NETWORK POWER JAPAN AND ASIA 
EDITED BY 

Peter J. Katzenstein and Takashi Shiraishi 

Cornell University Press ITHACA AND LONDON 

Introduction: Asian Regionalism in Comparative Perspective 
PETER J. KATZENSTEIN
The end of the cold war and the breakup of the Soviet Union have reduced the impact of global factors in world politics and increased the weight of regional forces, which were operating all along under the surface of superpower confrontation. In Asia, as elsewhere, international and national developments are increasingly shaped by regional dynamics. This book explores how these regional dynamics affect, and are affected by, Japan's changing position in Asia. Asia refers here to Northeast and Southeast Asia, in national terms Japan, China, South Korea, Hong Kong, Taiwan, Singapore, Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines, Vietnam, Laos, Kampuchea, and Burma. In this introduction I place Asian regionalism in a broader comparative perspective. In subsequent chapters the other contributors analyze how two hegemonic systems--one centered on China, the other on the United States and Britain--have shaped Japan and Asia historically and continue to do so today. 

Will Asia tend toward openness or closure? I believe that Asian regionalism, which is not well institutionalized, tends toward openness. Because Asian states operate by consensus rather than by majority vote in regional organizations, each individual Asian state exercises effective veto power over all collective actions. Indeed, the history of formal regional institutions in Asia is a history of failures so conspicuous, in comparison to Europe, that they beg for explanation. 1 It would, however, be a great mistake to compare European "success" with Asian "failure." Such a Eurocentric view invites the unwarranted assumption that the European experience sets the standard by which Asian regionalism should be measured. It is better to acknowledge instead that the scope, depth, and character of regional integration processes vary across numerous dimensions and among world regions. Comparative analysis thus highlights the inclusive character of Asia's network-style integration in contrast to the exclusive character of Europe's emphasis on formal institutions. 

Will Asia be dominated by Japan, China, or the United States? Will it be divided by ethnically based coalitions that express Chinese and nonChinese identities? Will it be transformed by globalization? Or will Asia be shaped by multiple centers of influence? The future of Asian regionalism is open. A neomercantilist perspective, for example, emphasizes that the world is moving toward relatively closed regional blocs. In this view, since 1990 often associated with the Malaysian prime minister Mahathir Mohamad, Japan is at the brink of reestablishing a new version of the CoProsperity Sphere. The opposing, liberal view holds instead that global markets are creating convergent pressures across all national boundaries and regional divides. This book takes a middle position between these perspectives. Distinctive world regions are shaping national polities and policies, but these regions are indelibly linked to both the larger international system of which they are a part and to the different national systems that constitute them. On balance the essays collected here highlight the factors that are creating an Asia that is marked by multiple networks and centers of influence, including Japan, China, and the United States. 

Asia illustrates the growth of regional forces in world affairs. Intra-Asian trade, for example, has increased greatly in the 1980s and 1990s. 2 Al- though the United States still buys nearly a quarter of total Asian exports, more than two-fifths of Asian trade now occurs within the region. And intra-Asian trade is growing four times faster than Asian exports to the United States. 3 Political developments also point to the growing importance of regional factors. Japan's backing of South Korean trade minister Kim Chul Su as the "Asian" candidate, running against a "European" and a "North American" candidate, has helped make the selection of the first director general of the new World Trade Organization (WTO) an exercise in regional international politics. 4 And well-placed, senior individuals in government and business are seriously considering endorsing Japan's admission to the East Asian Economic Caucus (EAEC) as long as Australia and New Zealand are also permitted to participate. Thus they hope to dilute the "Asian" character of the caucus while also creating a diplomatic instrument perhaps capable of opposing, if necessary, some of the political objectives of the United States in Asia. 5 Moreover, Asians tend to feel at home with Japan and the Japanese. A Taiwanese businessman expressed this feeling well: "You see how much more natural it is for us to work with the Japanese. We both write with characters. We're in the same time zone. Their service technicians can come over in an hour if there is a problem. It feels more natural [working] with them." 6 
Such real-world developments, Joseph Nye noted, had already begun to outpace the grasp of both policymakers and scholars. 7 For policymakers the attraction of regionalism then was the same as it is now. Regionalism offers a stepping-stone for international cooperation between unsatisfactory national approaches on the one hand and unworkable universal schemes on the other. For scholars regionalism brings into clearer focus an important intersection of the international and domestic factors that shape the economic fortunes, security interests, and cultural identities of political actors. 

Theories based on Western, and especially West European experience, have been of little use in making sense of Asian regionalism. Functionalist integration theories, for example, underline the importance of institutional learning on the changing attitudes and behavior of political elites. 8 A core proposition of functionalist theory stipulates a spillover effect that ineluctably transforms economic unions to political ones. The history of Asian regionalism in the 1980s and 1990s appears to contradict that expectation. 9 
Rationalist theories of cooperation, typically based on the analytical imagery of economics, seek to specify how the conflicting interests of different actors can reach a dynamic, cooperative equilibrium. Such theories underline how institutions can promote cooperation by reducing transaction costs, enhancing transparency, assuring verification, and diminishing uncertainty. Richard Doner illustrates some aspects of this style of analysis in Chapter 6. 

Despite its power, this perspective gives only partial insight into the network style of Asian regionalism, as Victor Koschmann argues in Chapter 2. Asian regionalism is often also characterized by overlapping identities of economic and political actors. Strategic interactions in or through economic institutions can alter the views actors hold of what each can do separately and what both can accomplish jointly. Distinct identities thus can become blurred, leading to subsequent redefinitions of interests as actors discuss joint possibilities that may reflect a redefinition of identities, objectives, and strategies. 10 
For different reasons the analytical perspectives of specialists in the fields of international relations and Asian politics do not fully grasp regional developments. International relations scholars favor sparse structural models. Realists, for example, seek to derive from the bipolar or multipolar structure of the international system certain outcomes that either constrain or determine the foreign policy of states. Liberals focus on the effect international institutions have on reducing uncertainty and transaction costs and thus influencing the foreign policy of states. Such international perspectives largely ignore local, national, or regional political contexts central to those writing on Asian regionalism. Asian specialists typically err in the opposite direction. They rarely take into account the broader comparative and international perspective in which regional developments are taking place. 

In this book we seek to avoid these analytical biases in two ways. First, we eschew the self-consciously sparse theories of international relations. The contributors offer instead an interdisciplinary approach that situates the subject of Japan and Asia in terms of political economy and culture (Chapters 1 and 2), and then combines a historical approach (Chapters 3 through 5) with an institutional analysis applied to issues of political economy (Chapters 6 and 9), culture (Chapter 7), and security (Chapter 8). 

Second, in the two framing chapters we place the analysis of Asian regionalism and Japan's changing role in Asia in a comparative perspective by focusing, in this Introduction, on a comparison of Asian and European integration and in the Conclusion, on a comparison of Japan's position in Asia with Germany's position in Europe. Our intent in the two chapters is to highlight what is distinctive about these topics. Thus, we seek to avoid both the international relations scholar's perception of the alleged "im- maturity" of Asian integration and the Asian specialist's view of Japan's as a potentially threatening regional hegemon. By taking a comparative perspective we can acknowledge the distinctiveness of Asian regionalism and Japan's changing role within it but rejects equally appeals to universality or uniqueness. 

Here I explore what we mean by " Asia" and articulate the rationale for the historical and institutional approach that this book takes. Then I argue that Asian regionalism is characterized by dynamic developments in markets rather than by formal political institutions. I explain the weak formal institutionalization of Asian regionalism in terms of international power and norms and in terms of domestic state structures and illustrate these two determinants of Asian regionalism with specific reference to the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN) on the one hand and Japanese corporate structures and the networks of overseas Chinese on the other. I conclude by outlining some of the implications of my argumet and by summarizing the chapters that follow. 

