element of 
such a proposal. Crucially, this approach does not question the integration 
of peripheral economies into the Single Market and the world market as 
such, and, consequently, does not consider partial delinking from the core 
countries as a viable option, especially for smaller economies. In our view, 
there are two major problems associated with this. First, such a proposal 
would need the decisive support of the core countries (of capital and labour 
alike) to set up a transfer union. Currently, we see no indications that 
this is or will be the case, even in the long term (Schneider/Syrovatka 
2017). Secondly, the prevailing dependency relations not only damaged the 
formerly existing industrial capacities in the past; they will also constrain 
future re-industrialisation strategies (Becker et al. 2015: 92), especially as 
industries are usually not competitive in the beginning, and need protec-
tion until they blossom (Chang/Andreoni 2016: 15). The European Single 
Market, however, impedes such strategic protectionism. Furthermore, 
the common currency restricts the room for manoeuvre of the periphery. 
Under such conditions, the countries of the Southern peripheries would 
find it at the very least difficult to develop new industries, even if transfer 
payments were significantly increased. 

Bearing this in mind, we think it is crucial to dedicate more atten-
tion to the question of protectionism from a left perspective in order to 
formulate more far-reaching strategies (for the differences between left-
wing and right-wing protectionism see Komlosy 2017). While the spread of 
neoliberalism discredited the use of trade barriers as a policy tool (around 
the world), right-wing forces in the United States and in the European 
Union have recently come back to the issue. In May 2017, the newly elected 
French president Macron introduced the topic of smart protectionism in 
public discourse (essentially directed against the growing Chinese influ-
ence in Europe; Chassany 2017). The Left, by contrast, has so far hesitated 
to start a discussion about the advantages and disadvantages of protec-
tionist measures in Europe. In our view, however, this is indispensable. 
It would constitute a way of fundamentally reversing the central lines of 
the current debate on a ‘multi-speed’ Europe, which foresees that core and 
peripheries develop the European integration project at different paces. 
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While the integration model of a ‘multi-speed’ Europe currently discussed 
cannot represent a progressive alternative, it is already an informal reality 
in economic and political terms. Consequently, the crucial question is 
whether the ‘multi-speed’ concept can be converted into a progressive 
proposal by framing it in a new way. If the call for ‘multi-speed’ integra-
tion were to recognise the diverging levels of economic development in the 
European Union and allow the peripheries to ‘curb the pace’ of integration 
in order to protect their economies in strategic sectors, it could reduce the 
asymmetric relations and, thereby, mitigate the current crisis. Drawing on 
the language of the prominent concept of ‘pockets of efficiency’, this could 
take the form of ‘pockets of protectionism’ for peripheral economies within 
the Single European Market. However, this option would require a change 
in EU legislation – specifically regarding the rules of the Single Market – 
and, therefore, the support of the core countries.

The second proposal would therefore require us to go into a more 
radical direction, because it seeks to reduce dependency relations through 
different degrees of delinking from the core countries, accompanied by 
the reinforcement of links between the peripheral countries – for instance, 
among Southern European economies where progressive forces are currently 
significantly stronger than in the European core economies. Crucially, this 
proposal does not advocate a return to the nation-states and national devel-
opment strategies. Rather, it advocates a different form of regional integra-
tion that aspires at overcoming dependency by creating new solidary rela-
tions of cooperation among the peripheral economies. Such an approach 
could be developed based on the controversial and wide-ranging debate 
concerning the relation between (semi-)decoupling from core countries 
or (sub)regions and industrial development, which took place during the 
1960s and 1970s between different protagonists of the developing coun-
tries. Notwithstanding its various highly diverging positions, the debate 
converged on the overarching agreement that the attainment of a certain 
amount of independence from the core countries was necessary to over-
come destructive dependency relations. 

The key objective of their reflections at this time was to reach ‘self-
reliant development’ on the national level, i.e. a development without 
reliance on other countries for basic needs goods, as well as ‘Collective 
Self-Reliance’ on the regional and interregional level. Representatives of 
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the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM 1976), Yugoslavian researchers and 
policy makers, as well as some scholars of the Latin American ‘depend-
ency school’ and of the World System Theory referred to this concept. The 
first two groups sought to increase their country’s or region’s autonomy 
towards the core through the establishment of more intense relations with 
other countries at the same development level. This included, for instance, 
the advocacy of strategic protectionist measures, the implementation of 
common industrial policy measures, and the proposal to establish joint 
enterprises and technical cooperation. However, representatives of the 
second group (particularly from the dependency approach) such as Samir 
Amin, Johan Galtung and Dieter Senghaas, who were also in favour of 
South-South Cooperation, emphasised that only delinking from the world 
market (respectively, the core countries) would permit self-reliant develop-
ment for peripheral countries (Amin 1981: 535; Fischer 2016; Galtung 1983: 
47ff.; Kahn 1978: 23ff.).

