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Regionalisation, Regionalism and Supranationalism in East Asia in Global Context
Introduction

In September 2004, senior officials from the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) - made up of Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Vietnam (and so of all the nation-states of South East Asia except for Timor-Leste) - met in Manila to discuss a ‘draft action plan for the creation of an “Asean sociocultural community”’ (Manila Sunday Times, 19 September 2004). A final plan was scheduled for adoption at the ASEAN summit meeting to be held in Vientiane, the capital of Laos, in November 2004, and would ‘encompass managing the social impacts of economic integration, enhancing environmental sustainability and strengthening regional cohesion’ (ibid.). The question arises of whether this plan is yet another sign of South East Asia, and perhaps East Asia as a whole, moving towards the creation of a regional organization, or supranational regional regime (SRR), along the lines of the European Union (EU) at the expense of the sovereignty of the nation-states involved.  If it is, then it will reflect the proliferation of regional social formations and growing appeal of the doctrine of supranationalism around the world under the sway of globalization and contrary to any resistance from ‘local’ (sub-regional) nationalism(s).

This paper addresses the relationship between the development of an East Asian SRR (EASRR) and the processes of globalization, and the way in which this relationship is mediated by supranationalism, on the one hand, and nationalism, on the other. It draws on work done for some of my books, in particular those on Supranationalism in the New World Order: Global Processes Reviewed (Macmillan, 1999), The Legacy of Supranationalism (Macmillan, 2000), and Asia Pacific and Human Rights: a Global Political Economy Perspective (Ashgate, 2004).

In my view a rudimentary, or embryonic, EASRR already exists by virtue of ASEAN Plus Three (APT) cooperation. This East Asian regional formation:

‘began in December 1997 with the convening of an informal Summit among the Leaders of ASEAN and their counterparts from […] China, Japan and the Republic of Korea (ROK) at the sidelines of the Second ASEAN […] Summit in Malaysia. The ASEAN Plus Three process was institutionalised in 1999 when the Leaders issued a Joint Statement on East Asia Cooperation at their [Third] ASEAN Plus Three Summit in Manila. The ASEAN Plus Three Leaders expressed greater resolve and confidence in further strengthening and deepening East Asia cooperation at various levels and in various areas, particularly in economic and social, political, and other fields. Since then, a number of key documents have been adopted to set the direction for ASEAN Plus Three
cooperation.  These include the Report of the East Asia Vision Group (EAVG) of 2001 and the Report of the East Asia Study Group (EASG) of 2002.’  
(ASEAN Secretariat, 14 May 2005)

I expect the APT regional grouping to progress as an SRR, becoming fuller, deeper and stronger as a result, and doing so quite rapidly. Regionalization, the process of regional integration, around APT will reflect the growing appeal of supranationalism around the world, encouraged by the success of the EU, the first and still the most advanced SRR. Supranationalism is a feature of the Western cultural account (Meyer et al, 1987; Axford, 1995; Close, 1995, 2000; Close and Ohki-Close, 1999; Close and Askew, 2004) which is currently sweeping the world as part of the overall globalization package, the origins of which lie largely in the West, and more specifically in Europe. An EASRR will be established in spite of any opposition to supranationalism and rejection of regionalization inspired by, for instance, ‘local’ nationalism or nationalisms. The drive towards an EASRR may be opposed by ‘local’ nationalist movements – perhaps especially in North East Asia – and so may be somewhat impeded. But, it will not be stopped. Instead, it will prevail in accordance with the unrelenting advance of globalization, and connectedly due to the commitment to supranationalism from power elites, in particular those at the ‘local’ and regional levels.

According to Mark Berger and Mark Beeson:

‘The post-Cold War era has seen the simultaneous acceleration of economic regionalisation and increased levels of transnational political interaction associated with regionalism. In the 1990s both non-state-centred and state-centred regional processes of integration have emerged as increasingly important counterpoints to the globalisation project and US globalism. In fact, some observers have argued that regional initiatives provide important mechanisms with which to respond to, and take advantage of, the pressures that are commonly associated with globalization. State-led regionalism also reflects attempts by elites, in both the post-Cold War and post-9/11 era[s,] to engage with or mediate US globalism generally and the US-led “war on terrorism” more specifically. In short, there are powerful incentives for state and non-state actors based within regions to cooperate to their mutual advantage.’

(Berger and Beeson, 2003, pp. 1-2; italics in the original)

Berger and Beeson appear to concur with the distinction drawn by Andrew Gamble and Anthony Payne (1996) whereby regionalization and globalization are ‘primarily non-state-centred processes, while regionalism and globalism are primarily state-led processes’ (Berger and Beeson, 2003, p. 1). For me, however, regionalism and globalism rather than being processes as such, are instead ideational phenomena, and more specifically doctrines, in favour of regionalization and globalization respectively, or that is of those processes which entail the construction of regional social formations, on the one hand, and the creation of a single social space at the global level, on the other. For me, the term ‘regionalization’ refers to the social, and more specifically the structural, process of economic, political and cultural integration, as favoured by the doctrine of regionalism, even though the resulting regional social formations will varying, perhaps considerably, according to the degrees of integration displayed. There will be variations in the degrees to which the regional social formations have integrated economies and polities (economic and political systems), and so the degree to which they have integrated overall political economies. Generally, the more a regional social formation has an integrated economy, the more it will have an integrated polity; or, that is, the more it will have an integrated overall political economy centered on and organized around the political apparatus which I identify as the state. That doctrine which specifically favours elevating the state from the ‘local’ nation-state level to the regional level is what I call supranationalism. While those who subscribe or adhere to regionalism or supranationalism may be found throughout any given ‘local’ or regional population, those who lead the regionalization drive towards a regional social formation, organisation or regime will be members of ‘local’, regional or even global elites. The power of these elites will be rooted in the political economy at the ‘local’ level, at the regional level and increasingly at the global level.

As Berger and Beeson put it:

‘The globalisation project […] is centred on the promotion of neo-liberalism and the reconfiguration of state-mediated national development projects into neo-liberal states and is being pursued at a wide range of sites by an increasingly unaccountable transnationalised elite. The globalisation project is linked, in particular, to the growing concentration of control over the global economy by a relatively small number of large oligopolistic transnational corporations that have emerged in the 1990s from dramatic merger-driven and technology-facilitated changes to the global political economy. Despite the increasingly oligopolistic character of global business operations the globalisation project is legitimated by, and promoted in the name of, a “free enterprise” vision of the global economy.’

(Berger and Beeson, 2003, p. 1; see also McMichael, 2000)

Elites whose power is increasingly rooted in the evolving and enveloping global political economy, including those of the transnationalised – which I take to mean of the extra-nation-state, regional and global – kind, will to some extent use their power to lead the regionalization drive towards regional integration, regional formations and the construction of supranational regional regimes (SRRs) around the world. Contrary to the impression given by Berger and Beeson, the process of regional political-economy integration wherever it occurs and how ever far it goes will not be, as such, state-led. The process will always be elite-led, with elites variously using the state for the purpose.

Both the campaign for East Asian regional integration and the resulting EASRR will be led by elites whose power is rooted in political-economy patterns, processes and trends at and between the ‘local’, regional and global levels. The political-economy power enjoyed by these elites will be augmented by the way in which this power is exercised in something of a collective, concerted and even coordinated manner by the elites in support of regionalization. The elites will share a commitment to supranationalism due to their common interests in the development of the political economy, above all at the global level; in globalization, especially in that this entails the consolidation of the global political economy (GPE), the principal source of their political-economy power; and in regional integration given the advantages of an EASRR, in particular in relation to other political economy formations, such as nation-states but including other SRRs, especially within the highly unequal distribution of power, control and influence of the GPE. Their chances of successfully pursuing regional integration will be improved by the likelihood that they will be opposed by a relatively fragmented set of nationalistic movements, each with its own ‘local’ and somewhat distinct ‘separatist’ ambitions.

Crucially, the construction of an EASRR will reflect and, in turn, reinforce not just the growing worldwide appeal of supranationalism, but also the evolving region-wide social class system, headed by an elite, or ruling class, whose power is rooted in the operation of the political economy at and between the ‘local’, regional and global levels. The power, control and dominance of the East Asian ruling class will depend upon its ability to strategically balance the forces of, on the one hand, supranationalism and nationalism(s) and, on the other, regionalization and globalization. Their task in this regard will be complicated by the way in which globalization generates its own worldwide social class system, headed by a ruling, or hegemonic, class with somewhat distinct commitments, concerns and interests in relation to regionalization, regionalism and supranationalism.

Fundamentals

Mine is what I will call the ‘class analysis’ global political economy (CAGPE) approach to the study and understanding of regional integration, not to mention of social life in all respects and at all levels. My perspective on regionalization in general and my EASRR prognosis in particular are informed by evidence and guided by theory on regionalization, regionalism and supranationalism elsewhere in the world, but especially in Europe (see for instance Berger and Beeson, 2003; Hettne, 1996 and 1999; and Hooghe and Marks, 1997), where the EU has been constructed around the European Community (EC) as a supranational edifice:

‘The European Union was originally built by means of a series of treaties that represented binding commitments by the member states signing them […]. This process began with three separate treaties dating from the 1950s: the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM) and the European Economic Community (EEC). In 1967, they collectively became known as the European Communities. The Treaty on European Union, signed in Maastricht, Netherlands, and in effect since November 1993, was a major overhaul of the founding treaties. Maastricht provided a blueprint to achieve Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), further developed the Union’s inherent political dimension through the new Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), and expanded cooperation in judicial and policing matters. It created the “three pillar” European Union that exists today […]. Pillar One incorporated the three founding treaties now forming the “European Community” and set out the institutional requirements for EMU. It also provided for expanded Community action in certain areas, such as the environment, research, education, and training. Pillar Two established the CFSP, which makes it possible for the Union to take joint action in foreign and security affairs. Pillar Three created the Justice and Home Affairs (JHA) policy, dealing with asylum, immigration, judicial cooperation in civil and criminal matters, and customs and police cooperation against terrorism, drug trafficking, and fraud. The CFSP and JHA operate by intergovernmental cooperation, rather than by the Community institutions that operate Pillar One.’

(Delegation of the European Commission to the United States, 22 May 2005 [1])

Pillar One, the European Community (formerly called the European Communities, ‘the most important’ of which was the European Economic Community, or EEC, established by the Treaty of Rome, as signed on 25 March 1957 [Delegation of the European Commission to the United States, 22 May 2005]), is the central or core pillar of the EU. European Community cooperation is more than intergovernmental; it is supranational in character. That is:

‘In the European Union (EU), [supranational] cooperation and decision making [occurs] within the structures of the European Community (EC), the core of the organization. An [...] organization is [...] ‘supranational’ when the member states transfer specified legislative and executive powers to it and its decisions are binding on them and their [nationals]. The EC has operated on a supranational basis from its beginnings as the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1958, with the Council of Ministers as the main decision‑making body. Over the years more and more non‑economic policy areas have been incorporated into the EC framework. The EU’s two other “pillars” alongside the EC, the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and Cooperation on Justice and Home Affairs (CJHA), are based on intergovernmental cooperation.’

(Drost, 1995, p. 582; quoted in Close, 2000, p. 90)

As Jo Shaw (Professor of European Law and Jean Monnet Chair at the University of Manchester) puts it supranational cooperation entails the exercise of ‘supranational authority’ (Shaw, 1996, p. 13), whereby the ‘sovereign powers of the nation state’ will have been to some extent ‘transferred [and] separated from the nation state level’, and thereby bestowed on ‘autonomous organs’ (Shaw, 1996, p. 13) above the nation-state level.  Supranational cooperation depends upon sovereign powers being ‘transferred to a central authority which exists at a level above the nation state, and which exercises its powers independently of the Member States – [to] a supranational body’ (Shaw, 1996, p. 12).

A supranational body - a set of organs and ‘mechanisms for exercising [supranational] powers’- is a central authority which exercises power independently of, above and over the nation‑states (its Member States) from which it has acquired sovereign powers. The Member States of a supranational body, organization or regime will have transferred some of their sovereignty, and so their independence, through a process of what is referred to as pooling by Markus Hund in his assessment of the possibility of a supranational regional regime being built in East Asia [2]: 

‘East Asia is a region undergoing vast structural changes. As the region moved closer together economically and politically following the breakdown of the bipolar world order and the ensuing expansion of intra-regional interdependencies, the states of the region faced the challenge of having to actively recast their mutual relations. At the same time, throughout the 1990s, the West became increasingly interested in trans-[regional] and inter-regional dialogue and cooperation with the emerging economies of East Asia. These developments gave rise to a “new regionalism”, which eventually also triggered debates on Asian identities and the region’s potential to integrate. [The questions arise of] how far both the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), which has been operative since 1967 and thus embodies the “old regionalism” of Southeast Asia, and the ASEAN Plus Three forum (APT: the ASEAN states plus China, Japan and South Korea), which has come into existence in the aftermath of the Asian economic crisis of 1997, […] represent […] collective identities in Southeast and East Asia, [respectively; and of] how far the member states adhere to [a] readiness to pool sovereignty [in favour of] the cooperative and integrative potential of APT [and so of an] incipient pan-East Asian [supranational regime] formation process.’

