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Asian regionalism is a specific manifestation of a general phenomenon in world politics. The peace process in the Middle East, for example, is fueled largely by regional pressures, not by the intervention of major powers. The Russian project of reconstructing a sphere of influence in the "near abroad" of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) is also driven by regional political factors. In Latin America a substantial decrease in political tensions and military expenditures is preparing the ground for sharp increases in regional economic cooperation. Finally, in Europe German unification has had a substantial effect on simultaneous moves toward both a deepening and a broadening of European integration. 1 
In this concluding chapter we explore the character of Asian regionalism in contemporary world politics by reviewing several of the book's empirical chapters from a perspective that stresses the interaction between global and regional processes. Then we draw out the implications of this book's central argument for Japan's position between the Sinocentric and the American world as well as for the swings between a maritime and a continental politics in Asia. We contrast Japan's and Germany's involvement in regional and global affairs since 1945, underlining the specificity of the present by contrasting it with the unsuccessful attempt of Japan and Germany to break in the interwar years with military means the international Anglo-American hegemony. Finally, we turn the analysis back to the role the United States continues to play in global and regional politics. 

Globalization and Regionalism 
Asian regionalism reflects a general trend in world politics that can be traced from Russia's "near abroad" to the Caribbean and Latin America, from the Baltic to sub-Saharan Africa, and of course in each of the three main economic regions: Asia, Europe, and North America. 2 Globalization and regionalism are not antithetical. Globalization is not an irreversible process, as some liberal economists insist, sweeping away the residues of resistance, be they national or regional. And with the end of the cold war the world is not breaking up into rival economic blocs as some neomercantilists have argued. Instead, globalization and regionalism are complementary processes. They occur simultaneously and feed on each other, thus leading to growing tensions between economic regionalism and economic multilateralism. 3 
Asian regionalism in an era of global processes is not new. Once we discard our unilinear and teleological view of modernization, we can see that regions are one important site where the contending forces of global integration and local autonomy meet. The conflict is not for or against the forces of globalism. It is rather about the terms of integration, and those terms are shaped by power relations, market exchanges, and contested identities of individuals and collectivities. In the past, evasion, resistance, and renewal have all been part of the processes that have made regionalism an important arena of world politics. In the words of Charles Bright and Michael Geyer, "Global integration and local autonomy were not alternative trajectories or possibilities, but parallel and mutually interactive processes. . . . Any interpretation of world history in the twentieth century ought to begin with a decisive emphasis on regionalism in global politics." 4 
Global and regional factors are closely intertwined. This is very evident in the area of political economy. The increasing globalization and deregulation of markets describes an erosion of national economic control that industrial states in the North seek to compensate for through regional integration schemes. These differ in form. As Peter Katzenstein argues in the Introduction, regional integration can occur de jure (as in Europe) or de facto (as in Asia). And it occurs also in subregional groupings within and between states, as for example in Southeast Asia and along the South China coast. Economic regionalism thus is not only an attempt to increase economic growth or to achieve other economic objectives, but also an effort to regain some measure of political control over processes of economic globalization that have curtailed national policy instruments. 5 The economic effects of de facto or de jure regionalism can either help or hinder market competition and liberalization. By and large, the existing evidence points to the prevalence of trade creation and open forms of regionalism in the 1980s and 1990s. 6 
As a response to globalization, regional integration is attractive for a number of economic reasons. First, neighborhood effects encourage intensive trade and investment relations. Second, economic regionalization processes often do not require the reciprocity that GATT and its successor, the World Trade Organization (WTO), insist on . 7 Furthermore, the inefficacy the global GATT regime demonstrated in the 1980s and 1990s in addressing important economic issues acted as an additional impetus for regionalization. Third, at the regional level efficiency and competitiveness are often strengthened through internationalized forms of deregulation, thus weakening directly the attraction of traditional, global approaches to liberalization while strengthening them indirectly. 8 In addition, the effects of regional economies of scale and savings in transportation costs can create dynamic effects that also accelerate economic growth. 9 
Furthermore, geographic proximity and the functional interdependencies and transborder externalities that it creates have favorable implications for regional economic growth. Geographic concentration of production is increasingly driven by the emergence of technology complexes and networks of innovation and production that offer essential advantages for regional agglomeration. 10 Technological development paths are contingent upon the actions of and interactions between developers, producers, and users who hold different positions and make different choices in the national and the global economy. Technological innovation thus is a discontinuous process establishing different trajectories in different parts of the world; the trajectories can cluster both nationally and regionally. 11 The supply base of a national economy--the parts, components, subsystems, materials, and equipment technologies, as well as the interrelation among the firms that make all of these available to world markets--can also cluster regionally. 12 
In the specific case of Asia, intra-regional trade has grown faster in the 1980s than extra-regional trade. Japan's trade with Asia doubled in the 1980s. Between 1985 and 1993 Asia's trade deficit with Japan skyrocketed from $9.3 billion to $54.2 billion. At the same time Asia's trade surplus with the United States and Europe increased from $28 billion to $70 billion. Between 1985 and 1994 Asian countries ran a cumulative trade deficit of $390 billion with Japan, which they offset with a cumulative trade surplus of $370 billion with the United States. 13 The triangular trade pattern that these statistics chart so graphically reflect the growth of the new regional production alliances that Japan built in the 1980s and 1990s. The appreciation of the yen since 1985 has accelerated the relocation of Japanese production abroad. Japanese multinationals tripled their foreign output between 1985 and 1994 to 9 percent of total output, and by 1994 had captured over 25 percent of the Japanese import market. 14 
As a consequence of these developments Japan has established itself as the undisputed leader in Asia in terms of technology, capital goods, and economic aid. For Walter Hatch and Kozo Yamamura, Asia's growing dependence on Japanese technology is not a temporary phenomenon but "a structural condition that arises out of the complementary relationship between Japanese developmentalism and Asian 'pseudo-developmentalism.'" 15 In the words of Chung Moon Jong, son of Hyundai's founder and a member of the South Korean National Assembly, "It's not a matter of choice in Asia. That's a very hard fact to recognize. In terms of money and technology, the Japanese have already conquered Asia." 16 By design or inadvertently, the creation of structural economic dependencies in Asia is extending the life of Japan's embattled political economy, which is encountering increasingly vexing political limits to its further economic growth in the international political economy. 

But it would be a mistake to focus only on the intra-Asian part of the story. For Japan and Asia are both also structurally dependent on the outside world, specifically the U.S. market. 17 Although the Japanese market has absorbed an increasing share of Asian products, in 1989 the United States took almost twice as much of Asia's exports ($94 billion) as Japan did ($56 billion). 18 And there exists no compelling statistical evidence that, since the early 1980s, an Asian economic bloc is forming. 19 Along all dimensions Asian ties with the rest of the world have grown. In the near future continued dependence of the Northeast Asian and Southeast Asian economies on the U.S. market militates against a relatively closed Asian economic bloc. Indeed, multinational corporations are likely to serve as powerful wedges to keep the economic doors of this region open. 20 Asian regionalism is thus marked by two intersecting developments: Japanese economic penetration of Asian supplier networks through a system of producer alliances on the one hand, and the emergence of a pan-Pacific trading region that includes both Asia and North America on the other. We can analyze this structure in the language of emerging production alliances more adequately than in the language of economic blocs. 

In chapters 1, 6 and 9, T. J. Pempel, Richard Doner, and Mark Selden show the many connections between global and regional economic processes in Asia. Pempel gives a wide range of economic and social data illustrating the dynamic impact Asia has on the global economy and describes Japan's path as marked by a "transpacific torii" establishing simultaneous links to both Asia and the global system. Richard Doner's analysis uncovers some of the institutional attributes of public and private actors in Japan that help illuminate how Japan plays its role of regional coordinator and demonstrates how, because it occurs "from behind," Japan's style of leadership is mostly invisible. 21 Japan leads from behind not only in Asia but also in its relations with the United States, as well as globally. 22 And Mark Selden documents the great dynamism that China's economic growth has given Asia in the last decade and shows how this dynamism is beginning to have noticeable effects on world politics more generally. 

The connection between global and regional politics is also evident in questions of national security. With the end of the cold war, the bipolar structure of international politics has vanished, laying bare processes that have important consequences for world politics. For example, most policymakers and analysts now agree that regional conflicts have replaced the global confrontation of two superpowers during the cold war. The implications of this change for the militaries of the major states remain unresolved. But the growing importance of regional conflicts has shifted attention to some extent away from military hardware to cultural factors as determinants of state interest that national security studies had all but discarded during the cold war. 23 These cultural factors are pulling in different directions, toward subnational, ethnic sentiments and different types of nationalism on the one hand and toward international and global standards of norm-observant state behavior on the other. In brief, on questions of state security, regionalism and globalism are processes that are closely intertwined. 