While the persecution of ‘self-reliant development’ in terms of compre-
hensive delinking does not seem a viable strategy for any smaller peripheral 
country in the current stage of globalisation due to globalised or region-
alised production structures (be it in Europe or outside), we think that 
the idea of a closer cooperation among the peripheral states merits some 
more attention. While regional or Collective Self-Reliance (CSR) has over-
whelmingly remained a theoretical concept, establishing such links among 
peripheries in order to complement the relations with the core countries 
could be of crucial importance for European peripheries. In economic 
terms, a partial reconstruction of industrial capacities in the Southern 
European sub-region, supported through strategic protectionist measures, 
could become the goal. In political terms, a multi-vector orientation could 
allow for the maintenance of more flexible relations with different coun-
tries, also outside the EU. 

This approach has several advantages over the current dynamics 
dominating EU integration. A partial re-regionalisation of production 
would perfectly harmonise with the goal of social-ecological transforma-
tion, because it shortens transportation routes (although it is also less effi-
cient than using economies of scale). Successful productive reconstruc-
tion would also reduce the European peripheries’ vulnerability in global 
crises. Regional (or in Europe sub-regional) cooperation in the framework 
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of CSR could create a balance between diversification on the national level 
and the regionalisation of industrial capacities, which cannot be econom-
ically organised on a national scale (Becker et al. 2015: 91; 93). In Latin 
America, the regional integration projects of the Bolivarian Alliance for 
the Peoples of Our America (ALBA-TCP 2009) sought – without much 
success, however – to establish such production capacities based on the 
creation of new regional value chains (Eder 2016).

To be sure, CSR-inspired cooperation projects, which are composed 
exclusively of less developed countries, face many problems in practice 
which do not exist in other cases, such as the lack of technological capac-
ities and financial limitations (Eder 2016: 106ff.). From this perspective, 
the integration with a dominant economy bears several advantages: it 
allows for technology transfer, support in the construction of indus-
trial capacities, the coordination of research and development activities, 
and so on. This is also why we defend strategic protectionism instead 
of complete delinking. However, this would require that the dominant 
economy supports the less developed economies in setting up proper 
industrial production without concomitantly integrating them into the 
lower ranks of existing value chains to its own benefit. Arguably, this 
would necessitate labour mobilisation or at least the support of labour 
institutions from core countries for such a project (e.g. in the form of a 
solidary transfer union instead of currently dominant neo-mercantilist 
orientations in the core). At the same time, at least parts of the domi-
nant capital fractions would need to support such a strategy. In practice, 
this would require building a new capital-labour-consensus to reach a 
more balanced development in Europe, which to us seems rather unlikely 
under current power relations. 

However, as argued in section 2, the prevailing relations of forces 
and selectivities on the EU level foreclose such an option in the short and 
medium term. Moreover, if the peripheral economies are not allowed to 
protect themselves and to at least partially erect trade barriers for goods 
produced in stronger economies, catch-up development is rather unlikely 
(Becker et al. 2015: 93). Considering these severe problems, and recalling 
what we have discussed in chapter 2, it would arguably be easier to create 
progressive alliances on the national scale than on the supranational level 
to implement inter alia a progressive industrial policy. To be sure, such an 
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alliance would face severe resistance from transnationally oriented capital 
and potentially even fractions of labour in the periphery which have so far 
mostly benefitted from transnationalisation. Its success would therefore 
crucially depend on the support from the labour movement in the core. 
Nonetheless, by promoting the strategic use of FDI inflows and strategic 
protectionist measures for infant industry development, such an alliance 
on the national and – following the CSR approach – on the sub-regional 
level, could be the basis for a progressive industrial policy strategy which 
is ultimately more viable then the presently dominant call for progressive 
industrial policy on an EU-wide scale.

6. Concluding remarks

In this paper, we argued that industrial policy must address three 
key issues in order to be progressive. First, the successful formulation and 
implementation of an industrial policy programme not only requires an 
understanding of given economic structures. It also needs to focus on the 
question of which relations of forces between various class fractions corre-
spond with specific economic models, how they express themselves in 
terms of hegemony as well as within the state, and how they can be shifted 
while at the same time forged into a compromise between diverging inter-
ests. In this regard, progressive industrial policy is not merely reformist but 
transformative. Second, progressive industrial policy should not (solely) be 
restricted to economic growth, but should consider questions of distribu-
tion, as well as crosscutting issues such as gender-sensitivity, social-ecolog-
ical transformation and democratic participation. Lastly, and presumably 
most controversially, progressive industrial policy transcends the goal of 
deeper transnational market integration by means of the elimination of 
trade barriers and the fixation on regional and/or international compet-
itiveness. It challenges the existing hierarchical division of labour by 
allowing the reconstruction of specific key sectors through strategic protec-
tionism and selective dissociation from the core countries. This could be 
part of a progressive ‘multi-speed’ Europe, which concedes ‘pockets of 
protectionism’ to the peripheral economies.
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The recent proposals by the European Union point into a very different 
direction (Wigger 2018). Instead of financing an industrial policy strategy to 
reduce economic imbalances and social inequality in Europe, the European 
parliament and the Council of the European Union released a “proposal 
for a regulation on establishing the European Defence Industrial Develop-
ment Programme” (EDIDP) in June 2017 (European Commission 2017b). 
This relates to the “capability window” of the European Defence Fund, the 
launch of which the Commission announced in the same communication. 
All proposals are part of the European Defence Action Plan, a political 
project to revitalise the European integration process along new geopolit-
ical ambitions to counteract looming disintegration tendencies in the EU. 
The EDIDP officially aims at increasing “competitiveness and innovative 
capacity of the EU defence industry, including cyber defence” (European 
Parliament 2017). While it does not fund the actual production of weapons 
and other military equipment, it heavily supports research and develop-
ment in this area with a budget of 500 million to (up to) one billion Euro 
per year (European Commission 2017b: 6; European Parliament 2017). 