(Hund, 2003 [3])

According to Hund, studies ‘show that ASEAN has evolved a certain degree of collective identity’, but that there is ‘no manifest evidence of [a] pan-East Asian [collective] identity’ emerging (Hund, 2003).  Consequently, Hund argues:

‘Pooling of sovereignty within the APT context is extremely unlikely. As ASEAN countries have so far been very reluctant to transfer sovereignty from the national to the regional level and thus left initiatives such as the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA), the ASEAN Investment Area (AIA) and the ASEAN Surveillance Mechanism (ASP) largely ineffective, they can hardly be expected to devise East Asian regional regimes and mechanisms requiring them to cede national sovereignty to a supranational level. Japan has made it clear that it has no interest in institutionalized economic integration in East

Asia. It is also unlikely that China might cede some of its national powers and prerogatives to regional institutions or endorse regional regimes that require strict compliance. Rather, the insistence of all APT participants on informality indicates that there is not going to be any kind of transfer of national sovereignty from the national to the regional level in the foreseeable future.’

(Hund, 2003)

In my view, however, Hund’s conclusion is short-sighted, somewhat myopic and simply unconvincing. Hund does not properly recognize the implications of the regionalization process which has occurred so far in East Asia, not only within South East Asia, but also more extensively; fails to take into account the comparative evidence to be found in cases of regionalization elsewhere, especially in Europe, including against a backdrop of impediments to regional integration, such as that of a reluctance to transfer sovereignty to the regional level; and seems oblivious to theoretical insights with regard to regionalization in general - wherever the process takes place - albeit (with the proviso) that these have been largely gained in the light of specifically European regionalization (see especially, Finn Laursen’s Comparative Regional Integration: Theoretical Perspectives, 2003).
Mark Berger and Mark Beeson appear less cautious than Hund in their assessment of East Asian regionalism and regionalization around the development of APT:

‘What is of far greater long-term significance than the faltering APEC is the contradictory impact of US hegemony on regional processes. US indifference to APEC helped to render it obsolete, while outright hostility to more specifically East Asian organizations in the 1990s, especially when coupled with Washington’s highly interventionist role in the region with the onset of the Asian financial crisis (1997-1998), provided a catalyst for the development of what may yet prove to be a more significant and enduring regional entity: ASEAN+3 (the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and China, Japan and South Korea). [There] are far more serious constraints on the new regionalism in the Asia-Pacific than in Europe, or the Americas, where regionalisation and regionalism is [sic] arguably most advanced. [But] the prospects for a distinctive East Asian form of regionalism grounded in a much narrower conception of the Asia-Pacific [are considerable. While] there are profound limits on the coherence and unity of ASEAN+3 in the context of the continued salience of US power in the region, APEC has now clearly been displaced by ASEAN+3 as the most significant embodiment of the new regionalism in the Asia-Pacific.’

(Berger and Beeson, Mark, 2003, pp. 4-5)

For Berger and Beeson, as I have already noted, regionalism is associated with a state-centered process entailing transnational political interaction (Berger and Beeson, p. 1), the inference being that in East Asia the process of regional integration is producing an organization which has some of the political attributes of the European Union as a supranational regional regime.

Evidence and theory suggest that where, when and how regionalization takes place depends not so much  upon the presence of a certain degree of collective identity, and certainly not upon a high degree within the affected regional population (or constituency) overall, as upon the ideas, intentions and interests of certain prominent sections of this population, and in particular of elites whose power is rooted in political-economy patterns, processes and trends at and between the ‘local’, regional and global levels. Although a strong popular regional identity will help facilitate regionalization, what matters most in ensuring that regional integration takes place is a commitment to regionalism and supranationalism on the part of elites whose power lies above all in the unfolding global political economy (GPE). The construction of an EASRR will be largely determined (via self-serving elites acting in accordance with their particular, sectional ideas, intentions and interests) by considerations, factors and forces that are attributable to the processes, outcomes and imperatives of globalization, centered as these things are on the creation of a single political-economy social space at the global level.

For Steven Smith and John Baylis:

‘globalization [is] the process of increasing interconnectedness between societies such that events in one part of the world more and more have effects on peoples and societies far away. A globalized world is one in which political, economic, cultural, and social events become more and more interconnected, and also one in which they have more impact. In other words, societies are affected more and more extensively and more and more deeply by events of other societies. These events can be conveniently divided into three types, social, economic, and political. In each case, the world seems to be “shrinking”.’

(Smith and Baylis, 2001)

I prefer to think of globalization as a set of processes which belong to three basic (analytically distinct) areas, spheres or dimensions of social life: the economic, the political, and the cultural (see Axford, 1995; Berger and Huntington, 2002; and Held et al., 1999), while otherwise endorsing Jan Aart Scholte’s notion:

‘Globalization refers to processes whereby many social relations become relatively delinked from territorial geography, so that human lives are increasingly played out in a world as a single place. Social relations – that is, the countless and complex ways that people interact and affect each other – are more and more being conducted and organized on the basis of a planetary unit. By the same token, country locations and in particular the boundaries between territorial states are in some important senses becoming less central to our lives. Globalization is thus an ongoing trend whereby the world has – in many respects and at a generally accelerating rate – become one relatively borderless social sphere. Territorial spaces remain significant […], but the geography of world politics is now no longer reducible to territoriality.’

(Scholte, 2001, pp. 14-15)

Scholte’s definition resembles Anthony Giddens’s, on the one hand, and David Held’s, on the other: ‘Globalization can […] be defined as the intensification of worldwide social relations which link distant localities in such a way that local happenings are shaped by events occurring many miles away and vice versa’ (Giddens, 1990); and ‘Globalization can be thought of as a process (or processes) which embodies a transformation of the spatial organization of social relations and transactions’ (Held et al., 1999). In Scholte’s representation, the emphasis is on the world becoming a relatively borderless social sphere along the lines envisaged by Kenichi Ohmae in his accounts of the Borderless World (1990) and the End of the Nation State (1995); and in a manner consistent with Roland Robertson’s interpretation of globalization as the ‘processes by which the world is being made into a single place with systemic qualities’ (Robertson, 1992; see Axford, 1995, p. 5); Martin Albrow’s view of globalization as ‘all those processes by which the peoples of the world are incorporated into single world society, global society’ (Albrow, 1990); and Barrie Axford’s notion, according to which ‘“globalization” refers to those processes which are serving to “compress” the world in David Harvey’s (1989) sense, and thus help fashion a single global space’ (Axford, 1995, p. 5).
For me, globalization is a set of processes whereby the world is becoming a single, borderless social space (ibid., p. 25) entailing ‘ever-intensifying interconnectedness and interdependence’ (ibid., p. 25):
‘So that it is becoming less relevant to speak of separate national economies, or separate national jurisdictions founded on principles like the sovereignty of the territorial nation-state. The idea of a global system suggests that this interconnectedness and interdependence is making it increasingly difficult for social units like nation-states, localities and even individuals to sustain identity without reference to more encompassing structures and flows’.

(ibid., p. 27)

The world is becoming a single social space due to the decline of the nation-state – or, that is, territorially bounded nation-states - this being reflected in and reinforced by increasingly unfettered flows of the kind identified by Kenichi Ohmae in his books on The Borderless World (1990) and The End of the Nation State (1995). In his 1995 book, Ohmae presents a picture of ‘progressive globalization’ (Ohmae, 1995, p. 15) towards ‘a genuinely global economy’ (ibid., p. 16), in which ‘nation states have become little more than bit actors’ (ibid., p. 12), or ‘a nostalgic fiction’ (ibid., p. 12). Ohmae argues that what is taking place is an ‘information‑led transition to a genuinely borderless economy [which is calling] into question the relevance of nation states as meaningful units of economic activity’ (ibid., p. viii).  He claims:
‘we are witnessing [ . . . ] the cumulative effect of fundamental changes in the currents of economic activity around the globe. So powerful have these currents become that they have carved out entirely new channels for themselves ‑ channels that owe nothing to the lines of demarcation on traditional political maps. Put simply, in terms of real flows of economic activity, nation states have already lost their role as meaningful units of participation in the global economy of today’s borderless world.’

(Ohmae, 1995, p. 11)

For Ohmae, while globalization is information-led – is ‘driven by global exposure to the same information, the same cultural icons, and the same advertisements’ (Ohmae 1995, p. 15) – the resulting ‘borderless economy’ (ibid., p. viii), or ‘borderless world’ (ibid., p. ix), is characterized, distinguished and defined (ibid., p. 2) by ‘the flows of what [Ohmae] calls the 4 "I's"’ (ibid., p. 2). These four flows are of ‘industry, investment, individuals, and information’ (ibid., p. viii), whereby for instance ‘industry [is] far more global in orientation today’, and the ‘strategies of modern multinational corporations are no longer shaped and conditioned’ (ibid., p. 3) by ‘discrete, independent nation states’ (ibid., p. x).

Although Ohmae refers to industry, investment, individuals and information as real flows of economic activity (ibid., p. 11), it should be emphasized, it seems to me, that these are best regarded as material manifestations of the social flows involved, these flows being not only economic, but also political and cultural. For instance, the flow of information, or perhaps more inclusively of ideas, has economic, political and cultural ramifications. 

Such nuances aside, Ohmae argues:

‘If the unfettered movement of [the four] I's makes the middleman role of nation states obsolete, the qualifications needed to sit at the global table and pull in global solutions begin to correspond not to the artificial political borders of countries, but to the more focused geographical units Hong Kong, for example, and the adjacent stretch of southern China, or the Kansai region around Osaka, or Catalonia ‑ where real work gets done and real markets flourish. I call these units ‘region states’. They may lie entirely within or across the borders of a nation state. This does not matter. It is the irrelevant result of historical accident. What defines them is […] the fact that they are […] the true, natural business units in today’s global economy. Theirs are the borders ‑ and the connections that matter in the borderless world. [T]raditional nation states have become unnatural, even impossible, business units in a global economy.’

(Ohmae, 1995, p. 5)

For me, the argument that globalization is already reducing borders all the way to the kind of ‘local’ region states identified by Ohmae is somewhat premature.  It seems to me that, if only for the time being, the tide of globalization towards a borderless world with completely unfettered economic, political and cultural flows is facing a growing countervailing tendency towards the construction of higher level and more firmly bordered regional formations, namely supranational regional regimes (SRRs). This tendency makes sense, and only makes sense, in terms of the way in which ‘local’ and regional political-economy elites are pursuing their particular, self-serving interests within a globalizing world.

I have no doubt that, through globalization, a single global social space (SGSS) is being gradually – and eventually will be finally and fully - forged, centered on a single global political economy (SGPE), the SGPE being the principal locus, focus and font of power in the globalizing world, above all for elites.

Globalization is being driven primarily by political-economy considerations, factors and forces, the main vehicle of which are elites whose power, control and dominance lie largely in the evolving GPE.  Herein lies the explanation for the concurrent, and somewhat contradictory, trends towards an SGSS (with its integral supranational global regime, SGR), on the one hand, and the new world order (NWO) configuration of supranational regional regimes (SRRs), on the other. Both of these trends can be understood in terms of the way in which the world is being largely shaped by the ideas, intentions and interests of elites, whose power lies largely in the political economy, especially at the global level.

The explanation for the proliferation of regional groupings, organizations and regimes around the world and the expectation that an SRR will be established in East Asia are grounded in the assumption (informed by evidence and theory) that elites, in so far as their power lies in the political economy, will be inclined and able to overcome, sidestep or ignore such counteracting ‘local’ and regional considerations, factors and forces as the absence of a common, or collective, East Asian identity; the persistence of deep-seated antipathies between the nations and nation-states involved; the continuing strength of ‘local’ nationalist sentiments; the barriers to the popularity of supranationalism; and any widespread opposition to ceding nation-state sovereignty to the regional level.

Of course, what also has to be taken into account is the possibility of inter-elite differences, divisions and discord, whereby not all ‘local’ and regional elites equally subscribe to supranationalism.  For sure, regionalization, regional integration and the construction of an SRR anywhere will depend upon a certain level of elite commitment to supranationalism, and in particular upon a level whereby any impediments to regionalization due to inter-elite differences can be nullified. This level may not be achieved in all places at all times, but it is evident that it is being achieved at a growing rate. In any case, what also matters to a considerable degree are the distinctions between elites in the quantity and quality of their political-economy power, with some kinds of power being more useful than others to the task of establishing SRRs.

The ability of elites to spearhead the construction of SRRs will depend crucially upon their relationship with the state, the apparatus of governance which lies at the hub of the political economy (for further clarification of this point, see below); and the ability of elites to do this in spite of counteracting ‘local’ and regional considerations, factors and forces will depend upon their relationship with the state relative to that of non-elites.  Comparative evidence suggests that East Asian nation-state regimes tend to be more statist and authoritarian, and so less democratic (at least when judged with reference to Western liberal democratic criteria), than Western nation-state regimes:

‘The term authoritarian is used to describe [a regime] which enforces strong and sometimes oppressive measures against [a] population, generally without attempts at gaining the consent of [that] population. In an authoritarian [regime], [people] are subject to state authority in many aspects of their lives, including many that other political philosophies would see as matters of personal choice […].  One controversial belief, especially in Asia, is that countries with authoritarian regimes are more likely to be economically successful than democratic countries. Examples given to support this thesis are South Korea, Singapore, Malaysia, and Taiwan, which [are] considered [to have been] authoritarian during their period of growth. This notion of developmental authoritarianism is a central justification for the rule of the Communist Party of China within the People’s Republic of China. (The notion that authoritarian government is ultimately superior to democracy was also part of the idea of Asian values, although it diminished somewhat after the Asian financial crisis of 1998.) One counter-argument is that there are many instances of authoritarian [regimes] that have not [enjoyed] rapid growth, for example the Philippines and Indonesia. [Still,] Lee Kuan Yew, Singapore’s first Prime Minister, purportedly justified [Singapore’s] strict social conduct laws as “a way to force civility onto a third-world country”, which it was at the time of its separation from Malaysia.’