Susumu Yamakage illustrates in Chapter 8 such connections by focusing his analysis on Asia-Pacific's regional security order and Japan's national security policy. He argues that Japan's hesitation in unilaterally articulating an explicit role for itself in the maintenance of Asian regional security has proven to be quite compatible with a number of Japanese initiatives in support of the institutionalization of a regional order in Asia. These initiatives have focused on both Japan's links to the regional activities of multilateral global institutions such as the World Bank (WB) or the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and its bilateral links to the United States as the remaining global power. Japanese policymakers have worked consistently to connect these global political links with Japan's political contacts in Asian regional organizations such as ASEAN or APEC. Yamakage argues that Japanese security policy and Asia's evolving regional order derive not from a misplaced choice between a policy favoring the "United States first" or "Asia first" but from the intimate connections between Asian regionalism and globalism. 

Global and regional politics are also closely linked in the sphere of culture. World regions are arenas for the cultural politics that emanate from the nations and states that constitute these regions. And they have discernible effects on the global system of which they are a part. Regions, Karl Deutsch reminds us, are the products of history, culture, and political economy that evolve over time. "It is the multiplicity of common cultural elements and links of horizontal and vertical communication and potential understanding that makes a region, somewhat as on a smaller but more intensive scale such links often including language, religion or way of life, can make a people." 24 Regions relate to one another in multiple ways that are far more complicated than the "clashes of civilization" that Samuel Huntington has analyzed. 25 
Victor Koschmann and Saya Shiraishi deal with such cultural processes in Chapters 2 and 7. In his analysis of the ambivalent legacy of Asianism Koschmann shows the close connections that in the twentieth century have linked different conceptions of Asia to the West. Conceiving of identities in relational terms, Koschmann argues, it is impossible to think of the one without thinking of the other. Without the West there is no East and viceversa. 

Saya Shiraishi focuses not on an elite culture sustained by intellectual discourse but on a mass culture carried by "image alliances." Japanese manga offer a form of visual narration that have created a dynamic cultural print and electronic product that has made deep inroads into several Asian societies. Chapter 7 belies the ethnocentric notion that Japan lacks cultural values and products that other societies can embrace freely. Shiraishi documents in Chapter 7 a remarkable degree of cultural innovation and pro- vides a detailed examination of the dynamics that have put capitalist expansion in the service of the creation of a mass market for manga in Asia. In addition she documents the more limited spread of manga into U.S. and European markets. 26 As is true of the other empirical chapters in this book, regionalization and globalization appear here as interrelated processes that cannot be analyzed in isolation. 

Japan between Different Worlds 
The crossroads at which Japan finds itself at the end of the twentieth century is marked by two world empires with very different political logics of suzerainty and sovereignty. Takeshi Hamashita and Bruce Cumings analyze in Chapters 3 and 4 the differences between the Sinocentric world and the American empire. At the end of the twentieth century the Sinocentric world, in Hamashita's analysis, is not a hierarchical structure of domination but a trading network. Its outer limit is economic not military. By contrast, the American empire in Cumings's analysis has a hierarchical structure of domination. Although the American empire has, by and large, facilitated a liberal international economy, its outer limit is military not economic. While the Sinocentric world is regional, the American empire is global. Takashi Shiraishi investigates in Chapter 5 how Japan is buying time while exploring the generous space for movement that the American empire has offered for advancement in the international hierarchies of power, wealth, and status. And, as Mark Selden documents in Chapter 9, Japan is beginning to engage tentatively since the mid-1970s the reappearance of an economically dynamic Sinocentric world in Asia. 

These two international orders are producing different cultures. China's influence runs deep in Northeast Asia because its language provides the conceptual basis on which political possibilities are imagined and tradeoffs are discussed. In Southeast Asia, by way of contrast, European cultural influences are strong, particularly at the elite level. Compared to the long tradition of the Sinocentric world, the "thin" global culture created by the United States is of very recent origin both in Southeast Asia and in Japan. Yet it can be politically consequential as it triggers different regional, national, and local processes while becoming indigenous. In the area of culture Japan thus also sits between worlds. 

The centripetal and centrifugal pulls of these international orders have had a direct bearing on each other. The movement of the Sinocentric world from integration to fragmentation was accelerated, some argue brought about, by Western imperialism. The reintegration of this world through its economic network structures, through its cultural ties, and through politics is deeply affected by the integration of the international system and of Asia that has occurred on Anglo-American terms, first under the auspices of the British empire and since 1945 increasingly under the auspices of the American empire. 

To understand the long-term historical significance of these two international systems for Japan's position in Asia, it is useful to recall Takeshi Hamashita's notion of Asia. He talks about maritime Asia, a series of seas extending from Northeast Asia to East and Southeast Asia, encompassing countries and regions, trading centers and subcenters, located along the Asian periphery. 

It is important not to think of maritime Asia as non-Chinese Asia or inland Asia as China. The Kombaung dynastic state in upper Burma and the Mataram in central Java were as inland, inward-looking, and peasantbased as the Ch'ing, while the coastal regions of Southern China in the late Ch'ing and the KMT periods were as maritime, outward-looking, and trade-based as Bangkok in the same years. The fault line between Asia's maritime and inland zones shifted back and forth historically. Sun Yat-sen, for instance, mobilized manpower and money for his revolutionary cause from among Chinese in the coastal regions of Southern China and Southeast Asia when these regions were under British rule; Communist China pushed the fault line back to the Taiwan Strait, Hong Kong, and Macao. 

Historically, China managed its trade with maritime zones through the tributary system. It did so not because it wanted to translate its attraction as a market into political and cultural hegemony. Rather China sought to prevent private trade, carried out for example by "Japanese pirates" (who were more Chinese than Japanese) in the Ming period, from upsetting the internal imperial order in China. Yet China's riches were beyond any doubt and its civilizational pull was enormous, especially on countries in its proximity. Chinese hegemony thus was felt unevenly--it was economic, political, and cultural in nearby countries such as Korea, Japan, and Vietnam, and narrowly economic in areas more safely removed from the Middle Kingdom, such as Siam and the Malay world. 

In the course of the nineteenth century Britain's informal empire in East and Southeast Asia was built in this maritime region. British naval power colonized Asian seas. Reversing the outflow of silver bullion, opium provided the British with the means necessary to tap China's wealth. Opium also proved very useful to coopt "respectable" Chinese in British Malaya into the British trading networks and to exploit Chinese labor in the development of plantations and mines. A major institution of the British empire was the treaty port system. The most-favored-nation clause in the treaties the Western powers concluded with China underwrote the collective nature of that empire. The treaty port system took shape in the first half of the nineteenth century with the opening of a string of commercially and militarily strategic ports stretching from Penang and Singapore to Hong Kong, Amoy, and Shanghai. Britain expanded this network in the second half of the nineteenth century with the opening of new treaty ports along the Yangtze river and on the Yellow Sea coast, and with the construction of railways into China's interior. From this vantage point Karl Marx was correct when he argued that imperialism was progressive in Asia because it shook up the Asiatic mode of production. British imperialism brought Asia's dynamic maritime world deep into China's interior, thus undermining the traditional social fabric on which China's dynastic states had been built. 

Although Japan had long been on the periphery of the Sinocentric world, Chinese dynastic rhythms affected it strongly. Hideyoshi Toyotomi was tempted to "conquer" China and make Japan the Middle Kingdom in the waning years of the Ming in the late sixteenth century. Tokugawa Japan "closed" the country when the Ch'ing rose, creating, not entirely unsuccessfully, its own managed trade regime both between Japan and the Sinocentric world and between Japan and its "barbarian" trading partners to the South. 27 
The creation of a British-led Westphalian international system in maritime Asia and the crisis of the traditional Sinocentric world formed the historical context for Japan's entry into the modern world. These historical circumstances created an emergency situation, but they also offered an excellent opportunity, as Takeshi Hamashita points out in Chapter 3, for Japan to become equal with China and to survive as a modern nation. Japan played a double game in Asia. It forced a treaty on Korea, stipulating Korean independence and thus ending Korea's existence as one of China's vassal states. Furthermore, Japan implemented the first industrial revolution in Asia. This not only made the country rich and strong, it also broke the economic and political dominance of Chinese trading networks. Japan's victory in the Sino-Japanese War demonstrated its success, as Japan's imperialism began in earnest with its full entry into the British-led treaty port system after 1895. 

Still, this success was not without cost. It created a profound crisis of collective identity. Unequal treaties were imposed in the last years of the Tokugawa era, Japanese elites reasoned, because the Japanese polity was not sufficiently civilized for European powers to trust its judicial system. Japan wanted to be equal, not only with China but also with the Western powers. It craved recognition by Western states as an authentically modern nation. In order to do so, as Victor Koschmann argues in Chapter 2, the Japanese had to come to terms with their location in Asia and their reputedly Asian character, at least in the eyes of the West. Fukuzawa argued, Koschmann reminds us, that Japan could be a modern state only at the expense of its Asian identity. From this perspective, external expansion was part of being a healthy nation state, the vehicle of civilization and the vanguard of universal human progress. Japan's formal equality with the West was seen as a symbol of modernity, while its anti-Asian racism signified the rejection of the premodern. 

