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This paper explores the role of interconnections between issue-areas as an independent variable in explaining international cooperation in the global refugee regime. The refugee regime represents a particularly salient case study for empirically assessing the role of institutional (and other) interconnections between issue-areas as an independent variable. Although states have relatively clear obligations towards refugees that reach their territory (‘asylum’), they have almost no binding legal obligations to contribute to the protection of refugees who have not reached their territory (‘burden-sharing’). This has meant that attempts by the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) to facilitate multilateral cooperation in the regime have been ad hoc initiatives, which, in the absence of a strong existing regime for ‘burden-sharing’, have been institutionally conceived ab initio.   For example, in the last quarter of a century, the main attempts by UNHCR to facilitate international cooperation to address regional refugee situations have been the International Conferences on Assistance to Refugees in Africa (of 1981 and 1984); the International Conference on Refugees in Central America (1987-1994); the Indo-Chinese Comprehensive Plan of Action (1988-1996); the Convention Plus initiative (2003-5). Because of their ad hoc nature, each of these initiatives has been institutionally interconnected to other issue-areas in different ways.  The variation in the ways in which each multilateral initiative has been institutionally connected to other regimes and the variation in their degrees of success in leading to international cooperation, offers an ideal framework for exploring the role of nesting as an independent variable.
The paper argues that institutional nesting has been a crucial factor in explaining the success or failure of these attempts to facilitate cooperation in the regime. However, it suggests that institutions are just one means through which issue-areas can be structurally interconnected, and that ideas (common understandings of the relationship between issue-areas) and identity (the standpoint from which issue-areas are perceived to be related) have also structurally connected refugee protection to other issue-areas in ways that have served as a significant independent variable in cooperation. The causal mechanism through which these structural interconnections have led to cooperation is that they have enabled or constrained the use of issue-linkage within multilateral bargaining. Issue-linkage has been crucial in the refugee regime because states have had few binding obligations or interests in contributing to protection beyond their territory for its own sake. Cooperation has occurred insofar as states have perceived themselves to have a linked interest in contributing. Where there have been strong structural interconnections between issue-areas, UNHCR has been able to appeal to and channel states’ interests in other issue-areas – notably in migration, security, and development – into a commitment to refugee protection. Where these structural interconnections have been weak or absent, attempted issue-linkage by UNHCR has largely failed, undermining the prospects for cooperation. 
International Cooperation in the Global Refugee Regime
The most significant norms, principles, rules and decision-making procedures of the global refugee regime can be found in the 1951 Refugee Convention and its 1967 Protocol, and the Statute of UNHCR.  Broadly speaking, the regime can be conceived as having two distinct elements: those that govern the responsibilities of states towards refugees who reach their territory (‘asylum’); those that govern the responsibilities of states towards refugees who remain in the territory of another state (‘burden-sharing’). Asylum is governed by a range of widely accepted and binding legal norms.
 In contrast, there is no binding normative or legal framework regulating burden-sharing.
 Consequently, the regime is implicitly based on the ‘principle of proximity’, whereby those states closest to refugees’ countries of origin invariably bear the greatest responsibility for hosting the world’s refugees. Meanwhile, those states outside of refugees’ regions of origin have few incentives to contribute to protection in other hosting states, and merely have a perverse incentive to prevent refugees from reaching their own territory.
For this reason, the refugee regime has been characterised by ‘collective action failure’. It has been suggested that refugee protection constitutes a global public good and because provision by one state confers non-excludable benefits on all other states, there will be free-riding and under-provision. The ‘problem-structure’ of the regime can be summarised by the game theoretical analogies of a) Prisoner’s Dilemma, in situations in which the actors are largely equal in terms of interests and power relations, and b) Suasion Games, in situations in which there are asymmetric power relations and interests between states. Prisoner’s Dilemma appears to apply to cooperation within regions, while the Suasion Game logic appears to apply to cooperation across regions.
 The Suasion Games logic applies particularly to North-South cooperation in the regime. This is because the overwhelming majority of refugees originate from and remain in the global South. Northern states therefore have little incentive to engage in extra-regional burden-sharing, and Southern states have almost no bargaining power vis-à-vis the North. 
In the absence of a clear normative or legal framework on burden-sharing, UNHCR has attempted to overcome collective action failure through facilitating a series of ad hoc initiatives designed to address longstanding refugee situations in the South through North-South burden-sharing. These have been conceived ab initio as discrete and independent multilateral initiatives. The most significant have been the International Conferences on Assistance to Refugees in Africa (ICARA) of 1981 and 1984; the International Conference on Refugees in Central America (CIREFCA) of 1987-1994; the Indo-Chinese Comprehensive Plan of Action (CPA) of 1988-1996; and the Convention Plus initiative of 2003-5. The first three of these focused on addressing specific regional refugee situations; the latter was a multilateral dialogue intended to promote agreement on a generic framework for global burden-sharing. Despite the problem-structure of the regime, UNHCR has managed to overcome collective action failure in two of these cases: CIREFCA and the CPA represent the most significant examples of successful international cooperation in the history of the regime. CIREFCA led to significant donor funding to enhance access to local integration and repatriation for the region’s refugees. The CPA led to a three-way agreement between three groups of states that ultimately resolved the Indo-Chinese ‘boat people’ issue: the US committed to resettling all those ‘boat people’ recognised as refugees; the ASEAN states committed to hosting the Indo-Chinese asylum seekers prior to return or resettlement; the Socialist Republic of Vietnam (SRV) committed to accepting the return of rejected asylum seekers.   In contrast, ICARA and Convention Plus were regarded as failures with little lasting legacy. The difference in their relative success in promoting cooperative outcomes can be significantly explained by the extent to which they were conceived as structurally connected to other issue-areas, particularly on an institutional level. 