(Wikipedia, 24 May 2005)

If East Asian nation-state regimes are more authoritarian and statist than Western ones, then we can expect East Asian elites to find it easier to impose, in a top-down fashion, regionalisation, regional integration and an SRR upon the East Asian regional population overall despite any counteracting ‘local’ and regional considerations, factors and forces, as well as any globalization pressures in favour of a single global social space (SGSS).

While through the processes of globalization an SGSS centered on a single global political economy (SGPE) may be inevitable, it is evolving in a far from smooth, untroubled and unopposed way.  Its progress is reflected in and, in turn, is being reinforced by the presence of such global-reach bodies as the United Nations, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, the World Trade Organisation (WTO) and the International Criminal Court (ICC).  These global organizations, in effect, represent a set of current pseudo-supranational global regimes (exemplified by the global human rights regime; see Close and Askew, 2004), or the elements of a single rudimentary, embryonic, all-embracing, over-arching supranational global regime (SGR).  Their progress, however, is being constrained, both intentionally and otherwise, by a range of counteracting considerations, factors and forces, including anti-globalization factions, ‘local’ nationalist movements, and regional supranationalists.  In so far as ‘local’ nationalists manage to maintain the integrity, sovereignty and independence of nation-states, then they will be managing to impede the progress of globalization towards the creation of an SGSS; and in so far as regional supranationalists are successful in promoting regionalization, pursuing regional integration, and constructing supranational regional regimes (SRRs), then they will be erecting new borders, boundaries and barriers with the same effect.  SRRs will be bounded in ways which mean the persistence of various restrictions on the kind of flows that, guided by Barrie Axford among others, would be unfettered in a fully globalized world.  A notable, even notorious, example in this regard is the EU’s so-called Fortress Europe approach to the outside world, and especially in relation to the inward migratory flow of people from Africa and Asia (see Close, 1995; Close and Ohki-Close, 1999; Close, 2000). 

It is evident that regional supranationalists are becoming both more common and more successful around the world as, concomitantly, ‘local’ nationalists are becoming more beleaguered, at least in so far as these nationalists identify with and support existing nation-states. This is reflected in the proliferation of SRRs, pseudo-SRRs and embryonic SRRs. Those nationalists who are trying to defend and preserve current nation-state boundaries are being increasingly confronted by the combined onslaught of globalization, on the one hand, and regionalization, on the other.  In many cases, furthermore, they are struggling against the additional threat posed by those ‘local’ nationalist movements that aim to re-draw current nation-state boundaries more accurately, as they see it, around actual, or authentic, national distinctions, identities and aspirations.  This applies to the separatist movements among the Uighur of Xinjiang in China (see Wolfe, 16 September 2004); in the Aceh, Riau, West Papua and the Moluccas areas of in Indonesia (Wikipedia, ‘Separatism’, 26 May 2005); and among the Moro in the southern Philippines.
Of course, the growing success of regional supranationalists in creating SRRs, pseudo-SRRS and embryonic SRRs is somewhat paradoxical, at least in so far as the supranationalists involved are members of elites whose power is largely rooted in the global political economy and therefore dependent upon the progress of an SGPE at the centre of an SGSS under the influence globalization.  Those elite members who are regional supranationalists will be playing a leading role in establishing regional social formations that may well play a considerable, not to say contradictory, part in stifling the progress of globalization, and with it that of the SGSS and SGPE.

Elites whose power is rooted in the GPE will face a dilemma, and so will be required to achieve a balance between encouraging globalization, on the one hand, and pursuing an ever closer union (Dinan, 1999) of regional nation-states, on the other, the main purpose of this being to preserve and perhaps enhance their political-economy power. It is the way in which elites are managing to deal with this dilemma which is primarily responsible for the spread of supranationalism and the proliferation of SRRs, pseudo-SRRs and embryonic SRRs around the world.  Some members of some elites and some elites as a whole may opt to handle the dilemma by rejecting supranationalism, at least at the regional level. None the less, the current and growing success of regional supranationalism as reflected in the proliferation of SRRs is attributable not so much to its widespread popular appeal as to the extent to which it is being embraced, and increasingly so, by elites in a manner which reflects and serves their interests in maintaining and enhancing their hold on political-economy power.  These elites will use their power to construct SRRs in their interests, and crucially will do so by accessing, harnessing and manipulating the state. Their chances of constructing SRRs will depend upon their access to the state and their ability to harness the state in their interests by, in particular, elevating state apparatus from the nation-state level to the regional level.

For the time being, the state is most developed at the ‘local’, and more specifically at the nation-state, level, but is being gradually raised to the regional level in accordance with the ideas, intentions and interests of regional supranationalists.  There are signs of the state being raised even higher, to the global level, including under the influence of emerging global elites, and consequently in the context of a growing confrontation between regional elites and global elites.  For now, however, the shift underway is from the ‘local’ level to the regional level, whereby the hand of regional elites is being strengthened in constructing SRRs against counteracting considerations, factors and forces whatever these may be and from wherever they may come.

The state is an apparatus (or set of apparatuses) of governance situated at the hub of the political economy at whatever social level, including the ‘local’, the regional and the global. The term ‘political economy’ has been defined in a number of ways [4], but a widely held approach is well captured by the suggestion that the term refers to a ‘branch of the social sciences that takes as its principal subject of study the interrelationships between political and economic institutions and processes’ (Johnson, 2005).  That is:

‘political economists are interested in analyzing and explaining the ways in which various sorts of government affect the allocation of scarce resources in society through their laws and policies as well as the ways in which the nature of the economic system and the behavior of people acting on their economic interests affects the form of government and the kinds of laws and policies that get made.’

(Johnson, 2005)

If so, then alternatively ‘political economy’ may be taken to refer to the principal subject of study in which political economists are interested itself.  For me, therefore:

‘The political economy can be defined as that area of social life where the political and economic spheres not only relate, but also overlap. Somewhat more radically, the political economy can be regarded as that area of social life where the political and the economic are indistinguishable other than, that is, analytically. According to this view, the political economy is that area of social life where, in practice, the political, on the one hand, and the economic, on the other, are two sides of the same coin, so to speak. Within the political economy, political activity will also be economic activity and vice versa. The so-called political economy perspective, discourse or ideology then assumes that the political economy is the pivotal social area around which all the others revolve; is largely responsible for shaping and re-shaping all the other areas of social life; and crucially, is the main source of power XE "power" , or distributions of power, within the broad sweep of social life, affairs and relationships.’

(Close and Askew, 2004, p. 15) 

A political economy approach to the study, analysis and understanding of social life will pay attention above all to the parts played by political-economy power considerations, factors and forces, and so especially to power elites, including especially by way of the state. Within the political economy at any level, the state will be the ‘political’ hub around which power, control and influence revolve, and through which the ‘political’ and the ‘economic’ spheres of social life interact, overlap and become articulated, even to the point of being indistinguishable other than analytically.

The state is an apparatus, or set of apparatuses (or agencies) of governance, or more specifically of geo-political governance (administration or management) situated at the hub of the political economy at whatever social level, including the ‘local’, the regional, and the global.  At the ‘local’ level, the state lies at the centre of those geo-political (territorially bounded) social formations which I will distinguish as ‘nation-states’ (see below). At whatever level the state occurs, the apparatuses of governance involved variously include governments, or executives, legislatures (such as parliaments), judiciaries, civil service provisions, and bodies with responsibility for such social functions as law, order and defence (Johnson, 1995, p. 275; see below), and social welfare, or services, including health and education inter alia.  

It is important not to confuse the state with the nation-state when trying to make sense of any aspect of social life, as I have tried to do in our recent study of the Asia Pacific and Human Rights nexus within the context of international – or what I prefer to call inter-nation-state (INS) – relations, globalization, the global political economy, and the global human rights regime (GHRR).

As I have explained [5], a) the Asia Pacific and human rights (APHR) nexus, b) Asia Pacific inter-nation-state relations (INS), and c) the relationship between a) and b) are best – most fruitfully – studied from a GPE perspective which, at the same time, is consistent with the realist theoretical approach (or a version of the realist theoretical approach) to INS relations rather than on any alternative approach. In my view, the GHRR is becoming important in a way, or in a sense, which is consistent with the underlying, guiding assumptions of the realist theoretical approach to the study, analysis and understanding of INS relations, and especially the parts played by ‘local’, regional and global formations, organizations and institutions in these relations.

This is not to ignore alternative theoretical approaches to international relations, but rather to assume that their suppositions can be accommodated by realism, at least if the latter is appropriately modified. This applies to liberal institutionalism (Walt, 1998), for example, which variously emphasizes and prioritizes the role of extra-nation-state, trans-nation-state and supra-nation-state institutions over and above the nation-state, its institutions and its self-interested acquisition and exercise of power, in making sense of INS relations and the relationship between these and human rights matters [6].

It seems to me that, essentially, the nation-state along with other, to some extent competing, state-centered social formations at the ‘local’, regional and global levels in conducting INS and other social relations (at and between whatever levels) variously refer to, defer to and otherwise draw on, use and contribute to the development of the GHRR as part of a range of global (not to mention regional) regimes, institutions and other means of governance. This is increasingly happening as the GHRR is being re-constructed and, in the process, is becoming more and more available for use by state-centered formations, such as nation-states.  However, nation-states are not the only state-centered formations on the scene.  Indeed, nation-states are finding themselves increasingly in competition – and to some extent in conflict – on the world stage with state-centered formations other than of their own generic type. State-centered formations either already occur or are emerging in a range of non-nation-state guises and at several levels.  They exist at the regional level, for instance, as exemplified by the European Union and, in the Asia Pacific (pan-Pacific, Pacific Rim, or Pacific Basin) contexts, the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN), the Andean Community and the Organization of American States (OAS) [7].

There is ample evidence of the expansion, intensification and proliferation of state-centered formations at the regional level; as well as of something similar happening at the global level, as reflected in the development of such organizations, institutions and other bodies as the United Nations, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank, the World Trade Organisation (WTO), and the GHRR [8]. What seems to be occurring is a shift in the locus of the state from the nation-state level to higher levels. In the process, supranational states (or supra-nation-state states, in the sense of administrative arrangements, or apparatuses of governance) are being constructed at the regional level – as, in other words, supranational regional regimes (SRRs) – at the expense of the particular nation-states involved, and probably of the nation-state in general, as a generic type (see Close 1992; Close, 1995; Close and Ohki-Close 1999; Close, 2000). As such, SRRs will operate, or function, as super-nation-states (around super-states) between the nation-state level and the global level, with its particular (global) bodies, formations and organizations, institutions and regimes. Apart from anything else, SRRs will mediate between these levels, such as in the area of human rights, and thereby will play an important role in the operation and evolution of the GHRR. However, the SRR as a distinct social type may well turn out to be a temporary phenomenon, the prospect being that it will eventually give way to some all-embracing supranational global regime or regimes (SGRs), entailing a more advanced GHRR. At first nation-states and now SRRs may turn out to be transient bridges on the road to the establishment of the state at the global level at the expense of the state – or at least of sovereign, autonomous states – at all other levels. If so, the implications for the GHRR and the part it plays in people’s everyday lives, relationships and experiences in the Asia Pacific as elsewhere are considerable.

There is an irony here. The nation-state may be a source – even the primary source – of its own demise. Implanted within the nation-state may be the seeds of its own destruction. The current withering of the nation-state may be largely due to the way its exemplars (nation-states) – or, more precisely, the states within them – conduct their affairs in the self-interested way emphasized by the realist theoretical approach. In the process, the nation-state may well, in effect, self-destruct. The nation-state is being undermined from within by the state (or, what boils down to, the survival tactics of the state), but only to be replaced by more embracing social formations, constructed around the state at higher levels. It is the nation-state (or the state at the nation-state level) which is primarily responsible for this shift as it seeks, develops and employs means by which it can pursue its own interests in a world of competing nation-states (among other political economy players), most of which are far removed from the pinnacle position occupied by the only remaining super power, the USA. The state in striving to survive is sacrificing that social formation (the nation-state) which has facilitated its progress over most of the last 350 years. The nation-state has served its purpose and now – like the butterfly’s chrysalis – is being shed and discarded as the state re-emerges to flourish on a higher plane.

 

A development of this kind will have major ramifications for the administration, management or governance of human rights in the sense indicated by, for instance, Hans Peter Schmitz and Kathryn Sikkink: 

‘Human rights are a set of principled ideas about the treatment to which all individuals are entitled by virtue of being human. Over time, these ideas have gained wide-spread [sic] acceptance as international norms defining what [is] necessary for humans to thrive, both in terms of being protected from abuses, and provided with the elements necessary for a life in dignity. Human rights norms create a relationship between individual (and very occasionally collective) right holders and other entities (usually states) that have obligations.’