Modernism and Asianism thus powerfully informed Japan's role in Asia. Military security was a paramount concern for Japanese elites. Japanese industrialization started with heavy industry. Military Keynesianism, supported by foreign loans, was crucial in Japan's industrialization. The war machine built with massive military spending was crucial for Japanese imperialism. After the Sino-Japanese War, Japan entered China's treaty port system. And it acquired its first colony, Taiwan, as a springboard for a southward move. After winning the Russo-Japanese War, Japan colonized Korea in 1911 and began to project its power into Manchuria. But these two moves met different fates. Japan was stopped in the South. AngloChinese business coalitions in British-led maritime Asia were simply too strong for Japanese business to penetrate, as was illustrated in the 1910s by the bankruptcy of the Kanan Bank (South China Bank), a subsidiary of the Bank of Taiwan. 

Japan's continental move in Northeast Asia met with less resistance, at least initially. With Russia out of the way, Japan defined its interests on the mainland as different in kind from those which informed the treaty port system in China. In China, south of the Great Wall, Japanese policy rested, for the sake of trade and investment opportunities, on an acquiescence to Anglo-American ground rules. In Korea and Manchuria, on the other hand, Japan aimed at establishing a military and political foothold that would meet its defense requirements, while also giving Japanese economic interests an advantage over all competitors. The rise of anti-imperialist Chinese nationalism in the 1920s, however, threatened Japanese interests. When Chinese nationalist forces attacked the treaty port system, informal imperialism in China fell into a systemic crisis. In the face of Chinese nationalism Britain showed a willingness to accept the slow demise of the system. Japan, however, had a great deal more to lose. A widespread consensus about the "special" character of the relationship between Japan and China made the fate of the treaty system "an imperial issue" for the Japanese in a way it had not been for the British. 28 
The Manchurian Incident in 1931 and the creation of the puppet state Manchukuo the following year marked a new phase of Japanese imperialism. Its thrust was continental; and drawing lessons from both Europe's experience with total war and Soviet-style heavy industrialization in the 1920s, Japan embarked on converting Japan, Korea, and Manchukuo into an autarchic regional empire industrially strong enough to wage total war. The creation of Manchukuo was also a Japanese "answer" to rising Chinese nationalism. As Victor Koschmann argues, Japanese imperialist discourse conceptualized China not as a state but as a civilization. This notion of China formed a basic assumption for Japan's China policy: China by nature is disunified. Japan thus ignored Chinese nationalism and assumed that if China could survive the modern world at all, it could do so only with Japanese assistance. Manchukuo was presented as an experiment to create a utopian unity of five different peoples (Japanese, Chinese, Manchus, Koreans, and Mongols). Japan's Pan-Asianism was thus based on a reinterpretation of the Sinocentric world. Japan occupied its center; and the principle of suzerainty was couched in the language of the "kingly way" (odo) as opposed to "imperialist" hegemony. 29 
But Manchukuo turned out to be extremely costly for Japan, involving a huge transfer of financial resources and human capital to Manchuria without any commensurate payoff. It also made Japan the target of antiimperialist nationalism in China. Unable to break Chinese resistance, Japan was drawn into a wider, far more costly war in China south of the Great Wall. Manchukuo set in motion a process that ended in the collapse of the informal empire in China and led Japan into direct conflict with the U.S. Open Door Policy. As Takashi Shiraishi argues in Chapter 5, the Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere was conjured up in a moment of desperation when the Japanese empire was confronted with the bank- ruptcy of its original strategic vision. Nothing demonstrates this point more clearly than Japan's schizophrenic strategic move from continental to maritime Asia, caused not by any real strategic vision but by an opportunistic bureaucratic deal between the army and the navy. 

If prewar Japanese imperialism in Asia was schizophrenic--going both continental and maritime, aspiring simultaneously to be a modern state "on a par" with Western powers and to be "the middle" of the Sinocentric world--there was no room for schizophrenia after 1945. The Asia to which Japan returned was maritime and under U.S. hegemony. With the onset of the cold war in the late 1940s, this informal American empire was geared to the containment of communism, which by the mid-1950s had pushed back the perimeter of continental Asia to the border separating North from South Korea, the Taiwan Strait, Hong Kong, Macao, and the demarcation line between North and South Vietnam. America's informal empire was built not on treaty ports but on a string of bases from which the United States projected its military power to contain communist, continental Asia. In contrast to Britain's informal empire whose interests were primarily commercial, Bruce Cumings argues in Chapter 4, the outer limit of U.S. hegemony was military, not economic; however, within these limits the United States encouraged Japan and other noncommunist Asian states to develop trade relations among themselves and with the United States, with its huge market and with its enormous financial, technological, and ideological hegemony. 

Japan benefited from its privileged position in the informal empire. Cumings points out, U.S. policy in Asia worked as a double containment against both Asian communism and Japanese militarism. Asia under U.S. hegemony provided the regional framework within which Japan pursued trade promotion and resource procurement. The United States's large military purchases in Japan and Asia as well as its military aid to other noncommunist Asian states functioned as a form of international military Keynesianism, which helped transform Japan's war economy into a civilian economy. 

Postwar Japan shared in the American conception of Asia: "Free Asia," which included Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, and most significantly, the new regional concept of Southeast Asia (Tonan Ajia). Southeast Asia was conceptually more sharply defined than the prewar and wartime Nanyo or Nanpo, which often signified not only the area now called Southeast Asia but also Taiwan and South China. Japan's economic cooperation with South Korea, Taiwan, and Southeast Asia was the only politics postwar Japan understood in Asia. China remained important, but not for economic and political reasons. Given Japan's cultural identity and history, China was simply impossible to ignore. With the containment of China, Japan simply did not have the choice, as it did in the prewar era, to make a major move on the Asian continent. Instead Japan implanted itself firmly in maritime Asia. Japan's new Asianism was to play the role of "leader of Asia," while moving safely in the orbit of the United States. 

With the end of the cold war and China and Vietnam joining the region's dynamic economic development, Asia is no longer divided. With Overseas Chinese, Hong Kong, Taiwanese, Korean, and other capital driving the current regional economic dynamism along with Japanese direct foreign investment and the transplanting of its production system, as Richard Doner argues in Chapter 6, the current market-driven Asian regionalism cannot be understood in terms of a model that focuses on only one economic and technological leader, such as the "flying geese model." Overseas Chinese business networks are also important for the current surge of Asian regionalism. 30 Current economic developments in China's coastal regions result from the penetration of an economically dynamic maritime Asia back into China, as Mark Selden discusses in Chapter 9. The Asia to which Japan is "re-Asianizing" is maritime; it is not continental Asia, the traditional core of the Sinocentric world. "Re-Asianization" signifies Japan's search for accommodation between the two traditional international systems in Asia. 

In a broad historical perspective, what is the current and future position of Japan in Asia? In retrospect, there is little doubt that U.S. hegemony and the cold war were of great benefit to Japan. Furthermore, China was closed in the 1950s and 1960s and remained economically marginal even after it opened up in the 1970s. And throughout maritime Asia, from South Korea to Southeast Asia, Asian governments staked their stability and legitimacy successfully on authoritarian developmentalism. Based on their own historical experience Japanese elites misunderstood this process as a politics of productivity fundamentally similar to Japan's postwar experience. They latched onto what in fact was an authoritarian developmentalism and sought to promote growth through "economic cooperation" to their own advantage, thus creating or expanding a triangular structure of foreign trade that links Asia, Japan, and the United States. Outside Asia, observers often note the tension that exists between global forces pushing for free trade and democracy and a region that tends to celebrate authoritarianism and managed trade. But this is not the view of Japanese leaders. They prefer instead to see contemporary Asian regionalism as a bridge to globalism and an arena for international cooperation. Japan's position in Asia thus is still understood best in the language of economics, in how Japan and other Asian states conceive of their short- and long-term interests. 

As long as maritime Asia remains under U.S. hegemony, it is unlikely that Japan will challenge the United States directly. Though realists and liberals in Japan differ significantly on why things went wrong before the war, both have drawn the same lesson about the folly of Japan's imperial challenge to the Anglo-American international system in Asia. But there is a quiet fear spreading in Japan and elsewhere in Asia about the passing of an era, the slow but steady decline of U.S. hegemony and the reemergence of a hegemonic China. Meanwhile, as Richard Doner and Saya Shiraishi show in Chapters 6 and 7, Japan is expanding its influence and power by transplanting Japanese, business networks and, more recently, internationalizing some of its popular culture. In short, Japan is seeking to create a larger room for maneuver between the two international systems in the maritime zone of Asia, which historically has been open to the outside world. 