The Role of Interconnections 
Cooperation in these UNHCR-facilitated ad hoc initiatives has only been possible insofar as UNHCR has been able to persuade Northern states to contribute to refugee protection on the basis of having linked interests in other issue-areas such as in migration, security, development, peace-building, and other foreign policy concerns. CIREFCA and the CPA were successful largely because of the role of linkages; ICARA and Convention Plus largely failed because of the absence of linkages. In CIREFCA, the predominantly European donor states contributed to funding durable solutions for refugees and protection initiatives because of their linked interests in Central America’s wider interest in the region’s post-conflict reconstruction and development, which was in turn a means to foster improved trade relations with the region. In the Indo-Chinese CPA, the United States was prepared to offer significant resettlement opportunities for the Indo-Chinese ‘boat people’ largely because of a range of foreign policy concerns related to the legacy of the Vietnam War. Meanwhile, the ASEAN host states in the region committed to the CPA because of their concerns with migration control. The SRV facilitated the return of rejected asylum seekers largely because of a concern to rehabilitate itself in the eyes of the international community and to attract new sources of development assistance following the decline of the USSR.
In contrast, there was limited cooperation in ICARA and Convention Plus. In the case of ICARA, the issue of refugee protection was largely addressed in isolation from other issue-areas and few linkages were made. The limited additional financial contributions made in relation to refugees in the Horn of Africa and Southern Africa, however, were based on the US’s linked interest in supporting certain groups in exile in the context of the proxy conflicts of the Cold War. In Convention Plus, linkages were explicitly recognised by UNHCR as a means to facilitate North-South agreement on a framework for global burden-sharing. However, in reality, there were few successful linkages. The linkages that did lead to a Northern commitment to support greater protection in the South were on the basis of European states’ concerns with migration and security, and the desire to promote refugee protection as a means to limit the onward movement of asylum seekers from the South. The use of linkages has therefore been a significant factor in determining the extent to which burden-sharing has taken place to enhance refugee protection in refugees’ regions of origin. However, this observation begs the question: under what conditions have such linkages been possible? 

Appealing to linked interests has been possible and effective insofar as there has been an underlying structural basis for linkage. In contrast to what is implied by much of the literature on issue-linkages, which explores linkages primarily at the level of instrumental bargaining, structure plays an important role in enabling or constraining the use of linkages within multilateral negotiations. Here ‘structure’ refers to the rules and resources – whether institutional or cognitive - that enable and constrain social action. Structural interconnections between issue-areas have played a crucial role as an independent variable in cooperation because they have to a large extent determined the scope of possible linkages within bargaining. The four ad hoc initiatives outlined above have been structurally connected to other issue-areas in different ways, enabling and constraining the use of linkages by UNHCR to different degrees. 