(Schmitz and Sikkink, 2001)
 

States are not the same as nation-states in spite of how over the last few centuries (and especially since the Peace Treaty between the Holy Roman Emperor and the King of France and their respective Allies – or the Treaty of Westphalia – signed on 24 October 1648) the two have been closely tied and, connectedly, have been widely regarded or conveniently treated as synonymous.  Nation-states are, in the first instance, territorial (or geo-political) entities centered on states – or, that is, on particular instances of the state as a generic social type. Of course, nation-states are many other things, from (in popular parlance) ‘countries’ to political-economy players on the world stage.  States are the apparatuses of governance which, among other things, are responsible for managing nation-states understood as geo-political entities. Not unconnectedly, states tend to have primary responsibility for managing the process whereby human rights – understood as ideas, principles or norms (at the global and other levels) – are realized and enjoyed by human beings in practice; that is, by human beings in their everyday lives, relationships and experiences. In so far as the state is being wrenched from the nation-state level to be re-deposited at the regional and global levels, then the attention of those with an interest in promoting human rights will shift to these higher levels, something which will further – or threaten to further – undermine the state at the nation-state level.
It will not be surprising to find that those who have an interest in retaining the state at the nation-state level, perhaps because they have an interest in preserving the nation-state (or at least their particular nation-states), will try to resist this development. They will try to resist human-rights related appeals to and interference from extra-nation-state, inter-nation-state and supra-nation-state human rights bodies, organizations and regimes at the global and regional levels.  They will be inclined to reject human rights movements or discourses which favour regional human rights regimes (RHRRs) – or at least RHRRs which embrace their own particular nation-states – and may be even more inclined to dismiss human rights movements and discourses which endorse an all-embracing global human rights regime (GHRR). They will tend to draw on those discourses about human rights or whatever else which favour preserving the nation-state (or their particular nation-states), and therefore which stress the benefits of the state at the nation-state level, of local (or national) identity and distinctiveness, of local ethnicity, culture and values, and so on.  These favoured discourses are likely to sit uncomfortably in some measure with (especially any universal pretensions, appeals or tendencies of) Western culture, values and ideas, the global diffusion of the Western cultural account (Meyer et al., 1987; Axford, 1995), Western-led globalization, and Western hegemony. They are likely to be at odds with those discourses which sanction the universal reach of Western liberal democracy, and perhaps Western (free) market capitalism, and its associated social doctrines and formations, such as those of individualism and the current GHRR.

It will not be surprising to find also that the Asia Pacific is a region in which opposition to the prevailing GHRR is especially strong, not merely because the Asia Pacific includes swathes of the non-Western world, but even more because it contains some highly prominent lines of demarcation, division and collision between the non-Western world and the West. These include that line running roughly from north to south through the Pacific Ocean in the vicinity of the International Date Line (IDL) – hence, what can be called, the IDL rift; and that line running roughly from west to east through the Arafura Sea.  After all, it is across the IDL rift in particular that not just the West, but the West’s leading political-economy and cultural player, the USA, directly and uniquely confronts the rest in a number of key, inter-locking, mutually aggravating and potentially explosive ways.

Still, the lines of demarcation should not be exaggerated. There is ample evidence to suggest that on each side, state-centered among other political economy players assume a wide spectrum of stances in relation to the GHRR, and to some extent conflicting stances, not only across the IDL rift, but also within the West itself as well as the non-West. Connectedly, there is also evidence to suggest that while there is a distinctive Western way with regard to culture, human rights and the political economy, this way is being successfully, albeit somewhat unevenly, purveyed around the Asia Pacific just as it is around the world as a whole through globalization [9].

Supranationalism in the Asia Pacific

At points in what I have said above about the Asia Pacific and human rights nexus, I have referred to the way in which nation-states – or, more precisely, the states within them – conduct their affairs in a self-interested way, and the like, when it would have been preferable for me to have referred to the way in which elites conduct their affairs in a self-interested way through the state, by harnessing the state and by, to some extent, elevating the state from the nation-state level to the regional level.

In that the state is an apparatus, or set of apparatuses, of governance, then the state cannot do anything by itself to itself, such as elevate itself in its interests.  The state can only be elevated, or whatever, through conscious action performed by social agents, such as elites, or (perhaps even more accurately) members of elites.  The state may be raised by elites in accordance with their ideas, intentions and interests.  Again, this is not to say that all elites will always be pulling or pushing in the same upward direction. Apart from anything else, while some elites may be supranationalistic, others may be nationalistic; and whereas supranationalists will want to elevate the state from the nation-state level, nationalists may want merely to shift or re-distribute the state at the same ‘local’, nation-state level, if only in the first instance. This is not to ignore the way in which nationalists can and do vary in their approach to the prevailing nation-state system and the emerging SRR system.  Instead, in effect, it is simply to recognize and emphasize that just as states are not to be confused with nation-states, so nation-states are not to be confused with nations [10].

Nation-states are geo-social, and in the first instance geo-poli​tical, entities.  They are, basically, politically constituted and constructed, but geographically, or territorially, bounded and contained, social formations. They are constructed and maintained through and around the state. Guided by Patrick Dunleavy and Brendan O’Leary, the ‘state is a recognizably separate institution or set of institutions, so differentiated from the rest of society as to create identifiable public and private spheres’ (Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987, p. 2).  Furthermore, the state is a set of institutions, apparatuses or agencies that ‘is sovereign, or the supreme power, within its territory, and by definition the ultimate authority for all law’ (ibid., p. 2). Dunleavy and O’Leary define ‘the state’ in a similar way to Max Weber (1978, 1958):

‘As defined by Max Weber, the state is the social institution [or set of social institutions] that holds a monopoly over the use of force. In this sense, the state is defined by its authority to generate and apply collective power. As with all [sets of] social institutions, the state is organized around a set of social functions, including maintaining law, order, and stability, resolving various kinds of disputes through the legal system, providing common defense, and looking out for the welfare of the population in ways that are beyond the means of the individual [...]. From a conflict perspective, however, the state also operates in the interest of various dominant groups, such as economic classes [. . .].’

(Johnson, 1995, p. 275; see also Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987, pp. 1‑4; Giddens, 1985, pp. 15‑29; Giddens, 1993, Chapter 10; and Close, 1992)
From a conflict, or ‘class analysis’, perspective, the state is used by dominant social classes, or power elites, in their interests, and so primarily to safeguard their power.  The power of elites is rooted in the political economy, which under globalization means increasingly in the global political economy. Hence, the ‘class analysis’ global political economy (CAGPE) perspective on, or approach to, the relationship linking elites, the state, nation-states, nations, regionalization, regionalism, supranationalism, supranational regional regimes, the political economy, and globalization. Elites will use the state to govern, or manage and manipulate, social formations, including nation-states, in their interests. While to some extent, elites will use the state to maintain and defend nation-states, to some extent also, in a globalizing world, elites will be inclined to use and safeguard their power by raising the locus of the state from the ‘local’, or nation-state, level to the regional, or supranational, level.

In that the state is the ‘political’ hub through and around which such geo-political formations as nation-states are maintained and defended, then the state will be used by elites to maintain and defend formations which do not necessarily coincide in a simple, neat and tidy, coterminous way with nations:

‘A nation is a community of people who […] regard themselves, or are regarded by others, as sharing some common identity […].  The term is often used synonymously with ethnos or ethnic group […].’
(Wikipedia, 17 May 2005)

According to Benedict Anderson, a nation is, more precisely, an imagined community (Anderson, 1983 and 1991; see also Gowland et al., 1995, p. 270), but a community nonetheless, its existence and cohesion stemming from the way in which its members identify with each other in something of an exclusive manner (see Gellner, 1983, p. 6).

For Ernest Gellner, as for many other writers, a ‘nation’ is also, and indeed is basically, a distinctive cultural entity:

‘Two men are of the same nation if and only if they share the same culture, where culture in turn means a system of ideas and signs and associations and ways of behaving and communicating.’

(Gellner, 1983, p. 6)

From this, it follows that a nation is also an ethnic group (see Gellner, 1983, especially Chapter 1; see also David Gowland et al., 1995, especially Chapter 13; and Benedict Anderson, 1983), in that ethnicity is ‘a concept referring to a shared culture and way of life, especially as reflected in language’ (Johnson, 1995, p. 99; see also Isiksal, 2002).  Essentially, a nation is a community, if only imagined, the identity, distinctiveness and cohesiveness of which is based on culture, or ethnicity.  In contrast, a nation-state is a geo-political formation, centered on the state, an apparatus of governance through which the nation-state is managed and manipulated especially by elites in their own particular, power-oriented, class interests. A nation will always be an elective social formation, held together by a common identity, a distinct culture and a degree of choice (see Gellner, 1983, p. 6).  A nation-state may be held together in a similar way, but also it may not be.  Apart from anything else, a nation-state may contain a number of highly distinct and disparate nations that are, and can only be, held together by elites exercising their power, control and dominance through the state in a coercive, oppressive and illegitimate manner.

In practice, the relationship between the geo-political nation-state system and the pattern of culturally-based nations is complex and characterized by considerable discord, disaffection and flux (see Hobsbawm, 1990).  Under these circumstances, in spite of – but to some extent because of – the ideas, intentions and interests and the power, control and dominance of elites, a nation-state may not survive. Occasionally, a nation-state fails, disintegrating either partially or wholly from within, imploding under the stresses and strains of nationalism, where nationalism is ‘an ideology that creates and sustains a nation’ (Word IQ, 7 June 2005); or ‘an ethno-political ideology that sustains […] a nation-identity [sic] for an exclusive group of people’ (Wikipedia, 2 June 2005); or ‘a theory of political legitimacy, which requires that ethnic boundaries should not cut across political ones’ (Gellner, 1983, p. 1); or ‘primarily a political principle that holds that the political [unit] and the national unit should be congruent’ (Gellner, 1983, p. 1 [11]). For Gellner, nationalism holds that ‘nations and states […] were destined for each other; that either without the other is incomplete, and constitutes a tragedy’ (Gellner, 1983, p. 6), where by states Gellner appears to mean the geo-political formations that I have labelled nation-states, rather than exemplars of the apparatus of governance that I have labelled the state.

Nationalism may become separatism, and in turn may become violent. Charles de Gaulle, the former President of France, once remarked about Europe that ‘arbitrary centralization [has] always provoked an upsurge of violent nationalism by way of a reaction’ (de Gaulle, 1994, p. 32; see also Gellner, 1983, 1994). Here, de Gaulle might have been referring to the way in which the system of geo-political nation-states (centered on the state) has been imposed in an arbitrary way upon the pattern of ‘cultural’ nations in Europe, not to mention elsewhere, provoking many cases of violent nationalism and separatism, resulting in the occasional break up of nation-states and the subsequent amendment of the system of nation-states along more nation-friendly lines.

However, what de Gaulle actually had in mind were those attempts that had been made to impose centralization upon nation-states, including through imperialism, but also through regionalization and, more specifically, the construction of a supranational regional regime (SRR) centered on the European (Economic) Community driven by supranationalism.  For de Gaulle, just as European imperialism was responsible for provoking violent nationalism in support of independent, sovereign nation-states, so post-Second World War European supranationalism in favour of an SRR had provoked similar reactions, something with which de Gaulle expressed considerable sympathy.

In his writings and speeches, de Gaulle vehemently denounced supranationalism.  He was disdainful of his compatriots who:

‘professed the doctrine of “supranationalism”, [or] France’s submission to a law that was not [its] own. Hence the support for “Europe” seen as an edifice in which technocrats forming an “executive” and parliamentarians assuming legislative powers ‑ the great majority of both being foreigners ‑ would have the authority to decide the fate of the French people […]. Hence, [in other words], the eagerness to submit the acts of [the French] government to the approval of [not only “Europe”, but also other] organizations [such as NATO] in which, under a semblance of collective deliberation, the authority of the protector reigned supreme in every field, whether political, military, economic, technical or monetary, and in which [French] representatives would never dare say “we want” but simply confine themselves to “pleading France’s cause”.’

(de Gaulle, 1994, p. 30)

As Brent Nelsen and Alexander Stubb explain:

‘De Gaulle’s vision of France profoundly shaped his vision of Europe, which differed markedly from the views held by the founders of the European Communities, most noticeably Jean Monnet. De Gaulle believed in European unity, but he criticized the supranational vision of Europe as unrealistic and undesirable. He argued instead for a “concert of European states” in which [Member States] coordinated their policies extensively but did not give up their rights as sovereign entities to a European “superstate”. De Gaulle's unwillingness to concede France’s right to control its vital affairs led to the 1965 crisis in the Communities and eventually the Luxembourg compromise that [ . . . ] gave [each Member State] the right to veto Community decisions. In effect, the Six were forced to accept de Gaulle’s vision of an intergovernmental Europe.’

(Nelsen and Stubb, 1994, p. 25)

Were they?  If they were, for how long were they?  If they were, presumably their acceptance was short-lived, lasting not much beyond de Gaulle’s death in 1970. Otherwise, it is difficult to explain the way in which the European project has progressed, and in particular has created a decidedly deepening supranational regional regime (SRR), which now serves as a pointer to and model for similar developments in other parts of the world.  For instance:

‘The Andean Community of Nations (in Spanish: Comunidad Andina de Naciones, abbreviated CAN) is a trade bloc that comprises the South American countries of Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and Venezuela. This trade bloc was formerly called the Andean Pact and was started with signing of the Cartagena Agreement in 1969 […]. The Andean Community is one of South America’s two main trade blocs (the other one being Mercosur). Mercosur and the Andean Community began negotiations in 1999 towards a merger of the two groupings, with the potential of creating a South American Free Trade Area (SAFTA). On December 8, 2004 it was announced the merger would be called the South American Community of Nations, patterned after the European Union.’

(Wikipedia, 1 June 2005)

The Andean Community (CAN) has prepared the way for SAFTA by being deliberately modelled on the EU.  CAN is ‘a subregional organization endowed with an international legal status, which is made up of’ the five Member States (nation-states) and ‘the bodies and institutions comprising the Andean Integration System (AIS)’, these being the Andean Presidential Council, the Andean Council of Foreign Ministers, the Commission of the Andean Community, the Andean Parliament, the Andean Development Corporation (CAF), the Latin American Reserve Fund (FLAR), Andean Business, the Andean Labor Advisory Council, the Simon Bolivar Andean University, Social Conventions, the Court of Justice of the Andean Community, and the General Secretariat (Andean Community General Secretariat, 3 June 2005).