Japan and Asia 
Situating the subject matter of this book is easy geographically and difficult analytically. Geographically, "Japan" refers to the four home islands as well as Okinawa; "Asia," to Northeast and Southeast Asia including China. But analytically, one is forced to admit that geographic designations are not "real," "natural," or "essential." They are socially constructed and politically contested and are thus open to change and vulnerable to the twin risks of reification and relativization. This book's historical and institutional approach is designed to avoid those risks. 

Geography is not destiny. In the 1990s the "West" encompasses, among others, Western Europe and the United States as well as Canada, New Zealand, and Australia--and Japan. The "Islamic world" describes, not a precise geographic location in the Middle East, but refers to an area that stretches from Indonesia to Nigeria and North Africa. As products of culture and economics, history and politics, geographically defined regions change over time. 

This is true also of Asia, which is too heterogeneous to permit the invocation of a "real," "natural," or "essential" Asian identity. Southeast Asia, for example, is divided deeply along ethnic, linguistic, and religious lines; and in Northeast Asia the effects of Japanese colonialism and imperialism have left sharply diverging historical memories and interpretations. Such divisions inhibit the emergence of a common Asian identity. Outside Asia such an Asian identity is easier to define, for example, in East Africa (where it designates primarily Pakistanis and Indians), in global political contexts (such as China's rallying of the Third World in the 1957 Afro-Asian People's Solidarity Conference held in Cairo), and in the United States (where it may become a powerful symbol of collective identity for a growing Asian American community). 

The changeable nature of regional designations makes intelligible the numerous definitional ambiguities that characterize the writings of international relations specialists on the subject of regionalism. Louis Cantori and Steven Spiegel's inclusive definition emphasizes geographic proximity, international interaction, common bonds (ethnic, linguistic, cultural, social, and historical), and a sense of identity that is sometimes heightened by the actions and attitudes of states external to the region. 11 They admit that this list does not lend itself easily to the clear-cut identification of regional subsystems. Similarly, Bruce Russett's five criteria (social and cultural homogeneity, political attitudes or external behavior, political institutions, economic interdependence, and geographical proximity) also illustrate the ambiguity of region as an organizing concept. 12 Based on the work of twenty-two scholars, William Thompson's composite definition 13 lists twenty-one commonly cited attributes, which he condenses to a list of three necessary and sufficient conditions for defining a regional subsystem: general geographic proximity, regularity and intensity of interactions, and shared perceptions of the regional subsystem as a distinctive theater of operations. These three conditions overlap with those Cantori and Spiegel and Russett have identified; however, they contain some serious analytical ambiguities: "general geographic proximity" is a stretchable term; "particular degrees of regularity of interactions" are difficult to identify or measure; and the "perception of the regional system" often contradicts the "objective" facts of geography. 14 
This may explain why the international relations literature reports so little progress in the analysis of regionalism. There are several in-depth studies of particular regional systems. During the cold war, for example, some students of regional systems argued against the decisive effects of the bipolar international system on all important facets of regional politics. 15 Others rejected both the prevailing theory of systemic polarity and the inductive critiques it had generated. Such studies emphasized instead regional theory with no more than a smattering of illustrative data. 16 Cantori and Spiegel extended this line of research. 17 They created an empirically grounded theoretical framework that focused on the comparison between different regional systems; however, their ambitious scheme was marred by a proliferation of variables. 18 Their scheme may be considered, at best, a comprehensive taxonomy. 19 
Yet despite its weaknesses, international relations scholarship on regionalism is correct in its central insight. Politicians frequently invoke collective identities designating particular regions. Malaysia's prime minister Mahathir Mohamad and Singapore's elder statesman Lee Kuan Yew are outspoken advocates of an Asian identity. Typically, they use the identity argument to celebrate strong group and family affiliations as the foundation for Asian capitalism and Asian human rights. 20 Political leaders use such arguments for intrinsic and instrumental reasons. But in terms of identity, Asian regionalism is contested with a large APEC (Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation) and a small East Asian Economic Caucus (EAEC) representing two different visions. The EAEC expresses more clearly ideas about inherent cultural conflicts between "East" and "West" than does APEC, which gives expression to a regional identity that is more open to global influences. 21 
Hence it is not so surprising that new champions of a growing Asian identity emphasize two cultural components that are often in tension with each other: the effect of a common culture on Asian identity 22 on the one hand and the effect of Asian identity on a common culture of "middleclass globalism on the other." 23 With specific reference to Japan and Asia it thus makes a great deal of difference whether we refer to Japan and Asia or Japan in Asia. 24 For, as Carol Gluck argues, Japan's rhetoric of relations with the outside world over the last century has encompassed triangulation (among Japan, Asia, and the United States), separation from Asia (through escape or leadership causing imperialist domination), and identification with Asia (through an affirmative identity of common culture as well as a defensive identity of a common race). In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and especially since 1945, Asian politics has been defined primarily by the relations between different states. The Western, Westphalian state system, not Asian empires, define the relations between distinct actors, Japan and Asia. 25 
Apparently " Asia" lacks an unambiguous, concrete referent. 26 Victor Koschmann argues in Chapter 2 that the concept of Asia is relational, not intrinsic. The East, or "Orient," is, he contends, necessarily linked conceptually to the West, or "Occident." This link underlines the constructed and contested nature of the concept "Asia." Hierarchical political and economic relations proved more stable than shifting modes of rhetoric in the 1930s, when Japan took a rhetorical turn from an escape from Asia to leadership of Asia. But despite notable differences in the ideological construction of a traditional "exoteric" and that of a modernist "esoteric" conception of Asia, both were an integral part of the war-prone 1930s and 1940s. Koschmann thus concludes that "liberal, ostensibly internationalist discourse remains capable of accommodating, and even promoting, imperialism"--then and now. 27 
Granting that collective identities are socially constructed and politically contested in no way denies their objective existence. Changing definitions of Asia are reflected in the real world. In its organizational structure the British Foreign Office, for example, continues to label Asia today as it did at the beginning of the century, as the "Far East." Australia, by way of contrast, has gone through a conceptual revolution in the last two decades. 28 It now recognizes itself to be an integral part of Asia-Pacific. And since the late 1980s India, long a westward-looking "jewel in the Crown," has begun to reorient itself toward a dynamically growing Pacific community in the East. Definitions of collective regional identity do not exist to be discovered. They are political constructs that actors contest and which evolve over time. 

To escape the twin dangers of reification (typical of much of the behavioralist international relations literature and the analysis of economists) and relativization (characteristic of many postmodern cultural styles of analysis) an analysis of Japan's role in Asia must be grounded in a proper understanding of the concept "region." Although the contributors to this book subscribe to views that are inevitably somewhat different, they tend to agree with Karl Deutsch, who defines a region as a group of countries markedly interdependent over a wide range of different dimensions. This interdependence is often, but not always, indicated by a pattern of socioeconomic and political transactions and communications that differentiates the group of countries under investigation from other, comparable groups. 29 This view supports an approach that reflects change not stasis and thus uncovers the constructed character of essentialist arguments, yet avoids portraying the world as a totally fluid agglomeration of continuously shifting, relationally defined identities. A historically informed, institutional analysis offers a sufficiently stable, yet contextualized, ground for empirical analysis of the interplay of two worlds, Sinocentric and AngloAmerican, that has shaped Japan and Asia. 

Asian Regionalism in Markets Rather Than Through Formal Institutions 
Regional integration in Asia occurs in markets that are changing rapidly under the confluence of globalization and growing links between national economies. 30 By contrast, Asian integration is unimpressive in terms of the formal international institutions that students of European or North American regional integration normally have in mind. 