Asian and European Regionalism after World War II 
A comparison with Germany and Europe may help us understand better how and why Japan is moving the way it does in Asia. That movement expresses the terms, often institutionalized differently, by which regional and global factors interact. 

Allied Occupation of Japan and Germany 
Allied occupation had profound effects on the evolution of Japan's and Germany's positions in Asia and Europe. Compared to the division and dismemberment of Germany by the victorious Allies, the U.S. occupation of Japan was less far-reaching. Japan emerged from the war with its central institutions substantially intact, its four main islands undivided, and its economy poised for growth once the Korean War made Japan an indispensable armory for the United States in Asia. 

In 1945 Japan was placed under U.S. occupation. U.S. occupation policy was predicated on the assumption that Japan had been hijacked by mili- tarists, and that a healthy process of modernization would start anew once Japan's social structure and political institutions had been reformed. The U.S. occupation authorities thus restored a conservative, internationalist political establishment to power and worked through the Japanese state to implement reforms. 

The official policy focused on "three Ds:" demilitarization, democratization, and decartelization. The policy of demilitarization was highly successful, both in the short term and in the long. Japanese militarism became a thing of the past. The U.S. occupation dismantled the military machine. Although Self-Defense Forces (SDF) were created in its place, their constitutionality remained suspect. Under Japan's "peace" constitution and given postwar Japan's strong pacifism, the public distrusted and resisted any sign of "remilitarization." And throughout the postwar era a conservative political establishment remained strongly committed to the principle of civilian control over the military. Under the Japan-U.S. security treaty, Japan has relied heavily on the United States for its national security. Japan's military has thus become deeply penetrated by both international and domestic forces. It is now closely integrated into the US security arrangement in Asia and dependent on and subordinate to the U.S. military in a system essentially of U.S. making. The SDF are also penetrated institutionally by civilian bureaucratic forces with the Ministry of Finance (MOF), the Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA), and high-ranking police officials in strategic positions in the defense establishment. 31 
The policy of decartelization, in contrast, was much less successful. Apart from the military officer corps, the purge of "militarists" and "ultranationalists" conducted under the Occupation had a relatively small impact on the long-term composition of the Japanese elites in the public and private sectors. With the exception of the Home Ministry, in the civilian bureaucracy the purge was negligible. And with their former bureaucratic rivals, the military and the Home Ministry, out of the way, economic bureaucracies such as the MOF and MITI gained power under the postwar politics of productivity. Similarly, the purge disrupted only marginally the private sector. The holding companies of the zaibatsu were abolished. But with a highly concentrated banking structure left intact, the old zaibatsus reorganized around their banks in what turned out to be an even more effective business arrangement. 

Japan's postwar economy also inherited as a legacy of the war years, in the words of John Dower, "tens of thousands of small and medium-sized enterprises flourishing as sub-contractors and independent entities." 32 During the war, small entrepreneurs generally responded with strong support for the militarist government. In the process they developed effective networks of political and bureaucratic patronage. In the postwar era, they constituted the foundation for Japan's postwar high economic growth, and LDP politicians successfully cultivated their support. 33 
Finally, the policy of democratization was successful in institutionalizing electoral politics, the protection of human rights and civil liberties, and the relegation of the emperor to the status of a "symbol" of the State and of the unity of the people. Land reform under the U.S. occupation dismantled the power structure in the countryside. If postwar West Germany saw the rise of Christian and social democracy, it was productivity democracy that emerged in postwar Japan. Its economic growth achieved social peace and prosperity under the conservative coalition of the civilian bureaucracy, business and finance, and the LDP. Over time, however, this productivity democracy transformed itself into a brokered democracy and money politics led to deepening corruption. 34 The collapse of the LDP rule in 1993 was due largely to the public's rejection of money politics; and the public demonstrated its deep distrust in the entire system of brokered democracy once again in the 1995 election of two comedians as governors of Tokyo and Osaka. 

In 1945 Allied occupation of Germany aimed at a far-reaching change in the country's social structure and political institutions. 35 Roosevelt's liberal and Stalin's Marxist analysis of the roots of the Nazi regime were consonant. The social and psychological failings of German society and the Germans were the prime causes of the triumphant totalitarianism of the Nazi regime. As the cold war began to drive the victorious Allies apart, imperceptibly in 1945, visibly in 1946-47, and decisively in 1948, the Soviet Union in the East and the United States, as well as Britain and France, in the West went about the business of remaking Germany and the Germans. 

The economic and political position of the German aristocracy was, for all intents and purposes, eliminated by Soviet policy arid the division of the country. Furthermore through a series of far-reaching reforms, including in the education system as a key institution of Germany's traditional social stratification, the communist government in East Berlin, under Soviet tutelage, effected a substantial change in East German social structure. The Western allies were less drastic in dealing with the structure of German society. But defeat and the division of the country meant that after 1949 the traditional centers of German politics, the military and the aristocracy, did not play a political role in West Germany either. Furthermore, the Nazi regime had delegitimated the extreme Right; and the communist Left was held politically in check by the barbed wire with which it had encircled itself in the East. The political effects of the occupation in West Germany, if for different reasons, thus were no less dramatic than in the eastern part of the country. 

The official policy of the Western Allies worked in the same direction, although with results that were less clear. That policy focused on "four Ds" of reeducation: demilitarization, denazification, decartelization, and democratization. The first of these four policies was an unmitigated success, both in the short and in the long term. German militarism became a thing of the past. Over time Germany's military emerged more fully internationalized than the military of virtually any other major state; and German society shed its traditional reverence for the military as a special state institution. Instead, the military has become a normal institution, tamed by the democratizing influence of conscription and the leveling influence of professionalization. 

Denazification and decartelization were, at best, mixed successes. The Nuremberg trial and speedy prosecution of a small number of the top leaders of the Nazi regime gave way to the slow processing of millions of Germans who had been implicated in the regime as ordinary Nazis. They resented deeply a victor's justice that persecuted the "little" fishes while leaving many of the "big" ones unharmed. The reeducation policies of the occupation did little to change the composition of German elites in the bureaucracy, business, the professions, sciences, and the arts. Similarly, decartelization, though moderately successful in some industries such as chemicals, by and large did little to change the basic structure of the German economy. By the mid-1950s German business leaders and politicians had rolled back or adapted the structural reforms that the Allies had introduced to fit either traditional patterns or the requirements of Germany's economic miracle in a liberalizing international economy. 

Finally, by all conventional measures the policies of the Western Allies were spectacularly successful in institutionalizing electoral competition, the protection of civil liberties, and the rule of law. The process of democratization was formalistic in the 1950s when a "without-me" genera- tion, disillusioned by the excesses and horrors of the Nazi regime, shunned political involvement. But from the mid-1960s on generational and political change brought an invigoration of political participation that saw a flourishing of local and social-movement politics in the 1970s and 1980s to complement vigorous electoral competition at the federal level. In brief, Allied occupation had a profound and lasting effect on German politics. 

Japan's and Germany's Position in the American Empire 
The U.S. grand strategy of containment centered on securing both Germany and Japan, and thus Western Europe and much of Asia, from communist inroads. Until the late 1950s Europe held center stage as the cold war divided Germany and the continent and provided in Berlin a possible flashpoint threatening to ignite World War III. Between the early 1960s and the mid-1970s it was the U.S. escalation of and defeat in the Vietnam War that was most important. Since the late 1970s the United States has used its reduced influence to remain engaged both in Asia (focusing on Japan and the People's Republic of China) and in Europe (with particular attention to the framework for Western security). 

Japan's position in the American empire was one of geostrategic strength, which gave the postwar conservative coalition useful political leverage. While cold war divisions were played out in German livingrooms, Korea, not Japan, was (and still remains) divided. Japan as "the workshop of Asia" and the logistical base for the U.S. military, was a bystander in a cold war fought elsewhere. Furthermore, Japan's conservative coalition welcomed the double containment of Asian communism and Japanese militarism. 

The organization of Japanese defense reflected these realities. The U.S.Japan security treaty formed, and still forms, the foundation for Japanese defense. Japan's security is guaranteed by the U.S. nuclear umbrella in exchange for granting the U.S. permission to operate military bases in Japan. Japan's SDF were created under the occupation. But Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida successfully resisted in the early 1950s a military buildup insisted on by Secretary of State John Foster Dulles. The "Yoshida line" held that Japan should not play any military role in Asia, and that national defense expenditure should be kept to a minimum. This line was kept well into the 1970s. And in the mid-1990s the SDF still do not play a significant regional security role in Asia. 