As of mid-2005, the EU had become a regional organization made up of twenty five Member States and a number of administrative institutions, agencies and other bodies, including the European Parliament, the Council of the European Union, the European Commission, the Court of Justice of the European Communities, the European Court of Auditors, the European Ombudsman, the European Data Protection Supervisor, the European Central Bank, the European Investment Bank, the European Economic and Social Committee, the Committee of the Regions, the Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, the European Communities Personnel Selection Office, the (sixteen) Agencies of the European Community, the two agencies of the Common Foreign and Security Policy, and the two agencies in support of the Police and Judicial Cooperation in criminal matters (Europa, 10 June 2005a).

Supranationalism, supra-institutionalism, supra-statism, or supra-constitutionalism has become firmly entrenched in Europe, is gaining adherents around the world, and is being embodied in more and more concrete regional social formations, organizations or regimes such as the Andean Community and its extension as the South American Community of Nations.  It is gaining ground especially among ‘local’ and regional political-economy elites, those sections of social formations at the ‘local’ and regional levels with most power, control and influence, and so with the resources to make a difference.

Following de Gaulle, ‘supranationalism’ is a doctrine ‑ a set, or body, of beliefs or principles; or a dogma (The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Current English, 1990, p. 345), ‘an arrogant declaration of opinion’ (ibid., p. 346). Or, it seems to me, ‘supranationalism’ is an ideology: a ‘system of ideas at the basis of an economic or political theory’ (ibid., p. 586; see also Thompson, 1994). Supranationalism is an ideational phenomenon, and as such can be bracketed with (is qualitatively akin to) a range of other –isms, including liberalism, socialism, communism and Confucianism, but not forgetting nationalism.  In a similar way to these other - doctrines, dogmas, ideologies and -isms, supranationalism is an ideational worldview, rationale and driving force behind concrete political-economy developments, constructions and regimes, such as those exemplified by the European Union, the Andean Community, and the prospective East Asian Community or Union.

Guided by de Gaulle, supranationalism is a doctrine in favour of a set of nation-states, and so of nations (those contained by the set of nation-states), submitting to a supreme authority (de Gaulle, 1994, p. 30) at the collective – or, that is, the regional - level.  Supranationalism will be rejected and resisted by those nationalists who are committed to maintaining and defending the integrity, independence and sovereignty of the nation-states to which they belong and perhaps with which they identify as (if these are) distinct nations. But, this does not mean that supranationalism will be rejected and resisted by all nationalists. Some nationalists may accept and even subscribe to supranationalism, regarding it as useful to the task of releasing their nations from arbitrarily imposed nation-states, or that is from the unacceptable, or illegitimate, political grip over their nations of the state at the ‘local’, nation-state level. Nationalists may view supranationalism as compatible with and conducive to the task of establishing a more appropriate arrangement, or fit, between national units and political units (Gellner, 1983, p. 1) – between nations and the state - at the expense of the prevailing nation-state system. 

Currently, the nation-state, or more precisely the state at the ‘local’ nation-state level, is under simultaneous, pincer-like attack from nationalism and supranationalism, nationalist and supranationalist movements, and above all SRRs and embryonic SRRs.  To a not inconsiderable extent, both nationalists and supranationalists are pushing in the same direction, whereby particular nation-states, the nation-state in general, and the state at the ‘local’ nation-state level are under threat and in retreat, to the mutual benefit of both culturally-based nations and geo-political, state-centered SRRs.

In the case of Europe, those who endorse the way in which the EU is accumulating supranational authority over the regime’s Member States are labelled by Jo Shaw as ‘neo-functionalists’: 

‘the so‑called neo‑functionalists […] have advocated [an] incremental and piecemeal approach to European integration […]. Neo‑functionalism [...] underlay the decision of the founding fathers of the Community such as jean Monnet and Robert Schuman to abandon grand federalist projects […]. The idea behind neo‑functionalism is that sovereign [nation‑]states may be persuaded in the interests of economic welfare to relinquish control over certain areas of policy where it can be easily proven that benefits are likely to flow from a common approach to problem solving […]. The transfer of powers [to a central authority ‑ a supranational body ‑ which exists at a level above the Member States] is viewed as […] part of a continuing process. One [step in the process] of integration will lead on to the next […]. This process [is] termed “spill‑over” by neo‑functionalists, and, as they have evolved, the European Community and later the European Union have indeed passed through a number of stages […], involving progressive transfers of power to them by the Member States. Spill‑over has […] operated in the extension of powers of the old European Economic Community out of the purely “economic” field into other related areas such as environmental and social policy. It has [then] fuelled the debate about political union in the EU [...]. To summarise, the essence of supranationalism is found in a gradual transfer of competences to the higher level, and the evolution of a distinctive form of decision‑making at the higher level where increasingly decisions are taken on a majoritarian basis, rather than by consensus.

(Shaw, 1996, pp. 12‑13)

If Shaw is suggesting that supranationalism is a concrete, structural process entailing the actual transfer of sovereignty, authority and competences (over functions or activities) from the ‘local’, nation-state level to the regional, supranational level, then it would have been preferable for her to suggest instead that supranationalism is the (ideational) doctrine, or at least the (ideologically based) social movement, behind this process, which by inference might then be called supranationalisation.

Shaw labels those who claim that this process is taking and can only take place in Europe in a gradual, incremental and spill-over fashion as neo-functionalists. For neo-functionalists, the progress of a European SRR can take place only by the regime gradually assuming competency over, or responsibility for, more and more areas of social activity, practice and policy beyond the ‘economic’, while also gradually becoming institutionally deeper and deeper, whereby more and more decision-making powers (authority) are transferred from the ‘local’, nation-state level to the supranational regional level. By mid-2005, the EU listed its activities as Agriculture, Audiovisual, Budget, Competition, Consumers, Culture, Customs, Development, Economic and Monetary Affairs, Education, Training, Youth, Employment and Social Affairs, Energy, Enlargement, Enterprise, Environment, External Relations, External Trade, Fisheries, Food Safety, Foreign and Security Policy, Fraud, Humanitarian aid, Human rights, Information Society, Institutional affairs, Internal Market, Justice and Home Affairs, Public Health, Regional Policy, Research and Innovation, Taxation, and Transport (Europa, 10 June 2005b).

Economic integration was and remained the main focus and mainstay of the European project. It had moved through several stages, as indicated by Bela Balassa’s analysis:

‘Economic integration can take several forms that represent varying degrees of integration. These are a free-trade area, a customs union, a common market, an economic union, and complete economic integration. In a free trade area, tariffs (and quantitative restrictions) between the participating countries are abolished, but each country retains its own tariffs against non-members. Establishing a customs union involves, besides the suppression of discrimination in the field of commodity movements within the union, the equalisation of tariffs in trade with non-member countries. A higher form of economic integration is attained in a common market, where not only trade restrictions but also restrictions on factor movements are abolished. An economic union, as distinct from a common market, combines the suppression of restrictions on commodity and factor movements with some degree of harmonisation of national economic policies, in order to remove discrimination that was due to disparities in these policies. Finally, total economic integration presupposes the unification of monetary, fiscal, social, and countercyclical policies and requires the setting-up of a supranational authority whose decisions are binding for the Member States.’

(Balasa, 1961)

In the case of the EU, the process of economic integration has reached this final, total, supranational stage, and as such has delivered a social formation which is necessarily more than simply ‘economic’. The resulting formation is also a ‘political’ construct, organization or union. The EU is a political-economy formation organized around the state at the regional level. The EU state is the ‘political’ apparatus through which the organization administers, or manages, the economic and other social activities for which it has gradually acquired responsibility via the processes of integration and spill-over. The EU is a geo-political formation which, like nation-states, is centered upon the state, but at the regional, supra-national level, over and above the ‘local’, nation-state level.  

In my view, SRRs will be established in a similar, gradual, piecemeal, spill-over way beyond Europe, around the world, including in East Asia.  After pointing out that an ‘FTA is the first step in regional economic cooperation, as indicated by Bela Balassa in his theory of economic integration’, Kiyokatsu Nishigushi tells us that there ‘has been an increasing interest [in] regional economic cooperation in […] East Asia’, this being due to ‘the necessity to take measures against the risk from globalization’ and the ‘growing concern over the disadvantages caused by the slow start of East Asia in the global FTA movement’ (Nishigushi, 2002, p. 1). Nishigushi examines ‘the experience of regionalism in East Asia using ASEAN as an example’ (Nishigushi, 2002, p. 1), and by focusing on ASEAN’s extension as ASEAN+3 (ASEAN plus China, Japan and South Korea), something which is ‘practically the same as the EAEG (East Asian Economic Grouping) proposed by Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad of Malaysia in 1990’ (Nishigushi, 2002, p. 7).

I expect ASEAN, by way of the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA) initiative and the ASEAN+3 (APT) grouping, to progress as an SRR. It will become institutionally more extensive and deep, as functional competences are transferred from the ‘local’, nation-state level to the regional, supranational level. This will occur under the power, control and influence of (internal) ‘local’ and regional political-economy elites (as represented by Mahathir Mohamad) in response to external developments, influences and pressures, and connectedly to the all-enveloping processes of globalization. In my 2000 book and earlier writings (Close, 1997a, 1997b; Close and Ohki‑Close, 1996/7, 1999), I argue that:

‘the EU’s supranational progress, geo‑political expansion and gathering participation in pan‑European governance can only be understood in terms (a) the EU’s status, roles and relationships as a global player; (b) the EU’s circumstances within an encompassing global (economic, political, cultural) system, and accordingly within various enveloping global conditions, processes and trends; (c) the way the EU as a supranational regional organisation, or regime, is caught up in a global trend entailing the multiplication of (SRRs), and connectedly the search for ‘supranational solutions’ to such ‘problems’ as global order‑disorder, global stability and global governance; and (d) the particular ‘problems’ of global order‑disorder, stability and governance associated with the post‑Cold War new world order, or geo‑political power configuration. Other, at least emerging or embryonic, prospective or proto‑SRRs include the North American Free Trade Agreement/Area (NAFTA), Mercosur (in South America), the Andean Community, the Asia Pacific Economic Co‑operation (APEC) forum, the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN), the Asian Union, and the East Asian Economic Caucus (EAEC) or Area (EAEA)’.

(Close, 2000, pp. 1-2)

Subsequently, my SRR proliferation thesis appears to have been vindicated by events and endorsed by a raft of commentators, researchers and writers. Asia has not escaped being carried along by the wave of supranationalism sweeping the world, at least if Timothy Dallen’s account of Supranationalist Alliances and Tourism is to be believed. Dallen:

‘examines supranational trade alliances as potential policy and governance frameworks for tourism development. With ASEAN and SAARC as empirical examples, [he] describes several operational elements of tourism and highlights the challenges facing alliances in their efforts to enact and execute common tourism policies and practices. For [his purposes], the terms trading bloc, international alliance, supranational alliance, economic community and regional alliance are used interchangeably to describe the growing trend throughout the world toward formally established groupings of countries that attempt to work in partnership to develop their individual and regional economies.’

(Dallen, 2003)

As indicated above, however, a supranational alliance can and should be distinguished from such alternatives as a trading bloc, an international alliance, an economic community and a regional alliance.  A supranational alliance may start out as one or more of these other regional arrangements, but will be fundamentally and crucially different, in particular with regard to its ‘political’, or political-economy, characteristics. 

As far as I am concerned, there is already a rudimentary, or embryonic, supranational alliance or regional regime in place in East Asia (an EASRR), covering more or less those nation-states which Mahathir Mohamed suggested might be included in his proposed East Asian Economic Group (EAEG) or East Asian Economic Caucus (EAEC).  More than a decade later, in a 2003 overview of East Asian Regionalism, Wei-Wei Zhang (of the Modern Asia Research Centre, Geneva, and Fudan University, Shanghai) reported:
‘For a long time, apart from the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA), there was no formal regional cooperation in East Asia. Prime Minister Mahathir of Malaysia proposed in 1990 to establish an East Asian Economic Caucus, encompassing ASEAN, China, Japan and South Korea, but this idea was not well received, due to strong U.S. opposition and cold response from Japan and China. However, things began to change since 1995 when East Asia and Europe initiated the process of bilateral dialogues, and leaders of East Asian countries gathered to discuss their common position in preparation for dialogues with their European counterparts. This seemed to have prompted Asian leaders to appreciate their regular exchange of views on regional issues of common concern.’

(Zhang, 2003)

Here, of course, Zhang is alluding to the Asia-Europe Summit Meetings (ASEM), and the stimulus it has given to the doctrine of regionalism and the process of regionalization in East Asia [12]. In addition, Zhang tells us, the ‘1997 Asian financial crisis proved a catalyst for East Asian intra-regional cooperation’ (see also Close, 2000, pp. 70-81; Nishigushi, 2002). As Zhang explains, ‘the crisis’ began in Thailand and ‘spread fast from one nation to another’, including ‘Indonesia, South Korea and Malaysia and others, highlighting the close inter-dependency of East Asian economies’ (Zhang, 2003). In response, however:

‘Outside help […] was not forthcoming, […] the IMF’s rescue package was inappropriate […], and the APEC meeting held in Vancouver in 1998, rather than addressing the crisis, gave priority to “early voluntary sectoral liberalization”. [Consequently, in] the aftermath of the crisis has emerged the trend towards East Asian regionalism. East Asian countries seem to have realized that it is in their interest to cooperate with each other in a more institutionalised way so as to better promote and defend their common interests.’