T. J. Pempel reviews in Chapter 1 the political economy of Asian regionalism. A generation ago, in 1960, Japan and Northeast Asia accounted for only 4 percent of world GNP, compared to 37 percent for the United States, Canada, and Mexico. In 1992 the combined economies of Japan, the Newly Industrializing Economies (NIEs), the ASEAN states, and Greater China nearly matched that of either North America or Western Europe, each of which account for about 30 percent of the world's GDP. Furthermore, because Asia accounts for more than half of the world's total economic growth, it is expected to take the lead in the near future. 31 
The stunning growth of the economy of " Greater China" since the mid1980s has reinforced the process of regional economic integration in Asia. Three-quarters of the 28,000 Chinese firms with significant foreign equity are financed by ethnic Chinese not living in the People's Republic of China (PRC). That financing accounts for up to four-fifths of direct foreign investment in the PRC. 32 One estimate puts the Chinese diaspora at only 4 percent of the Chinese population. But its hypothetical "national" income is estimated to run perhaps as high as two-thirds of the Chinese GDP. 33 Worldwide, overseas Chinese hold an estimated $2 trillion of liquid assets, excluding securities, compared to an estimated $3 trillion that are deposited in Japanese bank accounts. 34 Fueled by Japanese and overseas Chinese investors, during the last decade the economic dynamism of Asia's regional economy has become one of the central features of the international economy. 

Asian regionalism is defined foremost in market terms; however, Asian markets do not consist of myriads of private individual transactions, but express instead institutional and political relationships that in their operations implicate deeply both business and government. Following the growth of direct foreign investment, multinational corporations now control to an unprecedented degree the bilateral trade in the region. In the case of Japan, for example, intracompany trade accounts for about fourfifths of total Japanese exports and half of Japanese imports. 35 Foreign investment has also encouraged the expansion of vertical keiretsu structures from Japan into foreign markets, as Japanese corporations have enticed their suppliers to follow them abroad. 36 
Furthermore, public policies encourage the emergence of subregional groupings, including the links between Singapore and Malaysia's Johor and Indonesia's Riau provinces, between Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Guangdong and Fujian provinces in China, and between China's Dalian export zone and Japan and South Korea. Four additional subregional groupings are now being planned. 37 Michael Borrus thus writes that we are witnessing "the apparent emergence of coherent sub-regional trade and investment patterns that lie 'below' the aggregate regional picture but 'above' the interactions between states--a kind of parallel in the productive sphere to the region's noted 'investment corridors.'" 38 
Compared to the dynamic integration in markets, the relative weakness of formal regional institutions is very notable. Membership in the most important Asian regional organizations is summarized in Table I-1. Neither Asia nor any of its subregions have any true equivalent to the panoply of European-wide institutions, foremost the European Union (EU). In the establishment of formal institutions Asian regionalism during the last decades has experienced a series of false starts. Only the fringes of the wider Pacific Community--the North American Free Trade Asso-ciation between the United States, Canada, and Mexico ( NAFRA) and the Closer Economic Relations Treaty (ANCERT) signed by Australia and New Zealand--aim at the total elimination of tariffs. Even the arguably most successful institution of Asian regional economic integration, ASEAN, eschews the elimination of tariffs. Until recently it was committed only to negotiating some preferential tariff margins for member states on selected goods. Per Magnus Wijkman and Eva Sundkvist Lindstroem thus argue that in Asia "only the more developed countries appear prepared to accept deeper forms of integration." 39 
The history of regional institutions in Asia dates back a generation. 40 In the early 1960s the Japan Economic Research Center (JERC) served as a meeting ground for a discussion of regional integration that brought together Japanese scholars and officials as well as representatives from the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. Subsequently, Saburo Okita, later Japan's foreign minister, articulated the concept of Pacific Economic Cooperation (PEC). Okita proposed annual meetings of representatives of these five countries for discussion of economic, cultural, and other issues of common concern. This Japanese initiative never went anywhere. 

In 1966 the Japanese government took the lead in setting up the Asian Development Bank (ADB) in the United Nations Economic Commission for Asia and the Far East (ECAFE). Although Japan's financial contribution equaled that of the United States, at the behest of the Bank's members, and to the consternation of the Japanese government, the headquarters of the ADB were located in Manila, not Tokyo. 41 In the same year, in an attempt at regional burden-sharing with the United States, the Japanese government convened the Ministerial Conference on Economic Development in Southeast Asia (MCEDSEA). This organization was designed to help disburse Japanese aid, in exchange for general political support for Japanese foreign policy by its Southeast Asian neighbors. But the Southeast Asian states did not like dealing directly with Japan through MCEDSEA. By 1975, MCEDSEA had ceased meeting. 42 In 1967 Japan proposed the establishment of an "Asian-Pacific Sphere of Cooperation." Nothing came of this political initiative either. Finally, following a proposal of South Korean president Chung Hee Park, and intimately linked to the war in Vietnam, the Asian and Pacific Council (ASPAC) was set up in 1966. Because of its anti-Chinese character the U.S.-Sino rapprochement of 1971 led to ASPAC's quiet demise. By 1974 it had effectively ceased to operate. 43 
Thus, the 1960s were inauspicious for a number of Japanese attempts to advance the cause of Asian regional integration. Political suspicion of Japanese motives was a major reason. Henceforth the Japanese government supported looser, nongovernmental institutions that either diffused Japanese influence through broad membership or operated without Japanese participation altogether. Based on the presumption that the completion of the European Economic Community's (EC) customs union in 1968 would have adverse repercussions for the Pacific economies, in 1967 Prime Minister Takeo Miki proposed the establishment of a Pacific Free Trade Area (PAFTA). 44 In 1968 the JERC organized a conference to consider, and reject, the PAFTA proposal. 

But Miki's proposal encouraged the Australian and Japanese private sectors to form the Pacific Basin Economic Council (PEBC), a nongovernmental organization open initially to businessmen from the five Pacific Rim countries and subsequently open also to the participation by businessmen from other Asian states. Currently, more than 400 enterprises have joined and attend annual meetings. 

Similarly, Miki's initiative made possible the establishment of the Pacific Trade and Development Conference (PAFTAD), which met for the first time in Tokyo in 1968. 45 This organization eventually gave rise to the Organization for Pacific Trade and Development (OPTAD), which beginning in the late 1970s has brought together Japan, the United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and the ASEAN states. 46 Unlike the many unsuccessful attempts at institution building in the 1960s, all of these initiatives were economic and nongovernmental organizations that emphasized personal networking and the exchange of information rather than political negotiations and binding decisions. 