Dependence on U.S. protection, however, meant that Japan remained a semi-sovereign state. Its defense forces are fully integrated into the U.S. military. Loosely speaking, the United States became part of Japan's ruling conservative coalition in the form of the politics of gaiatsu (external pres- sure). In the 1970s and 1980s, the United States compelled Japan to link economics and politics with security. When Japan redefined its strategic posture in 1976, the military component of defense became important for the first time. U.S. pressure and Japanese interest in continued access to U.S. markets made this concession to the United States a foregone conclusion; however, Japan's idea of "comprehensive security" underscored the point that a substantial military buildup was not in the cards. There was no real inclination to make Japan into a "normal" state. This continues to be the case two decades later in the mid-1990s. 

At the same time, Japan benefited enormously from the liberalization of the international economy that the United States brought about in the 1950s and 1960s and the ready access Japan had to U.S. markets. Political and economic cooperation with the United States provided the basis for Japan's economic growth at a time when Japan had lost its former empire and was cut off from the China market. 

"The workshop of Asia" was a second, fundamental cornerstone defining Japan's position in the American empire. To prevent Japan from being enticed to explore Chinese markets, as Bruce Cumings argues in Chapter 4, the United States encouraged economic cooperation between Japan and other noncommunist Asian states and promoted the development of triangular trade relations in Asia-Pacific. Since it promised economic growth, Japan embraced this U.S. initiative wholeheartedly. 36 Triangular trade relations, combined with Japan's increasingly transnational product cycle and industrial transformation, drove Asian regionalism. Japanese economic interests were, and continue to be, served best by linking Asian regionalism with globalism. 

The prima facie case for the growing importance of regional forces in Asia is strong also for the security issues that Susumu Yamakage analyzes in Chapter 8. In this instance as well, the case for an open rather than a closed form of regionalism is compelling. Militarily Asia is unlikely to become a self-contained region. 

In sum, throughout the postwar years, Japan's position in the American empire has been firmly located in Asia, linking globalism with regionalism. There is no incentive for Japan to depart from this system, let alone "to go continental" and to be sucked into the Chinese orbit. Furthermore, this position has become institutionalized in Japan's defense organization, political institutions, and business arrangements. Admittedly, over time Asia has come to carry increasing weight in Japan's foreign policy. And the process of Japan's "re-Asianization" will proceed, given the increasing importance of Asian regionalism in political, economic, and cultural terms. But only major crises in international and domestic politics will put the notion in doubt that Japan should maintain its "special" relations with the United States and its Asian partners. 

Germany's position in the American empire was one of geostrategic weakness masking political strength. 37 The weakness was self evident in a country divided at the outset of the cold war and transformed by a conflict between the two superpowers. Hundreds of foreign bases on German territory, thousands of nuclear warheads poised to strike German targets, and hundreds of thousands of foreign soldiers represented two military alliances that had the express purpose of defending themselves against each other while observing tacitly the dictum: if you hold down your Germans, we will hold down ours. 

The harsh realities of geography and military strategy were reflected in the organization of West Germany's defense. Chancellor Konrad Adenauer maneuvered the Federal Republic back into international life by linking its rearmament to the regaining of sovereignty. But the West German military remained under NATO command in times of both peace and war. De jure and de facto West Germany thus remained a semi-sovereign state. 

At the same time West Germany benefited immensely from the liberalization of the international economy that the United States brought about in the 1950s and 1960s through successive rounds of tariff cutting and gradual moves to the free convertibility of currencies. A liberal international economy was essential for a divided country that relied on a strategy of export-led growth to pay for the import of foodstuffs no longer available from traditional sources in the eastern half of the country and which the cold war had cut off from its trading partners in Central and Eastern Europe. 

European integration through the European Economic Community (EEC) and its successor organizations was the second, essential cornerstone defining Germany's position in the American empire. Since the United States was an active champion of European integration, West Germany embraced a deep rapprochement with France as the cornerstone of its active and consistent support of European integration. It did so without succumbing to the Gaullist temptation of seeking security and markets in a Europe stretching "from the Ural mountains to the Atlantic." During the cold war the vital security interests of the Federal Republic and the exposed position of Berlin would have made a policy designed to distance the United States from Europe plain folly. And West German economic interests were served best not by a privileged access to European markets but by free access to global markets. 

West Germany's position in the American empire before 1989 and Germany's position since 1990 have created powerful incentives for the country's continuing inability to choose between the United States and Europe. And that inability became unwillingness as international constraints became internalized in German domestic politics. Over time, and especially since the achievement of unification in 1990, the relative weight of the European element in German foreign policy has undoubtedly increased. But only large-scale upheavals in international and domestic politics could uproot the notion, collectively held by the German political class, that Germany must maintain good relations with both the United States and its major European partners, especially France. 

As integral parts of the informal American empire Japan and Germany occupy different positions. "The Atlantic Alliance paradigm and the American Century," writes James Kurth, "entered into their historic moment through the Pacific War. The Pacific Basin paradigm and the Pacific Century will enter into their historical moment only if the Pacific Basin remains Pacific." 38 Notwithstanding their differences in social and political coalitions, domestic institutions, and political strategies, both Germany and Japan are drawn powerfully to their respective regions without sacrificing their simultaneously intensifying links to the global system. This offers strong testimony to the enduring effects that the United States has exercised on these two polities both directly as an occupying power and indirectly as a hegemonic state. 

The Regional Positions of Japan and Germany in Asia and Europe 
Influenced by their different experiences under Allied occupations and different positions in the American empire, Japan's and Germany's position in Asia and Europe also differ. A relative equality in state power and strong collective norms of democracy in Europe have facilitated an institutionalized integration process that has embedded Germany firmly in Europe. Sharp differences in relative state power and the absence of region-wide political norms have worked against a far-reaching institutionalization of Asian regional integration and thus left Japan more isolated politically. 

The distribution of power in the international system is a good starting point for seeking to understand the distinctiveness of Japan's and Germany's positions in the two regions. 39 In 1990 German GDP amounted to only one-quarter of the GDP of the EC while Japanese GDP came to about three-quarters of the combined GDP of the EAEC members. 40 Germany accounted for 20 percent of the exports from its European trade partners in 1990, a slight increase from 19 percent in 1970. The corresponding figures for Japan were 14 percent in 1990, a 2 percent decrease since 1970. 41 Since the Treaty of Rome determined in 1957 that trade was one of three policy sectors to be governed by supranational decision-making in Brussels, the higher German figures indicate a far-reaching institutional integration of Germany with Europe in this important policy sector. Furthermore, compared to the stability of the European balance of power, the dynamic growth of Japanese power, compared to that of other states in the region, has led to rapid changes in the Asian balance. As a percentage of the EC's GDP Germany's declined from 27 to 25 percent between 1970 and 1990; Japan's GDP, as a share of the EAEC's, increased from 57 to 73 percent. And compared to Asia European economic equality is striking. The per capita GDP of the wealthier states in the EC exceeded the income in the poorer states by a factor of three in both 1970 and 1990; in the EAEC the corresponding figures increased from nine to twenty-nine. Finally, in Europe France has been able to hold its own against Germany in intra-EC trade during the last three decades while losing some ground to Germany in extra-EC trade; Japan's followers have not done as well in East Asia. 42 
Furthermore, a number of economic background conditions, not investigated further here, have also worked for closer ties between Germany and Europe than exist between Japan and Asia. For example, extra- regional Asian trade, especially with the United States, is a much larger percentage of total trade than is true of Europe. 43 And along a number of different economic dimensions Asian regionalism is marked by conditions of asymmetric dependence that contrast with the conditions of symmetric interdependence characteristic of European regionalism. 44 
Norms of collective identity are a second major factor that also work for closer ties between Germany and Europe than exist between Japan and Asia. According to a Carnegie Endowment Study Group, in contrast to the democracies in Western Europe, Asian polities continue to represent a wide political spectrum "from Communism to Confucianism, from constitutional monarchies to military dictatorships, from personalized rule to bureaucratic governance, from democratically elected governments to single-party rule." 45 Between 1975 and 1986 Asian states that subsequently joined the EAEC and APEC did not experience any significant progress in overall democratization. This is in striking contrast to the democratization processes in Spain, Portugal, and Greece and the southern enlargement of the EC during the same decade. 46 Furthermore, in the 1990s the Central European states seeking admission to the EU during the next round of enlargement have made spectacular progress toward the institutionalization of democracy; no comparable developments have been reported from the People's Republic of China, North Korea, Vietnam, and Indonesia. And social crises have deepened in the Philippines despite a political transition to the form, if not the substance, of democracy. When the colonels staged a coup d'etat in 1967, Greece withdrew from the Council of Europe to avoid inevitable suspension. The enthusiasm for Asia's marketdriven process of integration in the 1990s does not permit this kind of politics. 

European integration was built around a German-French rapproche- ment that has no equivalent in Asia. To date Japan has proven unable to achieve a deeper reconciliation with its neighbors, especially China. The strength of democratic institutions, relative equality in size, and relative political homogeneity, organized around a model of the continental welfare state, have facilitated formal institutional integration in Europe. Conversely, the same factors have worked against such integration in Asia. 