(Zhang, 2003)

Zhang identifies a ‘number of initiatives’ within East Asia as ‘particularly significant’.  For instance, ‘ASEAN members are further expanding their internal economic integration’; ‘China and ASEAN decided in late 2001 to establish the China-ASEAN Free Trade Area (China-ASEAN FTA) in a matter of 10 years […]’; ‘other regional trade agreements have further strengthened intra-regional economic ties: Hong Kong and China reached [the] Closer Economic Partnership Agreement (CEPA). Macao is following suit’ (Zhang, 2003).

Moreover, since 1997, ‘East Asian leaders have met annually to discuss ways […] to accelerate regional cooperation’ (Zhang, 2003). For instance, in North East Asia, ‘China, Japan and South Korea have started regular dialogues at the level of heads of government, economic and trade ministers and identified many areas of cooperation’, and yet more inclusively:

‘ASEAN, China, Japan and South Korea (ASEAN + 3) have started a process of regular consultations to explore opportunities for cooperation in wide-ranging areas such as finance, human resource development, fight against trans-boundary crimes and infrastructure amelioration of the Mekong River valley. The Chiang Mai Initiative reached at the ASEAN + 3 financial ministers meeting held in May 2000 was a breakthrough, as it was the first regional agreement aimed at enhancing regional financial cooperation against currency speculation and the recurrence of financial crisis.’

(Zhang, 2003)

In addition, Zhang notes:

‘the East Asian Vision Group (EAVG), the foremost think tank of ASEAN + 3, has put forward a number of forward-looking ideas, from establishing an East Asian Free Trade Area to the creation of an East Asian Economic Community. There is still no consensus on these ideas, given the complexity of regional political issues and historical grievances as well as external influence, in particular that of the United States. But EAVG’s concepts are stimulating new thinking on the future of East Asian cooperation. With the expansion of the European Union and the growth of [the] pan-American FTA, East Asian nations are reflecting on how to best advance their common interests in the world.’

(Zhang, 2003)

By the end of 2004, major steps on the road to an East Asia Free Trade Area (EAFTA) (ASEAN Secretariat, 29 November 2004), an East Asian Economic Community, and even ‘a pan-Asian trade bloc to rival Europe and the United States’ (Manila Times, 30 November 2004) had been taken, as indicated by the proceedings of the Tenth ASEAN Summit held in Vientiane, the capital of Laos, during 29-30 November 2004 (ASEAN Secretariat, 30 November 2004). On the first day, ASEAN Leaders ‘held a very productive meeting under the Theme “Advancing a Secure and Dynamic ASEAN Family through Greater Solidarity, Economic Integration and Social Progress”’, according to the resulting Chairman’s Statement (ASEAN Secretariat, 29 November 2004), when both ‘the ASEAN Security Community Plan of Action and the ASEAN Socio-Cultural Community Plan of Action’ were adopted:

‘to implement the Declaration of ASEAN Concord II to realize the establishment of the ASEAN Community comprising three pillars, namely the ASEAN Security Community (ASC), ASEAN Economic Community (AEC) and Socio-Cultural Community (ASCC) that are closely intertwined and mutually reinforcing for the purpose of ensuring durable peace, stability and shared prosperity in the region and beyond.  In this connection, we reaffirmed our commitment to achieving an ASEAN Community through initiatives and approaches to accelerate economic integration.’
(ASEAN Secretariat, 29 November 2004)

Concord II had been adopted by the ASEAN Leaders at the Ninth ASEAN Summit held in Bali in October 2003, whereby ‘the three pillars of the ASEAN Community’ were established (Department of Foreign Affairs, September 2004), the result being an institutional framework which is remarkably similar to that of the European Union:

‘The Maastricht Treaty, or Treaty on European Union (TEU), “created an entirely new ‘architecture’ for Europe” (European Commission, July 1997, p. 3), consisting “of three pillars of cooperation: […] The European Community or first pillar”, within which the single internal market operates, for instance; the “Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), or second pillar”; and Cooperation on Justice and Home Affairs (CJHA) (European Commission, July 1997b, p. 3).’

(Close, 2000, p. 85)

On behalf of the political leaders attending the Tenth ASEAN Summit, the Chairman’s Statement declared:

‘We noted the progress made in the political and economic cooperation with our Dialogue Partners. In this regard, we expressed satisfaction with the overall progress of the ASEAN+3 cooperation. We reaffirmed our determination to continue to drive the ASEAN+3 cooperation and to work closely with China, Japan and the Republic of Korea in promoting East Asia cooperation. We discussed the convening of an East Asia Summit (EAS). We agreed to hold the first EAS in Malaysia in 2005 and in this connection, tasked our Foreign Ministers to work out the details concerning its modality and participation. We expressed our satisfaction with the deepening of ASEAN-India cooperation. We welcomed the enhancement of AFTA-CER [the ASEAN Free Trade Area and Australia-New Zealand Closer Economic Relations Trade Agreement] linkages, which will lay the firm foundation for future cooperation. We were also pleased to upgrade the relations between ASEAN and the Russian Federation and looked forward to the ASEAN-Russia Summit in Malaysia next year.’

(ASEAN Secretariat, 29 November 2004)

On the same day, the Eighth APT Summit was attended by the Leaders of ASEAN and China, Japan and South Korea (ASEAN Secretariat, 18 May 2005), the resulting Chairman’s Statement of which:

‘noted with satisfaction the steady progress in ASEAN+3 cooperation and encouraged a speedy implementation of the short and long term measures of the East Asia Study Group (EASG), which we adopted in 2002, aiming to broadening and deepening East Asia cooperation. We also noted the expanding and deepening of ASEAN+3 […] cooperation, especially in the monetary and financial and economic sectors. In this regard, we welcomed the setting up of the ASEAN+3 Unit in the ASEAN Secretariat [in 2003]. We exchanged  views  on  the  establishment of  an  East Asia Free Trade Area (EAFTA) and welcomed the decision by the ASEAN+3 Economic Ministers to set up an expert group to conduct a feasibility study on EAFTA. The Leaders of the Plus Three countries supported ASEAN Leaders’ decision to convene the first East Asia Summit (EAS) in Malaysia in 2005.  The ASEAN+3 Leaders supported Japan’s proposal to host an ASEAN+3 Foreign Ministers Meeting in Kyoto in May 2005 to discuss the concept and modalities of an EAS.  We agreed that the establishment of an East Asian Community is a long-term objective. We reaffirmed the role of ASEAN+3 process as the main vehicle for the eventual establishment of an East Asian Community. China, Japan, and the Republic of Korea reiterated their support for ASEAN’s role as the major driving force in East Asia cooperation. In addition, to mark the 10th Anniversary of the ASEAN+3 cooperation in 2007, we agreed to consider the idea of issuing the 2nd Joint Statement on East Asia cooperation as well as a work plan to consolidate the existing and future cooperation.’ 

(ASEAN Secretariat, 18 May 2005).

Consequently, as summarised by The Manila Times:

‘The 10-country Association of Southeast Asian Nations was to sign an accord with China to create the world’s biggest tariff-free market of nearly two billion people. Similar free-trade areas were planned with Japan, South Korea, and a blueprint for economic cooperation with India was to be signed before the end of the two-day summit [on] Tuesday. “An enlarged East Asian bloc can secure not only the future of the developing and less-developing countries of Asean but the future of China, Japan and Korea”, Philippine President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo said ahead of the summit. Add India to the mix, and it will create a “formidable regional grouping” to stand against the European Union and the Americas, she said […]. The China free-trade agreement, which aims to remove all tariffs by 2010, is part of a wider “plan of action” to cooperate in politics, security, military affairs, transportation, information technology and tourism. It will “serve as the ‘master plan’ to deepen and broaden Asean-China relations and cooperation […] for the next five years”, said a draft of the joint Asean-China declaration to be signed later [on] Monday […]. The leaders of China and India were in Vientiane for a separate summit with Asean members, as were their counterparts from South Korea, Japan, Australia and New Zealand.’ 

(Manila Times, 30 November 2004 [13])


In a 2004 report on East Asian Economic Regionalism published by the Brookings Institute on behalf of the USA’s Council of Foreign Relations, Edward Lincoln notes:
‘Something new is happening across East Asia. A part of the world long noted for its lack of internal economic links is discussing regional cooperation on trade, investment, and exchange rates. Why has East Asia suddenly shifted from a global approach to economic issues to discussing a regional bloc? How fast and how far will the new regionalism progress? Will East Asia become a counterpart to the European Union, or something far less?’

(Lincoln, 2004)

I am confident that East Asia will become a counterpart to the EU, while perhaps in a sense becoming far more.  That is, it may well become far more powerful than the EU on the world stage. This will occur in response to external considerations, factors and forces, and by way of the ideas, intentions and interests of ‘local’ and regional political-economy elites.

Also in 2004, Edward Gresser of the Washington-based Progressive Policy Institute argued:

‘The 21st century has brought rapid integration of the Asian economy, and the emergence of what can be termed an informal “Asian Union”. For the first time, China’s manpower and low costs are united with the money and technology of Japan, Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore. China’s emergence as America’s most visible source of goods thus reflects a structural change in the Asian economy more than it reflects new Chinese trade or labor policies. The development offers economic and security opportunities, carries with it potential sources of risk and financial instability, and also means a powerful new competitive challenge.’

(Gresser, 2004)

I anticipate that a formal Asian Union will evolve in East Asia spearheaded by China, or more specifically by the political-economy elites of China, but with the support of a raft of political-economy elites across East Asia, including crucially from Japan.  The East Asian Union (EAU) will be an SRR with a competitive edge in relation to such political-economy players as the USA, any North American or pan-American regional formation(s), supranational or otherwise, and the EU.  

In my 1999 book, I examined ‘a general global trend and dynamic […] summarised as follows’:

‘in the New World Order (NWO) ‑ the post‑Cold War distribution of global power and configuration of global players ‑ the European Union (EU) is just one among a growing number of regional regimes that are acquiring prominent roles in the process of global governance, to some extent through the operation of differentiated zones of geo‑political management. The EU is currently the most advanced and influential example of a regional regime by virtue of having the novel European Community (EC) at its core ‑ the EC being uniquely constructed around supranational institutions, decision‑making and laws. But, the EC's uniqueness is unlikely to last. The evident competitive advantages of supranational regional regimes (SRRs), in conjunction with the realism generally adopted by the various global players, is conducive to the consolidation and proliferation of SRRs in a manner consistent with the neo‑functionalist perspective on the progress of the EU. Other prospective SRRs include the Association of South East Asian Nations, the East Asian Economic Caucus, the South Asian Association for Regional Co‑operation, the North American Free Trade Area, and the Andean Community. [The] emerging character of the global system will increasingly depend upon SRRs, the relationships among such organisations, and accordingly the doctrine of supranationalism.’

(Close and Ohki‑Close, 1999, Preamble; Close, 2000, pp. 29-30 [14]

I remain convinced of this. I expect the EASRR, or EAU, to be the dominant political-economy formation of any kind below the global level by the middle of this century, with East Asian, and especially Chinese, political-economy elites leading the way.  

…………………………..

NOTES

1. Subsequently:

‘The Treaty of Amsterdam, which took effect in 1999, continued the reforms of the Maastricht Treaty and began to streamline the EU’s institutions ahead of the next enlargement. Many institutional questions were postponed to the Intergovernmental Conference launched at the Helsinki European Council Summit in December 1999 and resulting in the Treaty of Nice. The Amsterdam Treaty strengthened the CFSP and the EU’s ability to undertake joint foreign policy actions. More decisions could be reached by qualified majority instead of unanimity, as required by Maastricht, and member states became able to abstain from a vote or an action without impeding the majority. The Union also appointed Javier Solana as High Representative for CFSP and established a new policy unit. The Treaty of Nice, signed in Nice, France, in December 2000, entered into force on February 1, 2003. It addressed a number of institutional questions remaining after the Treaty of Amsterdam. Most of the institutional aspects of the Treaty of Nice will not take effect until 2005. Its most important purpose is to prepare the EU institutions for enlargement to as many as twenty-eight member states. Measures in the Treaty of Nice include: Extension of qualified majority voting and reweighting of votes within the Council […]; Extending the use of “enhanced cooperation” to allow groups of at least eight member states to proceed with policy initiatives; Redistribution of seats within the European Parliament in preparation for new members […]; and Reconfiguring the College of Commissioners and strengthening the European Commission presidency. The Declaration on the Future of the Union, annexed to the Treaty of Nice, called for a deeper and wider debate about the future of Europe and the structure of the European Union. The “European Convention” and the “Debate on the Future of the European Union” provided the groundwork for the 2004 Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) to consider: More clearly defining the competences of the Union and its member states, based on the principle of subsidiarity; Measures to simplify the treaties; The role of national parliaments in the European construction; and The legal status of the Charter of Fundamental Rights. Through the search for “ever closer union”, the European Union has consolidated economic prosperity and democracy in Western Europe and helped bring stability to Central and Eastern Europe. Increasingly, the EU must deal with the challenges of globalization in the twenty-first century. The Treaty of Nice and the 2004 IGC are important developments, but they should be seen in this broad, evolutionary context. An EU Constitution will be a major event.’