In conclusion, the current debate on progressive industrial policy strat-
egies in Europe is of crucial importance, but their prospects for implemen-
tation in the short and medium term are dire. However, in order to move 
beyond crucial, but merely defensive, struggles against industrial policy as 
an instrument to increasingly militarise the EU, it is pivotal to continue 
to develop and refine progressive concepts for industrial development (see 
also Wigger 2018: 11-13). To forge political alliance for their implementa-
tion will presumably be, as we have argued, easier inside individual nation 
states and on the sub-regional level, especially in light of the current influ-
ence of powerful capital groups on, and the specific selectivity of the EU 
level. In those alliances, the Left needs to spur the struggle for a more 
profound transformation of the production system along the lines outlined 
above. Difficult as this will be, such an alliance would be not only a desir-
able, but also a feasible strategy in the medium term to promote a progres-
sive, social-ecological productive reconstruction which effectively chal-
lenges the looming rift between core and periphery in Europe. 
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1 This is particularly crucial in the public banking sector. The Brazilian Develop-
ment bank is commonly referred to as a prototypical example of such a ‘pocket of 
efficiency’ in the public banking sector (Evan 1995: 61)

2 For instance, a social-ecological conversion of the German automotive industry 
would be impossible without also challenging automobility on the level of eve-
ryday practices and symbolic meanings (such as the car as a symbol of status and 
freedom).

3 For instance, the electric car is often heralded as a sustainable alternative to the pre-
sent form of mobility. Yet, while the energy used by electric cars might come from 
renewable sources, the finitude of resources necessary to build these cars, especial-
ly its batteries, make it impossible to envision a ‘sustainable’, i.e. resource neutral, 
growth of the electric car market. 

4 The so-called rebound effect refers to the phenomenon that increases in efficiency 
make production cheaper, which ultimately encourages higher consumption.

5  Other parts of the Eastern periphery of the EU, the Baltic countries as well as 
Bulgaria and partly Romania, are more similar to the Southern periphery as they 
exhibit similar characteristics of de-industrialisation and passive financialisation 
(Becker 2012). 
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Abstract Die globale Wirtschafts- und Finanzkrise hat die Diskussion 
über Industriepolitik neu belebt. Angesichts der strukturellen Ungleichge-
wichte in der Europäischen Union wurde Industriepolitik von verschiedenen 
Seiten als Weg aus der Krise und zur Reduzierung ungleicher Entwicklung ins 
Spiel gebracht. Von linker Seite wurden Konzepte für eine „progressive“ Indus-
triepolitik mit mehrheitlich post-keynesianischer Orientierung erarbeitet. 
Aber inwiefern ist eine Industriepolitik mit dieser Orientierung tatsächlich 
‚progressiv‘? Nach einer Einführung in die Schlüsselannahmen und -vorschläge 
in der Diskussion über progressive Industriepolitik leistet der Artikel drei 
spezifische Beiträge zu dieser lebendigen Debatte: Erstens erweitern wir die 
aktuelle Debatte um die Dimension der politischen Durchsetzungsfähig-
keit (politics) sowie Fragen zu Machtbeziehungen und Hegemonie. Zweitens 
beginnen wir, häufig verwendeten Schlagwörtern der aktuellen Debatte wie 
ökologische Nachhaltigkeit, ArbeiternehmerInnenbeteiligung und demok-
ratische Partizipation sowie Geschlechtersensibilität einen konkreteren Inhalt 
zu geben. Und drittens diskutieren wir vor dem Hintergrund der Zentrum-
Peripherie-Beziehungen innerhalb der EU, was die aktuelle Debatte von 
Erfahrungen aus dem Globalen Süden lernen kann. Unsere Schlussfolgerung 
ist, dass progressive Industriepolitik zwar einen Ausweg aus der ungleichen 
europäischen Entwicklung darstellen kann, dass aber die Ausarbeitung und 
Umsetzung einer tatsächlich progressiven Industriepolitik auf europäis-
cher Ebene vor enormen Schwierigkeiten steht. In vielerlei Hinsicht lässt die 
nationale oder subregionale Ebene nach wie vor mehr Spielraum als die supra-
nationale.
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