By broadening the focus of integration to encompass Asia-Pacific in the late 1970s, Prime Minister Masayoshi Ohira sought to strengthen the sense of an emerging Pacific community with new organizations. The Japanese government proposed a loosely structured organization that would bring together in equal numbers representatives from business, government, and academia. The Pacific Economic Cooperation Conference (PECC) was founded in 1980, through the joint initiative of Prime Minister Ohira and Prime Minister Malcolm Fraser of Australia. Today it has a total membership of twenty states, including the PRC, Russia--which also represents the other members of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)--Mexico, Chile, and Peru. All major Latin American states send observers, and some participate in special task forces. The EU monitors the organization closely as well. 47 
PECC operates through a network of study groups and has been particularly important in pressing the case for what Vinod Aggarwal calls a metaregime of open regionalism: regional liberalization that remains consistent with the norms and rules of GATT and the WTO but also embodies a regionally based form of multilateralism. 48 In the words of Donald Crone, "the PECC substructure provides an avenue for interest-group politics that connects eventually with governments. While increasing Pacific economic interdependence did not cause institutionalization, it does support it and contribute transnational underpinning to an intergovernmental regime." 49 The PECC's heterogeneity dilutes greatly any direct influence that Japan might wish to exercise on or over it. 50 Japanese policy appears in any case to aim in the opposite direction. In the area of foreign aid, for example, since the late 1970s Japan has shifted decisively toward multilateralism. This is evident even in the ADB. Although Japan has occupied the bank's presidency since its inception in 1965, its voting share has decreased from 20.2 percent in 1972 to 12.3 percent in 1991, despite an increase in capital that Japan has paid into the bank. 51 
Building on the accomplishments of the PECC, and using it as a political base, Australian prime minister Robert Hawke started a year-long diplomatic initiative in 1988. It came to fruition in November 1989 when an even wider regional grouping was created, APEC, 52 which brings together governmental and nongovernmental representatives from Japan, the United States, Canada, the Republic of Korea, Australia, New Zealand, and the six member states of ASEAN. The PRC, Taiwan, and Hong Kong joined in 1992, Papua New Guinea and Mexico in 1993, and Chile in 1994. 53 With a budget of only $2 million and a small secretariat located in Singapore, APEC relies mostly on technical working groups. 54 
APEC is a purely consultative forum. Ironically, writes Aggarwal, "although APEC is a regional accord, at present in its embryonic state it is more oriented toward openness than the GATT itself." 55 In terms of institutionalization APEC is comparable not to the EU but to the second pillar of the Treaty of European Union (TEU), which facilitates negotiations and the coordination of the foreign policies of European states. 56 For some time to come, however, APEC is likely to remain a forum for trade and investment liberalization, not economic integration. Donald Hellmann argues that " APEC is a transitional institution, a hodgepodge of semiformal committees and working groups that are sustained by a shared desire for continued economic growth." 57 Open-ended and outwardlooking, APEC is fostering an exchange of information, research, and con- sultation. At least in these respects it is likely to become the Asian counterpart to the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). 58 
It is noteworthy that proposals for a smaller and more exclusively Asian organization have failed where APEC has succeeded. In 1990 Malaysian prime minister Mahathir Mohamad proposed the formation of an Asian forum that could serve as an alternative to APEC. The proposed East Asian Economic Grouping (EAEG) was to consist only of the eleven Asian members of APEC, excluding the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. Mahathir Mohamad built on the ideas of others. Some Indonesian proposals aiming in this direction date back to the mid-1980s. They were revived by Phisit Pakkasem of Thailand, who in 1988 called for the creation of a Western Pacific Economic Cooperation (VVESPEC). The original APEC proposal had actually excluded the United States. 59 Mahathir Mohamad's proposal for the EAEG had three goals: to establish (1) a political balance against the United States and Japan in APEC; (2) an economic balance against China and Japan in Asia; and (3) a counter to emerging economic blocs in the West. Furthermore, the EAEG was consistent with Mahathir's strong identification with the Third World and his leadership in the Group of 15 for South-South Consultation and Cooperation. 60 Strong U.S. opposition, 61 Japan's hesitation, and lukewarm support from most Asian states led to a downgrading of Mahathir Mohamad's idea to the creation of an East Asian Economic Caucus (EAEC). 

There exists a shared suspicion among Asian governments that international bureaucratic structures might become independent of their state sponsors. 62 Because the pace of Asian regional integration has perceptibly quickened since the late 1980s, it is worthwhile to compare this Asian experience with the early years of the West European integration process. West European governments set up the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) to internationalize the core of the military-industrial complex that had permitted Germany to fight two destructive wars in less than a generation. Supranationalism, not national autonomy, was the name of the game. After the early fervor of the European integration movement had spent its force with the defeat of the European Defense Community (EDC) in the French Assembly, the fallback option of low rather than high politics, of economic rather than military integration, spawned an institution, the European Economic Community (EEC), which created a supranational authority in three policy sectors (agriculture, transport, and trade), and which committed itself to the elimination of all tariffs within twelve years, a goal that it achieved ahead of schedule. Put differently, European integration expressed supranational rather than intergovernmental aspirations and even in defeat achieved a greater degree of regional integration more quickly than the various initiatives seeking to further Asian integration. 

This is hardly surprising. The destructive effect of World War II made Europeans receptive to supranational integration. National liberation struggles, the heady experience of a new found sovereignty, and the overwhelming domestic pressures that poor, nonindustrialized societies and economies put on weak state institutions made international integration an implausible political option in Asia. Whatever the reason, the difference, in the early years of integration, between a Europe that was backing off from integration and an Asia growing closer is a striking demonstration of the institutional weakness of Asian regionalism. It is thus symptomatic that, in the words of Andrew Pollack, APEC's name "does not end with 'organization,' 'association' or a similar noun . . . this attests to the reluctance of its founders to make it an institution. It operates by consensus, without any mechanism for voting, and many members would prefer to see it stay that way." 63 Indeed, the Western concept of community is often associated with organized and institutional structures, but there is no equivalent Chinese translation for this concept of community. Most APEC members, writes a study group of the Carnegie Endowment, thus opt for words that emphasize "loose family-type linkages and avoid the notion of a formal institution." 64 
This conclusion agrees with the findings of others. Joe Grieco distinguishes three different aspects of regional economic institutionalization: type, scope, and level. 65 Along all three dimensions, and in sharp contrast to European regionalism, Asian regionalism "presents an almost perfect case of the absence of successful regional institutionalization in economic affairs. That is, while some modest efforts have been made to create a stronger institutional manifestation of regional ties--in particular AFTA, EAEG/ EAEC, and APEC--these efforts have either failed completely or seem to face uncertain prospects at best." 66 Similarly, Peter Cowhey concludes that "the major regional institutions of the Pacific Rim are so far not in a position to deliver either warring trade blocs or deep regional integration." 67 Stephan Haggard argues that regional organizations in Asia "have played a role as a locus for the formation of transnational networks, but they have not graduated to the status of policy-making institutions, let alone a forum for consideration of the deep integration agenda." 68 Richard Higgott writes that to the extent that the Single European Act (SEA) and the Maastricht treaty require a "pooling of sovereignty, they are qualitatively different from Asia-Pacific economic co-operation." 69 And summarizing the findings of their contributors Jeffrey Frankel and Miles Kahler talk of Asia's "soft" regionalism, closely integrated and centered on the Japanese economy, which differs from the "hard" regionalism of Europe, which is based on politically established discriminatory arrangements. 70 In sum, despite a flurry of activity in recent years, Albert Fishlow and Stephan Haggard are close to the mark when they state that "the puzzle with reference to the Pacific is not to explain the progress of regional initiatives, but their relative weakness." 71 
Two Determinants of Asian Regionalism 
How can we account for the relative weakness of the formal political institutions of Asian regionalism? A comparison with Europe suggests that the answer can be found by examining two factors: power and norms in the international system, and the character of domestic state structures. First, U.S. foreign policy after 1945 established the principle of multilateralism in Europe and bilateralism in Asia. This has made it much more difficult for Asian states to develop broad, interlocking, institutionalized political arrangements of the kind that have characterized the European experience. Second, the distinctive character of Asian state institutions has militated against the type of integration typical of Europe: sanctioned by public international law and embodied in formal international institutions characterized by sharp boundaries between members and nonmembers. 

Measured in relative terms, U.S. power in Asia after 1945 was much greater than in Europe. 72 It was not in the interest of the United States to create institutions that would have constrained independent decision making in Washington. Nor was it in the interest of states in Asia to enter institutions that would not enhance their automony but probably would reduce their access to the benefits of de facto client status with Washington. However, when a gradual shift in relative capabilities brought to an end the extreme hegemony the United States had enjoyed in Asia, a weak institutionalization of an unstable and uncertain order became an attractive option for both the declining hegemon and its allies in Asia. 73 Today it is China and Japan who oppose rapid moves toward a formal institutionalization of regional integration. China fears being trapped in institutions not of its own making; Japan no longer needs formal institutions, as it did in the 1960s, to help it overcome its diplomatic isolation. 