(Delegation of the European Commission to the United States, 22 May 2005)

2. On ‘pooling’, see also Pace, 2002; and Wilton Park, 2003.
3. The notions of ‘old’ and ‘new’ regionalisms have been variously defined and distinguished. The variation in approach to the notions appears to depend on the scholarly discipline and purpose involved, with Antoni Estevadeordal, Junichi Goto and Raul Saez’s focus being economic considerations:  

‘The world is undergoing a second wave of regionalism. In contrast to the first wave of regionalism in the 1950s and 1960s, which was mostly short-lived except in the case of Western Europe, we have witnessed many successful attempts to form integrated trading areas all over the world since the mid-80s. Those recent attempts are often referred to as the "New Regionalism." In Europe, a fairly successful attempt to form a single market by 1992 (EC92) developed into deeper economic integration that involves monetary unification. In Asia and the Pacific, many countries are united into a much looser economic union called the Asian Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), and they agreed to achieve free trade and investment in the region by 2010 for industrialized countries and by 2020 for developing countries. In North America, the United States, Canada, and Mexico formed the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1994, and the three countries agreed to abolish tariff and non-tariff barriers in the region by 2009’.

(Estevadeordal, Goto and Saez, 2000, p. 1)

Björn Hettne’s emphasis is more ‘political’:

‘The new regionalism differs from the “old” regionalism in a number of ways, and I want to emphasize the following five contrasts: [First, whereas] the old regionalism was formed in a bipolar Cold War context, the new is taking shape in a multipolar world order. The new regionalism and multipolarity are, in fact, two sides of the same coin. The decline of US hegemony and the breakdown of the Communist subsystem created a room-for-manoeuvre, in which the new regionalism could develop. It would never have been compatible with the Cold War system, since the “quasi-regions” of that system tended to reproduce bipolarity within themselves. This old pattern of hegemonic regionalism was of course most evident in Europe before 1989, but at the height of the Cold War discernible in all world regions. There are still remnants of it here in East Asia. [Second, whereas] the old regionalism was created "from above" (often through superpower intervention), the new is a more spontaneous process from within the regions, where the constituent states now experience the need for cooperation in order to tackle new global challenges. Regionalism is thus one way of coping with global transformation, since most states lack the capacity and the means to manage such a task on the “national” level. [Third, whereas] the old regionalism was inward oriented and protectionist in economic terms, the new is often described as “open”, and thus compatible with an interdependent world economy. However, the idea of a certain degree of preferential treatment of countries within the region is implied in the idea of open regionalism. How this somewhat contradictory balance between the principle of multilateralism and the more particularistic regionalist concerns shall be maintained remains somewhat unclear. I would […] rather stress the ambiguity between “opened” and “closed” regionalism.  [Fourth, whereas] the old regionalism was specific with regard to its objectives (some organizations being security oriented, others economically oriented), the new is a more comprehensive, multidimensional process. This process includes not only trade and economic development, but also environment, social policy and security, just to mention some imperatives pushing countries and communities towards cooperation within new types of regionalist frameworks. [Fifth, whereas] the old regionalism was concerned only with relations between nation states, the new forms part of a global structural transformation in which non-state actors (many different types of institutions, organizations and movements) are also active and operating at several levels of the global system. In sum, the new regionalism includes economic, political, social and cultural aspects, and goes far beyond free trade. Rather, the political ambition of establishing regional coherence and regional identity seems to be of primary importance. The new regionalism is linked to globalization and can therefore not be understood merely from the point of view of the single region. Rather it should be defined as a world order concept, since any particular process of regionalization in any part of the world has systemic repercussions on other regions, thus shaping the way in which the new world order is being organized. The new global power structure will thus be defined by the world regions, but regions of different types.’ 

(Hettne, 1996)

Allan Wallis provides a list of the main distinguishing features involved:

‘Several scholars have begun to use the phrase “the new regionalism”. They mean to contrast current experiments with the old regionalism, which generally refers to a varied body of theory and practice spanning the period from the 1880s to the 1980s. But what's new about this new regionalism? Let me briefly describe a set of six contrasting characteristics that I believe help define and distinguish it from the old regionalism. Governance vs. government. First, the old regionalism was basically about government, specifically about how to insert a new layer in the hierarchy of state-local relations. By contrast, the new regionalism is about governance; that is, establishing vision and goals, and setting policy to achieve them. The work of governance involves private, nonprofit and public interests. Moreover, it’s not always the public sector that invites the other sectors in. Sometimes it's the private sector, as in the case of the Silicon Valley in California, that takes the lead. In other cases it's the nonprofit sector, as in Cleveland, Ohio, that initiates the regional policy dialog. Emphasis on governance recognizes that ensuring the future quality of life and competitiveness of a region is a shared responsibility of all sectors. Moreover, it requires the shared powers and talents of these sectors working strategically to affect change. Process vs. structure. The emphasis on governance suggests another characteristic of the new regionalism, it focuses significantly on process rather than on structure. The old regionalism spent a great deal of time looking at structural alternatives such as city/county consolidations, creation of urban counties, the formation of special purpose and multi-purpose authorities, etc. The new regionalism sometimes elects a structural alternative as a strategy for achieving an objective, but its main focus is on processes such as visioning, strategic planning, resolving conflict and building consensus. In referring to the process-orientation of the new regionalism, it is important to distinguish this from the proceduralism of the old regionalism. The old regionalism used procedures as the pathway through structure. The new regionalism uses process as an alternative to structure and, at times, as a mechanism for creating structure. Open vs. Closed. The old regionalism was concerned with defining boundaries and jurisdictions. It wanted to clearly demarcate the region in terms of boundaries for growth, service delivery, job markets, pollution sheds, and the like. The region was, in effect, closed. You were either in it, or outside of it. The new regionalism accepts that boundaries are open, fuzzy or elastic. What defines the extent of the region varies with the issue we're trying to address or the characteristic we are considering. The fuzziness of boundaries makes it easier to put together the type of cross-sectoral governing coalitions mentioned previously. Collaboration vs. coordination. The old regionalism focused on coordination including land use, infrastructure development, services, and the like. Coordination typically implied hierarchy; for example, a regional authority with powers to determine the allocation of resources to units of government within its boundaries. By contrast, the new regionalism focuses on collaboration and voluntary agreement among equals. Collaboration abhors a hierarchy, because that suggests that someone, or some position, is in control. Collaboration thrives when parties to it see each other as distinct yet equal. Trust vs. Accountability. The old regionalism's emphasis on coordination was often accompanied by demand for accountability. We are fearful of the accumulation of power, especially in the public sector, so we try to keep it in check through procedures of accountability. More often than not, accountability results in inflexibility. Rather than accountability, we are now more inclined to talk about trust as a binding element in relations among regional interests. Part of the discussion about trust relates to the idea of employing regional social capital and civic infrastructure. These seem like very odd terms if we are thinking in the context of the old regionalism, but they are essential to ways of doing business under the new regionalism. Empowerment vs. Power. The old regionalism was perceived as drawing its powers from units of government above and below it. If effect, power was viewed as a zero-sum game, so the power to govern had to be taken from somewhere. Local jurisdictions often felt threatened that their powers would be diminished. The new regionalism gains power by empowering. In many places, part of this empowerment is directed toward neighborhoods and communities, with the objective of getting them constructively engaged in regional decision making. Empowerment also consists of engaging nonprofits and for-profits in governance decisions that were once treated as the domain of the public sector alone. Rather than assuming a zero-sum game, employing empowerment is based on the assumption that new interests bring new energy, authority, and credibility; in short, it grows power or capacity in order to move a regional agenda. These combine characteristics describe two different types of systems. The old regionalism is a system that can be characterized as a hierarchy. It models itself after the vertically integrated corporation that attempts to dominate a market by incorporating all of the means of production and distribution associated with its product line. In the corporate world, the hierarchical model is General Motors that tries to own its parts manufacturing and sales enterprises. The new regionalism is a network-based system. Its center shifts to accommodate different tasks. Likewise, its membership expands to achieve necessary capacity, but shrinks when that capacity is no longer needed. In the corporate world, the network model is Wal-Mart, with a just-in-time relationship with its suppliers. It's important to stress that the system that I've called the new regionalism does not require dismantling the old regionalism. The old regionalism continues to offer important solutions to significant problems. Rather, the new regionalism is most centrally a response to a new set of problems that the old regionalism was either not aware of, or was not designed to address. 
(Wallis, 2002) 

But, for Frederik Soderbaum:

‘It is important to recognize that this renewed and worldwide trend of regionalism, often labelled ‘the new regionalism’, is not confined simply to formal inter-state regional organizations and institutions. On the contrary, the new regionalism is characterized by its multidimensionality, complexity, fluidity and non-conformity, and by the fact that it involves a variety of state and non-state actors, who often come together in rather informal multi-actor coalitions. It is therefore now appropriate to speak of regionalisms in the plural rather than the singular. This plurality is true in terms of both the variety of regionalization processes and the ‘new’ theoretical approaches.’

(Soderbaum, 2003)

With East Asia in particular in mind, Mark Berger and Mark Beeson tell us: 

‘In the 1990s both non-state-centred and state-centred regional processes of integration have emerged as increasingly important counterpoints to the globalisation project and US globalism. In some parts of the world, most notably Western Europe, regional identity reflects long-standing processes of economic and political integration, which have been facilitated by shared political and even cultural practices. In the "Asia-Pacific", by contrast, not only are processes of regional integration and coordination of more recent vintage, the very definition of the region has been a far more highly contested and far more incompletely realised project. The failure of the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum to even begin to realise the hopes of its advocates is a powerful reminder of just how difficult regional and political cooperation in such circumstances can be. What is of far greater long-term significance than the faltering APEC project is the contradictory impact of US hegemony on regional processes. This article begins by exploring the limits of the new regionalism in the post-Cold War East Asia via a focus on the Cold War history of the region. It then turns to the changing character of US hegemony in the post-Cold War era. We emphasize that in the context of the complex shifts and continuities of the past five decades there are far more serious constraints on the new regionalism in the Asia-Pacific than in Europe, or the Americas, where regionalisation and regionalism is arguably most advanced. We also look closely at APEC and ASEAN+3, paying particular attention to the role of the United States, which has played a pivotal role in shaping regional outcomes. Finally, we consider the prospects for a distinctive East Asian form of regionalism grounded in a much narrower conception of the Asia-Pacific. We conclude that while there are profound limits on the coherence and unity of ASEAN+3 in the context of the continued salience of US power in the region, APEC has now clearly been displaced by ASEAN+3 as the most significant embodiment of the new regionalism in the Asia-Pacific.’

(Berger and Beeson, 2003) 

See also Breslin and Higgott, 2000 

4. On ‘political economy’, see Wikipedia, ‘Political Economy’, Wikipedia, 9 May 2005, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Political_economy .

5.  The remainder of this section draws on Close and Askew, 2004, pp. 94-7.

6.  A notable third way of theorizing inter-nation-state (INS) relations is offered by ‘constructivism’. Stephen Walt has summarized this perspective on international relations in the following way: whereas ‘realism and liberalism tend to focus on material factors such as power or trade, constructivist approaches emphasize the impact of ideas. Instead of taking the state for granted and assuming that it simply seeks to survive, constructivists regard the interests and identities of states as a highly malleable product of specific historical processes. They pay close attention to the prevailing discourse(s) in society because discourse reflects and shapes beliefs and interests, and establishes accepted norms of behavior. Consequently, constructivism is especially attentive to the sources of change, and this approach has largely replaced Marxism as the preeminent radical perspective on international affairs’ (Walt, 1999). However, while we pay close attention to the prevailing discourses on the state, our principal focus and emphasis remains squarely and firmly on the part played by material factors such as power influencing, shaping and determining international, INS and inter-state relations.

7.  On the European Union, see Europa at http://europa.eu.int/ ; on ASEAN, see the ASEAN Secretariat at http://www.aseansec.org/ ; on the Andean Community, the Andean Community General Secretariat at http://www.comunidadandina.org/; and on the Organization of American States, see OAS Office of Public Information at http://www.oas.org/.

8.  On ‘global formations’, see Keohane, 1998; Boas and McNeill, 2004; and Stiles, 2000.
9.  This is the message presented by Ronald Meinardus in his account of the Challenges of Promoting Liberalism in Asia (Meinardus, 2003a). Ronald Meinardus is the resident representative of the Friedrich-Naumann Foundation in the Philippines (see http://www.fnf.org.ph/ ). The Friedrich-Naumann-Foundation is based in Germany, and promotes ‘the principle of freedom of the individual in human dignity’ (http://www.fnf.org.ph/ ). Ronald Meinardus’s, ‘Challenges of Promoting Liberalism in Asia’ (Meinardus, 2003a) was written for a conference on ‘The Common Future of the 21st Century Pacific’, Taipei/Taiwan, September 2003. It was the basis of his ‘Liberal Ideals Gain Ground in the Asia-Pacific Region’ (Meinardus, 2003b). The full text of the ‘Challenges’ speech can be found at http://www.fnf.org.ph/.

10.  The next couple of paragraphs are drawn from Close and Ohki-Close, 1999, pp. 54-6. 

11.  See Word IQ, ‘Ernest Gellner’, wordIQ.com, viewed on 7 June 2005; and Armen Gakavian in ‘The imagination and reimagination of the modern nation’, Real Change, 2001, http://www.realchange.nareg.com.au/index.html, viewed on 7 June 2005.  See also Isiksal, 2002. 