Power and norms both point to a distinctive Asian form of regional integration which is network-like and inclusive rather than formal and exclusive as in Europe. That difference, analyzed by Katzenstein in the Introduction, positions Germany and Japan differently in the two regions. Germany is institutionally more deeply embedded in Europe than Japan is in Asia. 

Changing Trading States 
Under the tutelage of the American empire, the protection it offered, and the markets it opened, Japan and Germany have emerged as highly successful trading states. 47 Exploiting the advantages of adversity rather than the disadvantages of dominance Japan and Germany have prospered in international markets. They embody institutional logics that differ from the liberal version of capitalism typified by the United States and Britain. Power in both states is held firmly by social forces and political coalitions that favor international strategies over nationalist ones and which are deeply committed to the commercial and welfare mission these two states pursue. This commonality notwithstanding, Japan and Germany embody different institutional logics of capitalism. Although they embrace market competition, the terms by which players enter markets, the rules of competition, and the social purposes that competition is to serve, all reflect different norms embodied in different institutions and organizational routines. These differences help explain the pattern of cooperation and conflict between the United States and the former Axis powers now competing in a liberalizing international economy. 

Japan's political economy is brokered by conservative interests in a manner that supports markets while controlling "excessive" competition and promoting a pro-business conception of the national interest. Although it was transformed from a war to a civilian economy in the postwar era, the Japanese economy inherited many of the institutions that had evolved during the "fifteen years" war. 48 
The institutional and "human capital" foundations for Japan's postwar economic growth were laid in "the second industrial revolution" that took place during the war years. As John Dower cogently argues, when much of the world was struggling to recover from the Depression in the 1930s, Japanese annual GNP growth averaged 5 percent. The expansionary pressures of the wartime economy also brought about fundamental changes in the interweaving of industrial and financial capital (a highly concentrated banking structure), in the character of the small-firm sector of the economy (the emergence of tens of thousands of small and medium-sized enterprises), and in labor-management relations (two central pillars of the Japanese employment system, "life time" employment and wages pegged to seniority for skilled and semiskilled employees). The same can also be said about Japan's planning bureaucracy and the relationship between its banking sector, business enterprises, and the state. Japan's total war also trained millions of skilled workers. And it established numerous technologically sophisticated industries. 49 
Under the auspices of a politically conservative coalition in the postwar period, this system was transformed into an economic growth machine. It consisted of the state bureaucracy, business and finance, and the LDP to the political exclusion of the left and organized labor. Japan's national interest, defined in conservative terms favoring business, focused on macrolevel economic growth as the central political goal to which virtually all other policies were subordinated. Foreign economic policies were integral to this overall strategy. International glory was domesticated and quantified in economic statistics. From the 1950s to the 1970s MITI as the key mover pursued the twin goals of economic growth and transformation. Japan's commercial policy rested on an export strategy that demanded reasonably free access to world markets. Its foreign exchange rate policy hinged on a fixed and under-valued exchange rate for the yen. Foreign capital, foreign managerial control, and "overly competitive" imports were kept out of Japan. Foreign technology was actively sought out and successfully ac- quired. And domestic capital was kept within national boundaries, thus avoiding an adverse impact on the balance of payments. 50 
In the 1970s and 1980s, the Japanese economy shifted gear from high to steady economic growth. It adapted to the various shocks of the international economy, above all the two oil shocks, the move to flexible exchange rates, the appreciation of the yen, and fundamental changes in technology and new production regimes. In this process, Japan emerged as a regional growth center, "recycling" its lower-value and labor-intensive industries and trade surplus across Asia through direct foreign investment and aid while it moved up into higher value-added industries through domestic restructuring. 

The transnationalization of industry led to a change in Japan's approach to economic cooperation in Asia, away from export promotion and resource procurement to the extension of its politics of productivity beyond national borders. Equally important, it led to an important shift in the balance of power within the conservative coalition, specifically the decline of MITI as the "Economic General Staff" acting in favor of big business. Although the collapse of the LDP rule in 1993 was not directly related to this power shift, in the 1990s Japan's party system finds itself in a long and painful process of reorganization, and the Japanese economy is experiencing its worst recession of the postwar era. Since the politics of productivity has become an article of faith for most Japanese, a new ruling coalition may eventually be built once again around this idea, with big business and finance once again as major components. 

Germany's political economy is quasi-corporatist. 51 If the Germans learned any lesson from the disasters that the Nazi regime had wrought, it was to limit the state's role in the economy. In the neoliberal order of the Freiburg school, implemented by the very embodiment of Germany's economic miracle in the 1950s, Economics Minister Ludwig Erhard, it was the "social market economy," not the state, that provided the institutional framework for organizing a capitalism that was both prosperous and humane. The twin achievements of Germany's economic ascendance after 1945--one of the world's foremost export economies and one of the world's leading welfare states--are a consequence of that institutional blueprint. 

It is marked by the presence of regulatory norms as a defining aspect of Germany's legalistic culture. These norms connect multiple, segmented, and otherwise loosely linked sets of policies. Through a wide array of parapublic institutions the state is present in many of these policies either as an arena or as an actor. Producer groups and unions are centralized, but less so than in the smaller corporatist states in Northern and Western Europe. 52 Compared to the small states, German state agencies and regulatory rules structure competition either directly or indirectly. Electoral competition among mass political parties and social-movement politics assure that the purpose and instrumentality of the market economy are brought together with the political requirements of the welfare state. 

Throughout the 1970s and 1980s Germany adjusted to the various shocks of the international economy in an incremental and gradual fashion: neither the two oil shocks of 1973 and 1979, nor the move to flexible exchange rates and the appreciation of the deutschmark, nor the appearance of low-cost Asian competitors in world markets, nor changes in technology and new production regimes transformed the basic institutional logic of Germany's quasi-corporatist economy; all of them, individually and jointly, led rather to continuous and incremental adaptation. 53 The same was true of the institutional underpinning of German democracy. A stable bloc system of three major political parties alternated power between the forces of center-right and center-left. Reinforced by the constitutional rules organizing electoral power, the logic of coalition government has held German politics to a centrist course throughout the last four decades. A small liberal party, in power with one or the other of the two main parties, always leaned against the wind, pulling its major partner toward the center of the political spectrum. Furthermore, Germany's federal system gave the opposition in the Bundestag, and often the majority party in the Bundesrat, concurrent power in the passing of major legislation. 

German unification did not upset the norms and rules of these political arrangements. Germany did not write itself a new constitution. West German institutions and practices were exported wholesale to East Germany. The spectrum of political parties broadened further. It encompassed the successor party of the East German communists as a postcommunist, regionally based party of protest; it enhanced further the political attraction of the Greens as an increasingly responsible party eager to exercise power; and it accommodated small, though growing, nationalist and neoconservative and neo-Nazi forces organizing in autonomous parties or seeking influence in established ones. The privatization of the East German economy, brought about in record time and at record costs, has increased both the regional diversity of the German economy and the involvement of the government in some East German industries and firms, but it has not changed the basic tenets of the social market economy for one simple reason: the productive capacity of the East Germany amounted to considerably less than lo percent of the West German economy. It is likely that in objective economic terms unification will be accomplished in another decade or two, while Germany will remain politically divided in terms of culture and collective identity for a longer period. But despite political discussions about a supposedly new "middle" or "rim" position, which flared up briefly right after unification, Germany's deep entanglement in and commitment to processes of regional European integration which remain open to a liberal international order has, if anything, grown in the 1990s. This commitment to an open regionalism Germany shares with Japan. 