Asian regionalism thus centered on a convergence of interests in the provision of some collective goods. By and large bilateral political practices had excluded collectively shared norms of Asian regionalism. For example, political initiatives to create regional trade organizations in Asia typically were bargaining chips, motivated more by an assessment of developments in other regions or in global trade negotiations than in the intrinsic interest of creating Asian trade institutions. 74 Still, bargaining interests were constrained by existing GATT norms, and these, Aggarwal contends, had a significant effect on the evolution of Asian trade organizations. 75 
Significantly, norms matter not only for the prescription of proper conduct, as in the case of trade, but for the construction of a collective identity. "Common notions of the community good" facilitate regional institutionalization; conflicts over values do not. 76 An analysis of Asian regionalism thus needs to pay some attention to the cultural basis of power. Specifically regional integration is more easily institutionalized if political actors subscribe to the notion of forming a distinct community, as was true in Europe, than if they do not, as in Asia. As James Kurth has argued, in the past the values embedded in the Atlantic and the Pacific basins were antithetical. The states of the Atlantic Basin endorsed international liberalism and welfare. The states of the Pacific Basin endorsed national mercantilism and development. 77 Only the values of the Atlantic Basin states lead to political programs and government policies favoring institutionalized forms of regional integration. 

After World War II Atlantic cooperation was buttressed by collective notions that tapped into the roots of shared Western culture. Indeed the very concept of a Western community (Christian, democratic, capitalist) became politically prominent in the 1950s. It gave expression to a powerful, collectively shared purpose in Europe's regional institutions that is absent in contemporary Asia. 78 Even as ardent a proponent of a collective Asian identity as Kishore Mahbubani admits that Western critics are correct when they deplore the absence of a sense of community in the Pacific. "There is still a long way to go before it is realized. Nothing like it has been experienced before." 79 
After 1945, as Bruce Cumings argues in Chapter 4 in this book, U.S. diplomacy left a legacy in contemporary Asian security relations that has reinforced this difference. Firmly committed to the principle of multilateralism in Europe, the United States weaned that region away from its traditional preference for organizing security and economic relations between states along bilateral lines. 80 Not so in Asia. After 1945 the United States enshrined the principle of bilateralism in its dealings with Japan and other Asian states. 81 The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) were both offspring of the cold war strategy of the United States. NATO succeeded in transforming the security relations of its members. Founded in 1954, SEATO remained a paper organization. When it closed its doors in 1977 hardly anybody noticed. Today the absence of historically rooted, multilateral arrangements makes adaptation to global change difficult in Asia. The U.S.Japan Security Treaty looks anachronistic to many of its critics, but in the absence of alternative institutional arrangements, if the treaty lapsed, Asian states would confront vexing security issues. 82 In the words of John Ruggie, "Whereas today the potential to move beyond balance-of-power politics in its traditional form exists in Europe, a reasonably stable balance is the best that one can hope to achieve in the Asia-pacific region." 83 These institu- tional differences between multilateral and bilateral arrangements are reinforced by powerful historical experiences. In Western Europe the cold war was experienced as a long peace, in Asia as a series of destructive wars. 

Asian security is shaped by an open regionalism that is influenced by several centers of power. The end of the cold war and the disintegration of the Soviet Union had a different significance in Asia than it did along the central front in Europe. The breakup of the Soviet Union and the redeployment of the Russian navy from a forward to a bastion strategy has diminished global tensions. But it may eventually create new threats for countries such as Japan and Norway, which lie near these bastions, located on the Kola peninsula and in Vladivostock. Furthermore, an accelerating regional arms race in Asia, fueled by unrelated issues, such as the conflict on the Korean peninsula and jurisdictional conflicts in the South China Sea, have been financed by some of the fastest-growing economies in the world. 84 These security issues create multiple political fissures in Asia that make a continued military presence of the U.S. Navy highly likely. 85 
Asia thus is a region that, as Susumu Yamakage argues in Chapter 8, remains open to security links with nonregional powers. For example, as part of the cold war in 1971 the Rim of the Pacific Exercise (RIMPAC) was set up. It provided for integrated naval war exercises involving Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the United States. No Asian state has joined RIMPAC since. 86 And from the outset ASEAN's institutional growth was impaired by the fact that its members had signed bilateral defense treaties with the United States, Britain, and Australia. ASEAN's initial impetus in 1967 was political and military security, not economic prosperity. 

Asian regionalism has some distinctive advantages and disadvantages in the management of security affairs. 87 The European assumption that peace and prosperity can be secured through institutionalization without much regard to the societies located at the European periphery looks in the 1990s like a huge gamble. In sharp contrast, Asian regionalism resists exclusivist institution-building impulses; it favors instead inclusive networks. It is thus fitting that in the 1990s, despite the absence of formal regional institutions and security arrangements, there exist thirty ongoing, nonofficial security "dialogues" in Asia. 88 Asia-Pacific is moving to integrate the periphery, currently Burma and Vietnam, and eventually perhaps even North Korea. Kishore Mahbubani put the issue this way: " Europe may be accentuating the contrast between the continent and its neighborhood, thus developing potentially destabilizing geopolitical fault lines. By contrast, the geopolitical fault lines in the Asia-Pacific region are gradually being stabilized." 89 In light of the growing crises in the Balkans and in North Africa, recent developments in and around North Korea, Kampuchea, Vietnam, and Burma lend some support to this view. 

Yet a conception of security that encompasses more than the traditional balance of power and interstate war makes us aware of Asia's great fragility. With a growing number of Asian polities experiencing economic revolutions and social transformations of hitherto unimaginable speed, the potential for vast economic dislocations and social explosions increases. 90 Robert Ash and Y. Y. Kueh write that "there is a danger that increasing economic integration within Greater China could threaten China's national economic identity, or at least compel re-definition." 91 Asia is currently experiencing large-scale migration, profound environmental degradation, deep societal insecurities, and growing inequalities, not to mention the power struggle within regimes themselves experiencing fundamental change; these are not conditions conducive to international security in Asia. 

The comparative weakness in the institutionalization of Asian regionalism can also be traced to the character of Asian state institutions. Some state structures are better suited to deal with public law and formal institutions as the preferred vehicle for regional integration. I call these highly rationalized forms of bureaucratic and legal rule "Weberian states." Despite some important variations in the institutional profile across Europe, with one significant exception, they all belong to the same Weberian species. 

Only Greece is singularly ill-equipped institutionally for full participation in the European integration process. Greece was admitted to the EC primarily for ideological reasons. Widely considered by Europeans as the cradle of European culture and civilization, 92 Greece simply could not be excluded once the colonels were deposed in 1974. 

Yet the interaction between social and state structures that shaped the political evolution of modern Greece in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries showed strong residues of centuries of Ottoman rule. "Greek constitutionalism at the time of the founding of modern Greece," writes Vassiliki Georgiadou, "had little to do with the liberal-bourgeois constitutional order in Western Europe. . . . Despite the formal constitutional anchors of state and government, the political regime had enormous difficulties to institutionalize principles of Roman law and uncontested property rights." 93 Traditional regional and local powerbrokers--bureaucrats, clerics, and the military--created a state that on the surface may have endorsed West European principles but in its core retained strong elements of Ottoman autocracy and corruption. The bloated Greek civil service and public economy, the lack of a regional system of government, the absence of reliable statistics, the institutional limitations that the state faces in the collection of taxes are some of the political characteristics of the modern Greek state that make it ill-suited for participation in European integration. 

On all of these dimensions, furthermore, Greece differs from the other Southern European states. 94 Under the impetus of the European integration process Spain and Portugal have effected far-reaching transformations in their economic and social structures. Greece has not. Greece is changing, but the change is excruciatingly slow and painful for both Greece and its European partners. It is hard to imagine an EU composed of states resembling modern Greece. Political elites throughout Western Europe are reluctant to admit Turkey to full membership in the EU, not only because of dismay over the human rights record of the Turkish government or fear both of potentially large-scale labor migration and of Islamic fundamentalism, but also because of their experiences in dealing with Greece, a distant cousin of the Ottoman Empire. 