In the two ‘successful’ cases, refugee protection has been strongly connected to other issue-areas on a structural level, making it possible for UNHCR to use issue-linkage to appeal to state to contribute to ‘burden-sharing’. CIREFCA was strongly institutionally nested within the wider regional peace agreement and post-conflict reconstruction and development initiatives for Central America. Alongside CIREFCA, the Esquipulas II peace agreement had been reached in 1987 and the Special Programme of Economic Cooperation for Central America (PEC) was conceived under the auspices of UNDP and the Office of the UN Secretary-General. CIREFCA was nested within these wider initiatives. For example, Article 8 of Esquipulas II’s referred to displacement, and the CIREFCA Concerted Plan of Action itself was incorporated as the chapter on displacement of PEC. These institutional connections underpinned UNHCR’s ability to persuade states within and beyond the region that their linked interests in security, development and peace-building could be met through contributing to CIREFCA. Although institutional connections were the most crucial structural interconnection in CIREFCA, ideas also played a role. Ideas can be conceived to structurally connect issue-areas insofar as different understandings of causal connections between issue-areas may also enable or constrain the use of linkages in bargaining. In the context of CIREFCA, the so-called ‘Refugee Aid and Development’ (RAD) discourse became extremely dominant in academia and policy in the areas of asylum and refugee protection. It implied that development and refugee protection were inter-related in a range of ways and that there could be complementarity between the two issue-areas at the policy level.
UNHCR’s successful use of linkages during the CPA was also based upon the existence of structural interconnections. However, in contrast to CIREFCA, these structural interconnections did not exist at the institutional level; rather they were based on the way in which cognitive frameworks connected refugee protection to wider foreign policy concerns.  The CPA was conceived with almost no connections to institutional frameworks in other issue-areas. However, the identity of the main actors did connect issue-areas at a structural level. Identity can be conceived to connect issue-areas because, from a given standpoint, issues will be understood as related in ways defy accepted issue-area categories.  In the context of the CPA, the Cold War identity categories of ‘East’ and ‘West’ were extremely important in determining how different actors understood the relationship between refugee protection and other issue-areas. For the US, for example, refugee protection was seen in the context of its wider strategic concerns in proxy conflicts in the Third World. The presence of the growing Vietnamese diaspora in the US at the time of the CPA also contributed to the CPA being seen as part of the US’s wider obligations as part of the ongoing legacy of its involvement in the Vietnam war.
In the two ‘failed’ case studies, refugee protection was only weakly structurally connected to other issue-areas, undermining the prospects for issue-linkage. In ICARA, refugee protection was largely addressed in isolation from other issue-areas. On an institutional level, UNHCR attempted to develop a partnership with the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in order to facilitate linking donor states’ concerns with improving access to refugees’ local integration in host states with the African states’ concern to attract additional development assistance to benefit citizens in hosting regions. In practice, however, the partnership was institutionally weak and left little scope for issue-linkage. There were also very few structural connections based on ideas. For example, the RAD discourse was, by the early 1980s, still highly contested and not based on any clear consensus. The only basis for the linkages that underpinned the highly selective contributions of the US were based in its Cold War identity, with the US contributing selectively to ICARA on the basis of its concern with specific proxy conflicts in the Horn of Africa and Southern Africa.
Convention Plus was premised upon the idea that UNHCR could appeal to Northern states’ interests and obligations in migration, security and development, and channel these into refugee protection. However, in practice, there were few structural connections to these linked issue-areas. On an institutional level, for example, UNHCR appealed to Northern states’ existing obligations to the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), despite the absence of any reference to displacement in the MDGs. On an ideational level, UNHCR appealed to the relationship between the lack of refugee protection in developing states and irregular migration to the developed world to encourage Northern donors’ commitment; however, there was no consensus that this causal relationship held on an empirical level. The only limited structural basis for successful linkage used by UNHCR was therefore the way in which the identity of some European states connected refugee protection to their post 9/11 concerns with migration and security. 
Conclusion

The global refugee regime represents a particularly salient case for exploring the role of interconnections between issue-areas as an independent variable in cooperation. This is because the absence of a binding normative framework on burden-sharing, and the fact that states have few interests in contributing to burden-sharing for its own sake, mean that the prospects for international cooperation have been determined largely by the ability of UNHCR to use linkages to connect refugee protection to states’ interests in issue-areas outside the immediate scope of the regime. Two conceptual conclusions of particular relevance for the role of complexity emerge from this case study. Firstly, structural interconnections between issue-areas play a role in cooperation because they enable and constrain the ability of actors to appeal to linked interests within bargaining. Secondly, institutional interconnections (such as nesting, parallel and overlapping institutions) are but one special case of structural interconnections. As well as institutions, ideas and identity structurally connect issue-areas in ways that are relevant to international cooperation. 
� For example, the principle of non-refoulement – or the obligation not to return a person to a country in which he or she may face persecution – is widely recognised to be part of customary international law.


� Paragraph 4 of the Preamble of the 1951 Convention states that “considering that the grant of asylum may place unduly heavy burdens on certain countries, and that a satisfactory solution of a problem…cannot therefore be achieved without international co-operation”. However, there is no clearly defined obligation setting out states obligations to support other hosting states or refugees in the territory of other states.


� A Suasion Game situation describes one in which, in a 2 actor model, there is a stronger actor and a weaker actor. The stronger actor has little to gain from cooperation and the weaker actor has little bargaining power to influence the stronger actor. It has been applied to describe North-South relations. Since Northern states have little to gain from contributing and Southern states little bargaining power, Southern states will be faced with the dilemma of either ‘taking what is on offer’ or harming themselves by scuppering negotiations entirely.
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