Asian and European Regionalism Compared 
The institutional logic that informs Japan's brokered political economy and Germany's social market economy was influenced greatly by the occupation policies of the victorious Allies. It has evolved in an international order defined by the United States. But half a century after the end of World War Il it is the institutional effects of the Japanese and German incarnations of capitalism that should merit our primary attention. In the 1990s the most important effects of Japanese and German power in Asia and Europe, and on the world at large, are not gauged adequately by statistics measuring economic might or military prowess. We learn little from the fact that in aggregate terms Japan and Germany are the second and third largest economies in the world, far behind the United States, or that the gap separating them from the United States in military terms is much greater than in economic terms. The magnitude of the Allied victory in 1945 is measured not only in the ascendance of the productive capacities of the former Axis powers but also in the different social purposes and instrumentalities of power with which they seek to shape developments in Asia and Europe and the international milieu more generally. 54 
Japan and Germany engage Asia and Europe differently. Asia's networkstyle of market integration has made it possible for Japan through eco- nomic instrumentalities such as trade, investment, resource diplomacy, and aid to lead "from behind." Richard Doner describes in Chapter 6 how this process works. Mark Selden's analysis in Chapter 9 offers data that point to the existence of Chinese networks that also further Asia's regional integration through market mechanisms. By contrast Germany's deep entanglement in the European Union leads it to play a game of shifting coalitions in Brussels in order to avoid choosing between the United States and Europe. Germany consistently seeks to position itself between Britain and France with their different approaches to European integration. Germany thus wants to both broaden EU membership and deepen the scope and breadth of European integration. Analogously, Japan is interested in furthering market integration in Asia, and in accelerating numerous security dialogues while maintaining its security arrangements with and market access to the United States. 55 
This strategy shapes the economic and political interests that Germany and Japan pursue in Europe and Asia. Japan's relative economic position is best served by "shallow" rules with the WTO as the anchor of the international trade system and marked by the absence of intrusive regional arrangements. The close connection between Japan's commercial diplomacy and corporate strategies is well suited to circumvent entry barriers to and operational obstacles in foreign markets through informal, bilateral channels. Japan does not need deeper trade integration in order to establish market access for Japanese producers. 56 Germany does. Its foreign economic policy is liberal and rule-oriented. And in Germany government and business do not coordinate their strategies as closely as is typical of Japan. More important, intrusive regional arrangements have been a prime political objective of successive German governments. The strong political commitment to the creation of an integrated European polity takes precedence over narrow economic calculations. There is no better illustration of this than the apparent willingness of the German government to sacrifice the unilateral influence Germany exercises over the monetary policies of all European states through the European Monetary System (EMS) on the altar of a to-be-constructed European Monetary Union (EMU). 57 
Allied occupation and the informal empire of the United States have created powerful pressures favoring an open regionalism. But differences in their structural positions in Asia and Europe and differences in the institutional forms of their trading states make Japan and Germany engage Asian and European regional integration on different terms. But whether regional leadership occurs "from behind" in markets or through changing coalitions in political institutions, in one important respect Japan and Germany are remarkably similar. In the regions that affect their political fortunes profoundly, they lead with a light hand. 

Historical Alternatives to Leadership with a Light Hand in Open Regions 
This was not true in the 1930s and 1940s when Japan and Germany succumbed to the temptation of constructing relatively closed, continental regional orders through brutal wars of aggression. A brief historical comparison is useful for two reasons. It highlights both dramatic changes in how Japan and Germany exercise their power in Asia and Europe while also pointing to some important continuities. 

Japan and the Co-Prosperity Sphere 
When the empire was in crisis both domestically and internationally, Japanese militarists took over power from the conservative establishment in the 1930s. Compared to Hitler's horrifying vision for a New Order in Europe, however, Hideki Tojo was a bureaucrat without grandiose plans. In fact, long before Tojo came to power, Chinese nationalist resistance had rendered inoperative the original strategy informing the establishment of Manchukuo as part of an autarchic empire that was industrially strong enough to wage total war. The Co-Prosperity Sphere was a phantom conjured up to seek a way out of the mess in which Japan found itself in China. Going to war against the Allies and occupying Southeast Asia was a risky gamble for Tojo at a time when Nazi Germany appeared to be winning the war in Europe. Similarly, the ideology of "Asia for Asians" was almost an afterthought to hide Japan's imperialist opportunism at a time when even Japanese militarists admitted failure in Manchuko's utopian political experiment as a plausible answer to anti-imperialist Chinese nationalism. 

Even in the early days of the Greater East Asian war, as Victor Kosch mann argues Chapter 2, the Co-Prosperity Sphere was thus envisioned as a collection of motley entities: "the leading country" ( Japan and its colonies, Korea and Taiwan), "independent countries" ( Republic of China [ Nanking], Manchukuo, and Thailand), "independent protectorates" ( Burma, the Philippines, Java), "directly administered areas" ( Malaya), and "colonies" under the sovereignty of outside powers ( French Indochina). But the situation was different in China and Southeast Asia. Though Japan managed to pacify Manchuria, south of the Great Wall in China it could control only "points and lines" and never succeeded in defeating Chinese nationalist forces. The puppet Nanking government never enoyed popular legitimacy. The KMT currency circulated side by side with the Japanese military currency even in areas under Japanese control. And the Japanese rule of terror did not break Chinese resistance. 58 
Japanese rule in Southeast Asia was less ruthless. After all, it was not Southeast Asians but the Americans, British, Dutch, and pro-KMT and procommunist Chinese who were Japan's enemies. As the second (and in the Philippines, the third) colonial power, Japan had to show that it was better than the Western colonial powers it replaced. Japan thus gave nominal independence to Burma and the Philippines, and the promise of full independence for Indonesia was cut short only by surrender. 

Inavertently, Japan destroyed three major pillars on which colonial Southeast Asia was built. Its swift victory in the early days of the war destroyed the myth of white supremacy, except perhaps in the Philippines. Second, because of the loss of their European and American markets, the export economies that colonial capitalism had built also collapsed. Finally, because of rampant corruption, the forceful conscription of labor and "comfort women," and the forced delivery of rice and other resources, the states Japan relied on for war mobilization also lost whatever legitimacy they had once had . 59 
By the time Japan surrendered, Southeast Asia was in a revolutionary situation, and the time of Japanese occupation marked a watershed in the transition from colonial rule to decolonization. This has contributed greatly to the ambiguity with which postwar Japanese historiography treats Japan's war in and occupation of Southeast Asia. While even Japanese conservatives are defensive about Japan's colonialism in Korea and its war in China, it can be argued with some plausibility, as conservatives often do, that Japan achieved its war objective in Southeast Asia: Asia for Asians. This historiographical ambiguity was further strengthened by the personal wartime connections that were revived once Japanese returned to the region in the 1950s and early 1960s. Japan's decision to send its first PKO troops to Cambodia must be understood within this ambiguous historical legacy. 

The envisioned political economy of the Co-Prosperity Sphere was shaped by the historical experiences of Japan's attempt to build an empire in the early decades of the twentieth century. Japan's regional empire evolved gradually from the mid-1890s to the early 1940s. With the acquisition of Taiwan, Japan introduced an import substitution policy for sugar to improve its balance of payment. The Japanese government placed high import duties on foreign sugar while encouraging sugar production in Taiwan. In Korea, the Japanese government boosted rice production to provide cheaper food for Japanese workers. After the annexation of Manchuria, Japan tried to integrate its empire within a tighter international division of labor that allowed for a significant industrialization of its colonies, especially in Korea and Manchuria. Bringing industry to labor and raw materials, the Japanese government relocated industries and developed the infrastructure in communications, transportation, and hydropower generation. Within this geographically contiguous empire, Japan's second industrialization in the 1930s followed a product-cycle model. In the envisioned political economy of the Co-Prosperity Sphere, Southeast Asia, as the latest addition to the empire, was assigned the role of primary producer (oil, rubber, iron ore, and rice) to the imperial core and semiperiphery--Japan, Korea, and Manchukuo. 60 Although this imperial vision was not achieved in the war years, it was reinvented in the postwar era with the foreign investment of Japanese business, not the military might of the Japanese state, acting as a powerful engine in Asia--placed under U.S. hegemony. 

Germany and the New Order 
Nazi Germany was a movement regime in search of new frontiers. Its objectives were limitless. In the political conjoining of the demands for "living space" (Lebensraum) in the East and reinforced by the doctrine of racial purity, Nazi Germany created a horrifying vision for a New Order in Europe . 61 Hider was an extraordinary politician who violated and transformed all political boundaries to accomplish his megalomaniac plans. The anticapitalist and antimodern elements that were part of the racial doctrines that informed the foreign policy of the Third Reich were directed against a liberal imperialism deemed inauthentic and inferior. The purification of the German people from harmful influences--and the slave labor, incarceration, and eventual mass murder of political opponents, social "deviants," ethnic minorities, and Jews--all served the purpose of establishing a race that would dominate for a millennium. 

Nazi Germany's revolutionary objectives were matched by a strategy of unlimited aggression that started in 1936 in the Rhineland and ended with a two-front war fought to the bitter end. While war with France and Russia for continental domination was in Hitler's mind inevitable, he hoped for a political accommodation with Britain and the United States, whose national interest, in the face of Soviet communism, he hoped would dictate peaceful acceptance of shifts in the continental balance of power rather than the waging of a global war. Yet Hitler misjudged fundamentally British and U.S. politics. 

For the Nazis German domination in the East was to be a creative act of destructive colonization: wars of ethnic cleansing, population resettlements of vast tracts of land, annexation (of western Poland), the establishment of apartheid regimes (for example, in central Poland), a rule of terror instituted by a close cooperation of the army, the police, and the courts, and genocide. This policy aimed at reversing the dispersal of seven million ethnic Germans in Eastern Europe, and another seven to ten million in the Soviet Union, the result of many centuries, dating back to the Teutonic Knights, of Habsburg rule and the informal economic, social, and political processes through which German influence had spread. Hitler's plan was to attack Germany's national question at its roots: the political division of a people whose collective identity was believed to be built around ties of blood. The needs of Germany's war economy soon collided with these plans. But their limited implementation in Poland and the brutality with which the German armies fought their eastern campaigns both point in the direction of a policy so irrational that it turned large numbers of people who had welcomed invading German troops into sullen subjects and dogged resistance fighters. Hider was trapped not only by the geographic vastness of the Soviet Union and the harshness of its winters. He was trapped also by his own murderous ideology. 