Regional integration in Asia is similarly shaped by the character of Asian states. Southeast Asian states, for example, are heirs to British, Dutch, French, Spanish, and U.S. colonialism. Social forces penetrate these postcolonial states deeply and thus create multiple political connections in intricate network structures. These states have inherited the colonial tradition of "the rule by law" rather than the West European tradition of "the rule of law." Southeast Asian states are constituted legally, but the relation between state and society is governed by social norms rather than legal ones. 95 
But the historical roots of Asian states reach deeper than Western colonialism. 96 "Asian history can be deciphered as a succession of greater or lesser empires," writes Wang Gungwu, "bordered and interspersed by polities, fragments of polities, with or without kings, princes, and tribal chiefs of one kind or another." 97 Unlike Europe, contemporary Asian states are shaped by the legacy of universal empires, regional kingdoms, and subcontinental empires, with a history that often predates that of modern Europe by millennia. These empires and kingdoms, Suzanne Rudolph argues, 98 rose and fell by cyclical conceptions of dynastic time not by linear, teleological conceptions of progress in history characteristic of the European intellectual tradition. The notions of unified sovereignty and the monopoly of force, central to the conception of continental European states, does not capture Asian political realities. In Southeast Asia, for example, according to O. W. Wolters, overlapping patchworks of "circles of kings," or mandalas, represented "a particular and often unstable political situation in a vaguely definable geographical area without fixed boundaries . . . where smaller centres tended to look in all directions for security." 99 
The Chinese and Vietnamese, on the other hand, presupposed that "any state should be associated with rules of dynastic succession and be described by fixed boundaries." 100 But even there, the political center, or king of kings, was no "oriental despot," but rather presided over a selfregulating civil society. To be sure, the center ruled by force at times and did try to extract resources from civil society, but these activities did not define the character of Asian empires and kingdoms. 

According to Rudolph the relation of the political center to civil society was custodial and ritualized. And civil society-divided into regions, classes, guilds, religious communities, and subkingdoms--was segmentary. Asia was a patchwork of galactic polities, not absolutist monarchies. In these polities a system of repulsion and attraction kept all units circling in one orbit. At the center of the political universe was not a "sun king" but an all-encompassing sense of order, ritual sovereignty, not effective sovereignty. Clifford Geertz's description of Negara, the theater state in Bali, 101 points to the ceremonial and aesthetic aspects of sovereignty and the importance of encompassing processes of cultural assimilation rather than exclusive formal institutions. These aspects of statehood helped create a common form of life and express an encompassing cosmology. Military penetration and conquest played an important role, but so did social replication through processes of diffusion and emulation. The result was common social and cultural domains tenuously related to the formal control of a political center. Akira Iriye concludes that in China and Japan, for example, "military force was of much less significance than culture as a symbol of authority and greatness." 102 
What is true of Asia in general is true also of Japan in particular. This may be one reason why contemporary Japanese state theory has insisted on coining a series of neologisms designed to transcend the dichotomies of "strong" and "weak" and "public" and "private" when theorizing about politics. 103 Rule by a powerful bureaucracy, legitimated by the longterm domination of Japanese politics by the LDP, is an important part of a polity that links state and society in complex ways. It is difficult to describe these relationships between state and society with categories distilled from the European experience. Japanese scholars and specialists tend to emphasize the network character of the Japanese state and the requirements of reciprocity in the building of a political consensus that combines considerations of political efficacy with a mixture of economic efficiency and inefficiency. Although it is autonomous in some ways, the Japanese state is both embedded in civil society and penetrated by it. It has the potential, that is, for both strength and weakness. 104 Political and economic network structures that vitiate the distinction between public and private spheres inside Japan are replicated in and externalized to Asia. Unsurprisingly, a nation of networks creates regional integration through networks. "In large part," Walter Hatch and Kozo Yamamura write, "Japanese business and political elites have 'schmoozed' their way to power. They have, in other words, mastered the fine art of networking in Asia." 105 
This line of reasoning is suggestive, not definitive. It points to the need for research into the externalization of institutional models of states that would complement sociological models of the internalization of global models of modernity and proper conduct. It could be refined theoretically and tested empirically in specific Asian settings characterized by different institutions. Such research would have to lead us from deeply ingrained historical patterns to the present through the historical experiences of colonialism, decolonization, nationalism, and sovereign statehood. For the time being, and on the authority of Wolters's and Rudolph's writings, and the recent literature on Japanese and East Asian political economy, this argument offers a plausible explanation for the distinctiveness of Asian regionalism. Pooling exclusive state sovereignties in international institutions, in the interest of regional integration, assumes the monopoly of force as the key defining element of state power and politics. This assumption derives from the European historical experience and the specific character of European state structures. Different state structures may have made Asian states less susceptible to processes of regional integration in formal institutions. 106 
Formal and Informal Regional Integration in Asia 
International power and norms and domestic state structures thus may account for both the relative lack of formal political institutions and the informal network structures that define Asian regional integration. ASEAN exemplifies the first of these two factors, Japan's corporate structures and the network of overseas Chinese the second. 

Ironically, as Susumu Yamakage shows in Chapter 8, the one institution that excludes Japan, ASEAN, is the one regional forum that comes close to giving formal political institutions some measure of importance in Asia's regional integration. Since its founding in 1967 ASEAN has seen a notable growth in the volume of interactions among its members. 107 In the early 1990s official ASEAN meetings numbered in excess of 250 a year. 108 As Yuen Foong Khong puts it, "strong networks of ASEAN business executives exist, bilateral and trilateral military exercises are common, every new ASEAN chief executive visits the other ASEAN countries soon after taking office, and intra-ASEAN think tank and academic exchanges have been fully institutionalized." 109 
Compared to Northeast Asia in particular as well as other international institutions in Asia more generally, ASEAN shows astonishing institutional capacity and dynamism. Its comparative strength is arguably due to three factors. 110 First, historical memories of a common colonial past have made all ASEAN member states very respectful of one another's sovereignty. They also fuel resentment of U.S. diplomatic pressure on issues such as human or workers rights and capital or corporal punishment. ASEAN member states tend to emphasize socioeconomic rights and the primacy of community not political rights and the primacy of the individual. 111 While this does not distinguish Southeast Asian politics clearly from the politics of Northeast Asia and China, recent historical memories do. In Northeast Asia Chinese and Korean memories of Japanese imperialism remain strong and feed on the conflicts inside Japan over whether or not to acknowledge Japan's war guilt. 112 Second, ASEAN members have learned a common lesson from the Vietnam war. National resilience matters and is created through economic growth and domestic legitimacy. The Northeast Asian states learned different lessons from the Vietnam War. China and Korea participated in the war, on opposite sides. And Japan was torn between the government's support of the U.S. war effort and strong domestic opposition. Finally, all ASEAN members subscribe to the ideology of capitalist growth. In Northeast Asia, until very recently, China has strongly opposed the route to capitalist growth that Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan chose after 1945. 

But ASEAN is also a remarkably modest organization with scattered signs of institutional deepening and growth evident only in recent years. No concrete measures to advance economic integration were taken in the first decade of its existence. Prior to the signing of the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation at the ASEAN summit in Bali in 1976, member states committed themselves only to selective, not general, preferential tariff reductions. And the preferences granted and the trade flows in question were both small, thus leaving trade among ASEAN members largely unaffected. Intra-ASEAN trade amounts to less than 20 percent of ASEAN's total external trade. 113 Attempts to reduce non-tariff barriers have been ineffective. And ASEAN has made virtually no headway in the implementation of procedural mechanisms for settling disputes among ASEAN members. 

To give ASEAN more economic dynamism, member states committed themselves in 1987 to the creation of the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA) by 1995. In 1993 they committed themselves once again to accelerate what had been very slow progress in order to reach that goal by the year 2008. As has been true of numerous proposals for industrial cooperation, the establishment of a free trade zone will take a long time, especially for Indonesia, the Philippines, and Thailand. 114 ASEAN states have traditionally expressed a preference for managed bilateral over free multilateral trade, while in fact practicing general protection. Only in the 1990s has the move to freer multilateral trade gathered strength. 

Nevertheless, private-sector and politically less visible mechanisms do support Asian regional integration. 115 In the absence of a sustained move by ASEAN or other international institutions, private business as well as provincial and local governments are pushing ahead with the construction of a regional economy. Relatedly, in the Brand-to-Brand Complementation Scheme (BBC) ASEAN granted automobile companies in 1989 up to 50 percent tariff reductions and credit toward local content for ASEAN trade in auto parts. This policy encourages both regionalization and localization. According to Richard Doner, Japanese assemblers have begun to see in the BBC "a useful channel through which to begin rationalizing their scattered but growing operations in the region." 116 This informal regionalization may lead to further integrative developments. 117 Sectoral rationalization reconfigures local interests that are hurt or helped by trade liberalization and which otherwise may stall or stop formal trade negotiations. Governments interested in larger export revenues may latch onto the economic potential of the BBC as a way of strengthening their liberalization policies. Furthermore, the diffusion of higher quality in regionally traded parts may reinforce notions of best practice that Japanese corporations have tried to institutionalize through their supplier networks, producers' associations, and private-public consultative mechanisms throughout Southeast Asia. 118 
ASEAN is a decentralized intergovernmental and nongovernmental congress that operates incessantly, without accreting centralized powers. Yet it has had some noticeable effects on security issues vital to the interests of its members. For example, after 1979 ASEAN stood by Thailand as a frontline state and closed ranks in pressuring Vietnam to end its occupation of Kampuchea. In 1992 both Vietnam and Laos signed ASEAN's Treaty on Amity and Cooperation, thus signaling their commitment to abide by the norm of a peaceful settlement of disputes. Furthermore, in the form of the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) Asia-Pacific recently acquired its first multilateral forum institutionalizing a regional security dialogue. 119 In sum, ASEAN's history illustrates that, in the words of Kiichi Fujiwara, in Asia's regional integration "state sovereignty and regional cooperation expanded in unison." 120 
The network organization that characterizes the Japanese state gave rise to the distinctive patterns of Japanese penetration of Asian economies. 121 Saya and Takashi Shiraishi have illustrated how, in the early decades of the twentieth century, Japanese colonial communities in Southeast Asia, composed initially of marginal populations of prostitutes and pimps and, subsequently, of shopowners, white-collar workers, clerks, planters, and plantation workers eventually became extensions of a Japanese state that sought to "re-Nipponize" these communities through the activities of local bosses and consulates, the establishment of local Japanese associations, and, eventually, the introduction of Japan's uniform educational system. 122 
After 1945 Japanese influence continued to spread in the form of network extensions of Japanese practices but without a monopoly of state control. After the Pacific War virtually all Japanese living in Southeast Asia returned to Japan, leaving Japanese corporations without direct points of contact. The Japanese who had left Southeast Asia at the end of the war wearing army uniforms returned, however, dressed in business suits, in the late 1950s. This initiated a new era of Asian regional integration, as Japanese economic influence began to spread gradually once more in Asia. 123 Political and personal connections were reknit that in some cases had existed for decades before the war, thus giving Japanese business an edge over international competitors who also sought to establish themselves in emerging markets often governed by authoritarian regimes. Profitable business opportunities were pursued to benefit both political leaders in Southeast Asia and Japanese business. Thus Giovanni Arrighi concludes that "it was precisely the 'informal' and 'flexible' nature of the transborder expansion of Japanese capital in the surrounding low-income region that boosted its world competitiveness." 124 And in the words of Edward Lincoln, Japan has moved swiftly toward an "informal and soft form of economic regionalisation with other Asian countries." 125 
Generational turnover and a massive increase in Japanese direct foreign investment in the 1980s changed this picture once again. Put succinctly, Japanese developmentalism has gone regional. By sharply increasing investment in and aid to its Asian neighbors Japan has increased its trade with them, as well; the level of technology transfer has also risen. But since the domestic structures of Japan are much more conducive to the creation of dynamic technological efficiencies than are the domestic structures of the other Asian states, Asia's technological dependence on Japan is also increasing and economic hierarchies are being created not dismantled in the process of high economic growth and industrialization. This is the central point of Hatch and Yamamura's analysis. 126 
The organizational advantages of the keiretsu structure of Japan's large corporations became more apparent over time. As Richard Doner shows in Chapter 6, these corporations rebuilt supplier chains abroad, in textiles and electronics first and in automobiles later. Such chains link myriads of subcontractors and producers of components in complex, multitiered arrangements that had heretofore operated in sheltered domestic markets. 127 Medium-sized Japanese corporations also expanded their operations in Northeast and Southeast Asia and have thus helped to create an integrated regional economy centered for the most part on Japan. 128 Such business practices have led to a triangular structure of trade. 129 Backed by the largest stock of foreign investment in the region, the largest aid disbursements in Asia, and a high volume of trade, the Japanese government has begun to export its prized system of administrative guidance to influence business operations abroad. In the fall of 1990 MITI started setting up organizations in various Asian countries to make it easier for local businessmen, including Japanese investors, and officials to meet periodically with MITI officials. These organizations are conceived as arenas for offering "local guidance." 130 Good administrative practices come hand in hand with bad ones. Japanese aid programs export the practice of bid rigging ( dango ) common in Japan's domestic public works. The request-based aid process that typifies Japan, writes David Arase, "is well adapted to penetrating developing countries precisely because it allows for graft and corruption while giving the Japanese government deniability." 131 In brief, Japanese business and government have extended the distinct institutional forms of Japanese state-society relations across national borders. 

This network form of regional integration brought about by a network state typifies Asia more generally. The web of entrepreneurial relationships through which Greater China has been reintegrating since the late 1980s offers a second example. Takeshi Hamashita offers in Chapter 3 a histor- ical analysis that Mark Selden updates in Chapter 9 for the 1980s and 1990s. Even though political connections are part of the economic bargains being struck, what John Kao calls a new Chinese "Commonwealth" is not defined by formal state institutions. 132 That commonwealth has no written charter, but it exists nonetheless and has important political and economic effects. Ethnic ties and family clans establish powerful regional business networks "informal though pervasive, with local variations but essentially stateless, stitched together by capital flows, joint ventures, marriages, political expediency and a common culture and business ethic." 133 An ethnic Chinese network that transcends national boundaries accounts for up to 80 percent of the corporate sector in countries such as Malaysia, Thailand, and Indonesia and for about 40 percent in the Philippines. 134 And about four-fifths of the foreign investments in the PRC are thought to come from regional business networks that link Taiwan, Hong Kong, and parts of Southeast Asia with the PRC. 135 
This process of regional integration is informal and by Japanese, let alone European, standards "underinstitutionalized." It lacks political or economic summits. "It has no head, no organization, no politics, no boundaries," says Peter Kwong-ching Woo, chairman of Hong Kong--based Wharf (Holdings) Ltd. 136 These networks are composed mostly of family firms; multinational corporations are largely absent. As Joel Kotkin puts it, "The pattern and fundamental character of the Chinese global extension differs dramatically from those of the Japanese. In contrast to the exceedingly close ties between the Japanese salarimen abroad and their home islands, the Chinese global network possesses no fixed national point of origin, no central 'brain.'" 137 After painstaking field research in Thailand, Mitchell Sedgwick concludes similarly that "Japanese multinationals in Thailand have reproduced the atomization of labor and strong centralization of decision-making authority--the 'Fordism'--that they managed to avoid in post-war Japan. . . . Beyond internal plant dynamics, however, the strict centralization is also reflected in the position of subsidiaries visà-vis headquarters. Subsidiaries in Thailand are part of a tightly controlled and rigorously hierarchical organizational structure extending down from Japan." 138 
Differences in Japanese and overseas Chinese corporate networks integrating Northeast and Southeast Asia can be traced also in specific industries. 139 In the case of electronics, for example, Michael Borrus argues that Japanese networks rely largely on Japanese sources with similar technical capabilities. In contrast, overseas Chinese networks draw on increasingly high value-added technical specialization throughout Asia. Japanese networks tend to be closed, Japan-centered, and long-term. Chinese networks tend to be open, flexible and disposable. 140 The existence of this alternative network of overseas Chinese has made it possible in the last fifteen years for the U.S. electronics industry to escape from a position of almost total dependence on Japanese firms for component technologies and manufacturing capabilities. This development has reinforced economic links across the Pacific and may have diffused political tensions in U.S.-Japan trade relations. Partly overlapping subregional trade and investment networks thus take the place of a more formal institutionalization of Asian regionalism. 141 
In either its Japanese or overseas Chinese variant, Asia's regionalism thus eschews formal institutions. Asian regionalism takes different forms, marked by weaknesses in international institutions. It is defined primarily in market terms. It operates not only under the auspices of Japanese keiretsu structures together with the Japanese government but also through the efforts of overseas Chinese, who seek to combine their business acumen and financial resources in tightly held, medium-sized, family-owned firms, with the vast natural resources, cheap labor, and pent-up consumer demand of the PRC. Japanese keiretsu organizations and Chinese-owned family firms shape Asian regionalism through the economic integration that they bring about without explicit links to formal international institutions. 