In Western Europe Nazi Germany followed a less murderous policy, inherited from two long-standing, and conflicting, conceptions of how Germany should organize the European economy. 62 One conception, associated with the name of Gustav Stresemann (chancellor and foreign minister of the Weimar Republic), saw Germany as an important part of an informally organized zone of economic influence, intimately linked to the larger international economy. The second conception, associated with Erich Ludendorff (in charge of Germany's military strategy in the latter years of World War I and subsequently a leader of reactionary political movements), placed Germany at the center of an autarchic European bloc, protectionist in its external orientation and hierarchical in its internal organization. During the first part of the twentieth century, in fluid political and economic contexts, the balance shifted, after 1933 decisively so, from the first to the second conception. The cartelized structure of the modern segments of German industry, an uncompetitive agricultural sector in the East, and the exclusionary features of German culture, as well as the changing character of the international economy, all worked in that direction. 

The bilateral trade arrangements that Germany fashioned to tie the Eastern European economies firmly to itself expressed a commitment to the principle of bilateralism. It had the effect of creating a system of economic dependence and asymmetric vulnerabilities in the relations between Germany and its smaller neighbors. And these relationships were reinforced by bilateral monetary clearing arrangementS. 63 Bilateral ties were trade diverting, not trade creating. And in the 1930s they facilitated the breaking up of the international financial system into different currency blocs. Hence Barry Eichengreen and Jeffrey Frankel conclude that "commercial and financial policies between the wars were driven in the most direct possible sense by international politics." 64 
For Western Europe political economists in Nazi Germany developed ideas for a European Common Market to be organized around Germany. In the 1930s such plans were embraced by many business leaders in Western Europe who were afraid of the economic dislocations and social instabilities that an American economic juggernaut threatened to bring about with its new concept of Fordist mass production. And in the 1940s these plans were implemented under extraordinary wartime conditions in the credit and balance of payments structure through which Germany linked Northern and Western Europe to itself as the most efficient means of extracting production capacities essential for its war effort. 

An architect by profession, Hitler had plans for Europe as grandiose as the urban renewal plans for Berlin that he was planning to implement in the 1950s. A Europe Of 400 million, led by 80 million Germans, would eventually make its bid for global leadership. The rubble to which Berlin, Germany, and Europe were reduced by May 1945 thus contained an idea that was reinvented in the late 1940s and 1950s by an international coalition of Christian Democrats who found themselves in power in France, Germany, and Italy. Shorn of the ideas of a "great regional economy" and the hierarchical international division of labor imposed directly through political means, the idea of a European common market was relaunched under U.S. tutelage. And this regional scheme was closely linked to the multilateral institutions through which the United States succeeded' in reorganizing the international relations of the capitalist world after 1945. 

In looking to the past we can marvel at the difference between Asian and European regionalism now and then. Japan and Germany were trapped by the allure of subjugating regional empires which they intended to rule directly. Racism and militarism blinded elites in both countries to what was a realistic option then and now: the efficacy, power, and appeal of the indirect rule of trading states serving liberal ends. Japan's and Germany's late conversion to this Anglo-American cause has implanted in the regional politics of Asia and Europe material interests and principles of rule that are likely to prove more enduring than the receding U.S. influence. 

The United States as a Regional Power in Asia and Europe 
The difference between a bipolar world and a world of regions is symbolized by the bottom row of keys of a touch-tone telephone. The pound sign symbolizes the cold war order divided between East and West, North and South. The asterisk points to the multiple regional overlaps in a global system. 65 In Asia and Europe political interests and ideologies are well entrenched in institutions that defend internationalist against nationalist programs and which value maritime over continental policy options. Yet Japan in Asia and Germany in Europe are confronting political agendas that are likely to pose the same historic choice in new contexts. 

In Asia the questions that now loom large are the social and political consequences of current economic developmentS. 66 With Japanese firms, driven by market forces, moving their production offshore and transnationalizing their business networks in Asia, Japan fears the social and political instabilities that may derail Asia's current economic dynamism and jeopardize Japanese business operations. With its transition to a socialist market economy and the incorporation of its coastal regions into an economically dynamic maritime Asia, China's success in unleashing productive forces has both eroded the social fabric and undermined the social basis and political legitimacy of a corrupt communist regime. 

In Southeast Asia, authoritarian developmentalism, whether in the form of military regimes, civilian one-party systems, or competitive democracies, is likely eventually to confront a participatory crisis if successful economic development continues. South Korea, Taiwan, and perhaps Thailand have fared quite well in coping with this crisis. But with the problem of political succession looming increasingly large, Indonesia may well experience a serious participatory crisis in the near future. If such a crisis were to occur in a time of economic downturn, this could give rise to a long-dormant populism. In brief, political instability in China or Indonesia could threaten an evolving Asian regionalism. 

In the case of Germany and Europe the political choice is likely to revolve not so much around issues of economic productivity as questions of collective identity. With huge markets in Western Europe and the United States and with the prospect for risk and high profits in the economies in Central and Eastern Europe that are now making the transition from socialism to capitalism, Germany fears political instability above all. But while Germany looks east, France and Spain look south, to Africa, where they see large populations of potential migrants seeking to escape from poverty and the fervor of Islamic fundamentalism. The EU's eastern enlargement could conceivably pose a challenge to the international and maritime orientation that Europe has maintained since the 1950s. Alternatively, political enlargement toward the east and south might reinforce the transformation of the EU to a global economic institution with a membership, including associate members, of close to one hundred states. How to make a policy of European enlargement compatible with a policy of deepening the integration process in Europe's core, to which the German government is also fully committed, will be a major challenge for Germany and Europe in the next decade. 

In different terms the choices that confront Japan in Asia and Germany in Europe also confront the United States. As a multicultural society and postmodern state, and the remaining military superpower, the United States may eventually emerge as a hub for the spokes of a world of regions. This role does not convey political superpower status. For military power is not readily transformed into many other kinds of power. And U.S. political power has declined too much to be able to dictate political outcomes in different regions of the world. But the distinctiveness of the United States lies in its role as a power involved in several world regions, including Asia and Europe. 

The strong support for unilateralism in the Republican party and the U.S. Congress expresses the frustration that, despite its military superiority, the United States can no longer dictate regional political and economic developments. The multilateral impulse in U.S. foreign policy derives from an administration that sees itself entangled through global processes that it no longer controls but to which it must react. While the ebb and flow between unilateralism and multilateralism in U.S. politics is likely to change over time, neither is likely to prevail fully. 

Whatever the balance between the two, U.S. foreign policy encounters different structural conditions in its relations with Europe and Asia. The economic links between the United States and Europe, for example, have evolved symmetrically, and NATO's multilateral security arrangements are supported, at least for some time, by the sunk costs of past institutionbuilding. The links between the United States and Asia-Pacific, by contrast, are marked by economic asymmetries and the absence of multilateral security arrangements. But how the United States will, in the end, respond to regionally different structural and institutional incentives on economic and security issues will be shaped decisively by U.S. domestic politics. 

Plans for the formation of "mega-regions" point to one possible solution to the problem of translating the distinctive position of the U.S. in a world of regions into political leverage. Regionalism can be a building bloc for a U.S. foreign policy intent on adapting a liberal, multilateral international economic order to changing circumstances. 67 One example would be an Asia-Pacific that institutionalizes further the links between parts of Asia, the United States, and other NAFTA members as well as parts of Central and Latin America. 68 Increasing talks of a new transatlantic treaty system that reformulates the economic, military, and political links between the United States and Europe might become a second example. 69 Such initiatives would constitute, in U.S. eyes, a further evolution in the policy of "enlargement" as the latest installment of a long-standing idealist strain in American foreign policy that seeks to bring the American way of life--business opportunities, democracy, and the individual pursuit of happiness--to all regions and countries of the world. 70 
The battles between the political forces of unilateralism and multilateralism now being fought in the United States are, in different regional and national contexts, also being fought worldwide . 71 They illustrate that regionalism can also be a stumbling bloc for globalization. We have argued in this book that in the case of Asia regionalism is likely to be "open," and Japanese leadership is likely to be "soft." Although this regionalism differs from the regionalism of the 1930s, it is still an important manifestation of a political diversity that resists globalization through the political articulation of distinctive collective identities and divergent political interests. At the end of the twentieth century some choose to describe this process in Spenglerian terms as the decline of the West. We view it instead, in a world of regions, as the arrival of a truly global politics.

____________________
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