International power and norms as well as domestic state structures mitigate against the creation of a closed form of Asian regionalism under either Japanese or Chinese leadership. Conditions favor instead an open Asian regionalism. Its economic form will be network-like. Its political shape will be multicephalic. And its political definition will remain contested. 

Relying on a comparative perspective, I have argued that Asian regionalism is likely to be open. Talk of a second coming of the Co-Prosperity Sphere and the emergence of a yen bloc express the correct intuition that, with the collapse of bipolarity, regionalization is of increasing importance in world politics. But this should not lead us to draw misleading historical analogies with the 1930s. The world today is a vastly different place. 

Fearing that it might undercut its global stakes, Japan continues to show some ambivalence toward the regionalization processes that it accelerates through aid, trade, and investment in Asia. For many of Japan's business and political leaders, internationalization and regionalization are not mutually exclusive processes. Asia and Asia-Pacific remain amorphous categories open to different political definitions, approaches, and solutions. A loose and encompassing Pacific community might form around Japan, China, South Korea, Taiwan, ASEAN member states, Russia, the United States, Australia, Canada, and perhaps some Latin American countries. Such a community would probably be restricted to dealing with only a small number of economic issues. Alternatively, and less likely, a deepening of the U.S.-Japanese relationship could create tighter links between the two countries covering a growing range of economic and political issues. Or Japan might find itself drawn into ethnically based capitalist rivalries that could divide Asia while forging closer links to the global economy. Finally, Japan might continue in building ever closer production alliances with the NIEs in Northeast Asia, the ASEAN states in Southeast Asia, and with producers located in the Chinese trading network, thus reinforcing further the Asian links that it has forged while seeking to transform Asia into a Japanese production platform. Each of these scenarios expresses a compelling political logic. But the future is unlikely to replicate any one of them. More likely are political approaches that will seek to combine selected elements from each. 

One might also look to the past for intellectual templates that could inform our views on Asian regionalism. Hatch and Yamamura see in Japan's embrace of Asia the emergence of structural dependencies reminiscent of those Nazi Germany brought about in Central Europe in the 1930s. 142 Murray Weidenbaum has looked instead to a more distant Cen- tral European past, to the Hanseatic League as a historical analogue for the political organization of Greater China. 143 The comparison is apt and might be extended to other manifestations of Asian regionalism. The League was not unified by governmental institutions, but government and business leaders from different cities, principalities, and states in Northern Germany and around the Baltic area cooperated on matters of mutual economic concern. Unlike the Hanseatic League Asian regionalism is likely to infuse the nongovernmental organizations with considerable political powers. For state and society in Asia are too intimately tied together to be fully disentangled in the world of "private" diplomacy. Since the future will not replicate the past, such historical analogies are useful for broadening our vision rather than for making predictions. 

Future scenarios and historical analogies help stretch our imagination. Here they set the stage for the four parts of this book. Part I situates Japan in Asia by reviewing some important economic and cultural aspects of Asian regionalism. In Chapter 1 T. J. Pempel traces the growing economic and social interdependence of Asian states. Victor Koschmann explores in Chapter 2 the ambivalent cultural legacy of Asian discourse in Japanese politics. 

Part II examines Japan's changing relations with Asia and the United States. The Sinocentric world of a comparatively permeable or "suzerain" sovereignty and the British and American worlds of a comparatively impermeable or "pure" sovereignty embody different mixtures of cultural and political elements. 144 In Chapters 3, 4, and 5 Takeshi Hamashita, Bruce Cumings, and Takashi Shiraishi examine the political logics of these two worlds for Japan's position in Asia in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Whether relations between the Sinocentric and Anglo-American worlds will lead to historically recurrent frictions or a historically unique fusion is an issue of central importance for Japan, Asia, and the world at large. 145 
Part III analyzes aspects of Asian regional political economy and culture. Richard Doner analyzes in Chapter 6 the institutional extension of Japan in Asia. Intra-industry trade and direct foreign investment offer Japan numerous opportunities, in bilateral settings, of leading from behind in a system of soft rule. Doner also points to the disadvantages that derive from the tendency of Japanese corporate networks to be exclusive and rigid. This creates distinctive weaknesses in a region of multiple networks and shifting markets. 

Processes of Asian regional integration that combine economic and cultural elements merit special attention. Japanese exports of mass culture to Taiwan, Hong Kong, and, more slowly, South Korea offer good illustrations. The export of Japanese TV programs, movies, pachinko parlors, karaoke bars, and comic strips are new elements in the evolution of Asian mass culture. 146 In Chapter 7 Saya Shiraishi examines how Japan has innovated in the creation of "image alliances" that have acquired a cultural dynamic of their own. She uncovers carefully the various mechanisms that give Japan in Asia some of the "soft power" that it supposedly lacks for playing on the global stage. 147 
Part IV explores Asian regionalism from the vantage point of the security relations between Japan and the United States as well as the economic relations between China and Japan. Susumu Yamakage argues in Chapter 8 that the relationship between the United States and Japan remains of vital importance for Japan's national security and Asian regional security more generally; however, that central link of Japan and Asia to the larger international system permits a variety of regional arrangements designed to enhance the security of Asian states. 

Just as Franco-German relations have become a bedrock of the European integration process, the relations between China and Japan are at the center of any future growth of Asian regionalism. 148 This is the focus of Mark Selden's analysis of the emergence of Greater China and its implications for Japan and Asia in Chapter 9. In particular Selden explores the effects that the economic growth and political power of maritime China will have for the PRC and Asia. 

Finally, in the Conclusion, Takashi Shiraishi and I place Japan's role in Asia in a broader comparative perspective. We view Asian regionalism as intimately linked to global processes, see Japan's role in twentieth-century Asia at the margins of both the Sinocentric and the Anglo-American empires, seek to illustrate both the similarities of and differences between Japan and Germany after 1945, and contrast Japan's and Germany's lead- ership with a light hand in open regions since 1945 with the goal of closed regions and brutal aggression in the 1930s and 1940s. Finally, we argue that because the United States remains relevant to regional developments in both Asia and Europe, the mixture of unilateral and multilateral initiatives that it pursues will have an important influence on the strength of political forces that are pushing toward openness, not closure, and the degree of political influence that is exercised by multiple centers of influence rather than one regional hegemon. 
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