12.  On the Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM), see The Asia-Europe Meeting, ‘Overview’, Europa, viewed on 15 June 2005, http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/asem/asem_summits/asem5/index_sum_concl.htm ; In particular, see The Asia-Europe Meeting, ‘The Chairman’s Statement of the Seventh ASEM Foreign Ministers’ Meeting, Kyoto, 6-7 May 2005’, Europa , May 2005, http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/asem/intro/07_05_05.pdf . For more information on all matters relating to the European Union, see Europa – Gateway to the European Union at http://europa.eu.int/index_en.htm . See also: Close, 2000, Chapter 5.

13.  On ‘ASEAN plus country summits, 29 to 30 November 2004’, see: ASEAN Secretariat, ‘Tenth ASEAN Summit, Vientiane, 29-30 November 2004’, ASEAN Official Homepage, 30 November 2004, http://www.aseansec.org/16474.htm, viewed on 19 May 2005.  In particular, see Chairman’s Statement of the 8th ASEAN + Japan Summit, Vientiane, 30 November 2004; Chairman’s Statement of the ASEAN-Australia and New Zealand Commemorative Summit, Vientiane, 30 November 2004; Chairman’s Statement of the 3rd ASEAN + India Summit, Vientiane, 30 November 2004; Chairman’s Statement of the 8th ASEAN + Republic of Korea Summit, Vientiane, 30 November 2004; Chairman’s Statement of the 8th ASEAN + China Summit, Vientiane, 29 November 2004. 
14. For more on supranationalism, see H. L. Mason, The European Coal and Steel Community, Experiment in Supranationalism, The Hague: Nijhoff, 1955; J. H. H. Weiler, ‘The Community System: The Dual Character of Supranationalism’, Yearbook of European Law, 1981; D. Cameron, ‘Regionalism and Supranationalism: Challenges and Alternatives to the Nation-State’, Montreal: The Institute for Research on Public Policy, 1981; S. Collier, ‘Nationality, Nationalism, and Supranationalism in the Writings of Simon Bolivar’, Hispanic American Historical Review, 1983; W. T. Wooley, Alternatives to Anarchy: American Supranationalism since World War II, Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988; G. Tsebelis and G. Garrett, ‘The Institutional Foundations of Supranationalism in the European Union’, International Organization, 2001; A. Pavkovic, ‘Constructing a European Identity: Problems of Supranationalism’, Why Europe, 2000; P. Kennett, ‘Globalization, Supranationalism and Social policy’, Comparative Social Policy: Theory and Research, 2001; Peter Lindseth, ‘The Contradictions of Supranationalism: Administrative Governance and Constitutionalization in European Integration Since the 1950s’, Loyola of Los Angeles Law Review, Vol. 37, No. 2, Fall 2003; C. Grundy-Warr, ‘Cross-border Regionalism through a “South-east Asian” Looking-glass’, Space and Polity, Vol. 6, No. 2, 1 August 2002, pp. 215-225; Timothy J. Dallen, ‘Supranationalist Alliances and Tourism: Insights from ASEAN and SAARC’, Current Issues in Tourism, Vol. 6, No. 3, 2003, http://www.multilingual-matters.net/cit/006/0250/cit0060250.pdf .

…………………..

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Martin Albrow, ’Introduction’, in M. Albrow and E. King (eds), Globalization, Knowledge and Society, London: Sage,1990

Andean Community General Secretariat, ‘Andean Community’, comunidadandina.org, 3 June 2005, http://www.comunidadandina.org/endex.htm, viewed on 12 June 2005

Andean Community General Secretariat, ‘Who Are We?’, comunidadandina.org, 3 June 2005, http://www.comunidadandina.org/ingles/who.htm , viewed on 10 June 2005

Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism, London: Verso,1983 

Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism, London and New York, Verso, Revised edition, 1991
Asia-Europe Meeting, ‘Overview’, Europa, viewed on 15 June 2005, http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/asem/asem_summits/asem5/index_sum_concl.htm
Asia-Europe Meeting, ‘The Chairman’s Statement of the Seventh ASEM Foreign Ministers’ Meeting, Kyoto, 6-7 May 2005’, Europa , May 2005, http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/asem/intro/07_05_05.pdf . 

ASEAN Secretariat, ‘ASEAN Plus Three Cooperation’, ASEAN Official Homepage, http://www.aseansec.org/16580.htm , viewed on 14 May 2005

ASEAN Secretariat, ‘Chairman’s Statement of the 8th ASEAN + 3 Summit’, ASEAN Official Homepage, 29 November 2004, http://www.aseansec.org/16847.htm , viewed on 18 May 2005

ASEAN Secretariat, ‘Chairman’s Statement of the 10th ASEAN Summit’, ASEAN Official Homepage, 29 November 2004, http://www.aseansec.org/16631.htm, viewed on 19 May 2005

ASEAN Secretariat, ‘Tenth ASEAN Summit, Vientiane, 29-30 November 2004’, ASEAN Official Homepage, 30 November 2004, http://www.aseansec.org/16474.htm, viewed on 19 May 2005

Barrie Axford, The Global System: Economics, Politics and Culture, Cambridge: Polity Press, 1995

Bela Balassa, The Theory of Economic Integration, Homewood, Illinois: R. D. Irwin, 1961; London: George Allen & Unwin, 1973

Mark Berger and Mark Beeson, ‘APEC, ASEAN+3, and American Power: The History and Limits of the New Regionalism in the Asia-Pacific’, University of Queensland, 2003, http://eprint.uq.edu.au/archive/00000732/
Peter Berger and Samuel P. Huntington (eds), Many Globalizations: Cultural Diversity in the Contemporary World, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002 

M. Boas and D. McNeill (eds), Global Institutions and Development: Framing the World?, London: Routledge, 2004

Shaun Breslin and Richard Higgott, ‘Studying Regions: Learning from the Old, Constructing the New’, New Political Economy, Vol. 5, No. 3, 2000, 

http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/pais/staff/breslin/research/regions.pdf 

D. Cameron, ‘Regionalism and Supranationalism: Challenges and Alternatives to the Nation-State’, Montreal: The Institute for Research on Public Policy, 1981

Paul Close, ‘State  Care, Control and Contradictions’, in P. Close (ed.), The State and Caring, London: Macmillan,1992

Paul Close, ‘European Integration and the Geo-political Governance of Central and eastern Europe in the New World Order’, Proceedings of the Third Annual Conference on Central and Eastern Europe in Global Context, Buckinghamshire: Centre for Research into European Business, 1997a

Paul Close, ‘The European Union, Supranationalism and the Global System’, in Ferenc Madl (ed.), The State and the EU Integration Process, Budapest: ELTE University, 1997b

Paul Close, Citizenship, Europe and Change, London: Macmillan, 1995

Paul Close, The Legacy of Supranationalism, London: Macmillan, 2000

Paul Close and David Askew, Asia Pacific and Human Rights: A Global Political Economy Perspective, Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004

Paul Close and Emiko Ohki‑Close, ‘European, Japanese and East Asian Relations: Globalisation and Supranationalism’, Euro Japanese Journal, 3, 3, 1996/7

Paul Close and Emiko Ohki-Close, Supranationalism in the New World Order: Global Processes Reviewed, London: Macmillan, 1999

S. Collier, ‘Nationality, Nationalism, and Supranationalism in the Writings of Simon Bolivar’, The Hispanic American Historical Review, 1983

The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Current English, Oxford: Clarendon Press,1990

Timothy Dallen, ‘Supranationalist Alliances and Tourism: Insights from ASEAN and SAARC’, Current Issues in Tourism, Vol. 6, No. 3, 2003, http://www.multilingual-matters.net/cit/006/0250/cit0060250.pdf
Charles de Gaulle, ‘A Concert of European States’, in Brent Nelsen and Alexander Stubb (eds), The European Union, London: Macmillan, 1994

Delegation of the European Commission to the United States ‘The European Union: A Guide for Americans’, EU Newsweb, http://www.eurunion.org/infores/euguide/Chapter1.htm, viewed on 22 May 2005 

Department of Foreign Affairs (Philippines), ‘Manila to Host Special ASEAN Senior Officials’ Meetings’, September 2004

Desmond Dinan, Ever Closer Union? An Introduction to the European Community, London: Macmillan, 1994; Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner Publishers, second edition, 1999
Harry Drost, What’s What and Who’s Who in Europe?, London: Cassell, 1995

Patrick Dunleavy and Brendan O’Leary, Theories of the State: The Politics of Loberal Democracy, London: Macmillan, 1987

A. Estevadeordal, J. Goto and R. Saez, The New Regionalism in the Americas: The Case of Mercosur, Institute for the Integration for Latin America and the Caribbean, 2000, http://www.eldis.org/static/DOC8332.htm
Europa, ‘A Citizen’s Guide to the EU Institutions’, European Commission, http://europa.eu.int/index_en.htm , viewed on 10 June 2005a 

Europa, ‘What the European Union Does by Subject’, European Commission, http://europa.eu.int/index_en.htm, viewed on10 June 2005b,

European Commission, The Treaty on European Union – The Meaning of Amsterdam, London: Representation of the Euroepan Commission in the United Kingdom, July 1997

Armen Gakavian, ‘The Imagination and Reimagination of the Modern Nation’, Real Change, 2001, http://www.realchange.nareg.com.au/index.html, viewed on 7 June 2005

Andrew Gamble and Anthony Payne, eds., Regionalism and World Order, London: Macmillan, 1996

Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism, Oxford: Blackwell, 1983

Ernest Gellner, Encounters With Nationalism, Oxford: Blackwell, 1994

Anthony Giddens, The Nation-State and Violence, Cambridge Polity, 1985

Anthony Giddens, The Consequences of Modernity, Cambridge: Polity1990

Anthony Giddens, Sociology, Cambridge: Polity, second edition, 1993

David Gowland, Basil O’Neill and Alex Reid (eds), The European Mosaic: Contemporary Politics, Economics and Culture, London: Longman, 1995

Edward Gresser, The Emerging Asian Union? Washington: Progressive Policy Institute, 2004, http://www.ppionline.org/ppi_ci.cfm?knlgAreaID=108&subsecid=127&contentid=252629 

C. Grundy-Warr, ‘Cross-border Regionalism Through a “South-east Asian” Looking-glass’, Space and Polity, Vol. 6, No. 2, 1 August 2002

David Harvey, The Conditions of Postmodernity, Oxford: Blackwell, 1989

David Held, A. McGrew, D. Goldblatt and J. Perraton, Global Transformations: Politics, Economics and Culture, Cambridge: Polity Press, 1999

Björn Hettne, ‘Globalization, the New Regionalism and East Asia’, in Toshiro Tanaka and Takashi Inoguchi (eds), Globalism and Regionalism, [image: image1.png]


Selected Papers Delivered at the United Nations University Global Seminar ‘96, Hayama, Japan, 2-6 September 1996 

Björn Hettne, ‘Globalisation and the New Regionalism: the Second Great Transformation”, in Björn Hettne et al (eds.), Globalism and the New Regionalism, London; Macmillan, 1999

Eric Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism since 1780, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990

Liespet Hooghe and Gary Marks, ‘The Making of a Polity: the Struggle over European Integration’, European Integration Online Papers, Vol. 1, No. 4, 1997, http://eiop.or.at/eiop/pdf/1997-004.pdf 

Markus Hund, ‘ASEAN and ASEAN Plus Three: Manifestations of Collective Identities in Southeast and East Asia?’, dissertation, University of Trier, 2003
http://ub-dok.uni-trier.de/diss/diss38/20030218/20030218.htm
Huseyin Isiksal, ‘Two Perspectives on the Relationship of Ethnicity to Nationalism: Comparing Gellner and Smith’, Alternatives: Turkish Journal of International Relations, Vol. 1, No. 1, Spring 2002, http://www.alternativesjournal.net/volume1/number1/huseyini.htm
Allan Johnson, The Blackwell Dictionary of Sociology, Oxford: Blackwell1995

Paul Johnson, ‘A Glossary of Political Economy Terms’, Department of Political Science, Auburn University, 2005, http://www.auburn.edu/~johnspm/gloss/political_economy , viewed on 26 May 2005

P. Kennett, ‘Globalization, Supranationalism and Social Policy’, Comparative Social Policy: Theory and Research, 2001

Robert Keohane, ‘International Institutions: Can Interdependence Work?, Foreign Policy, Spring 1998
Finn Laursen (ed.), Comparative Regional Integration: Theoretical Perspectives, Aldershot: Ashgate, 2003

Edward Lincoln, East Asian Economic Regionalism, New York and Washington: Council on Foreign Relations, Brookings Institute, 2004, http://www.cfr.org/pub6921/edward_j_lincoln/east_asian_economic_regionalism.php#
Peter Lindseth, ‘The Contradictions of Supranationalism: Administrative Governance and Constitutionalization in European Integration Since the 1950s’, Loyola of Los Angeles Law Review, Vol. 37, No. 2, Fall 2003

Philip McMichael, Development and Social Change: A Global Perspective, Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Pine Forge Press, second edition, 2000; first published 1995

John Meyer, Francesco Ramirez and John Boli, ‘Ontology and Rationalization in the Western Cultural Account’, in George Thomas et al (eds), Institutional Structure, Beverley Hills, CA: Sage, 1987

Manila Times, ‘Asean Creating Pan-Asian Bloc’, Manila Times, 30 November 2004

H. L. Mason, The European Coal and Steel Community, Experiment in Supranationalism, The Hague: Nijhoff, 1955

Ronald Meinardus, ‘Challenges of Promoting Liberalism in Asia’, conference on ‘The Common Future of the 21st Century Pacific’, Taipei/Taiwan, September 2003a, http://www.fnf.org.ph/
Ronald Meinardus ,‘Liberal Ideals Gain Ground in the Asia-Pacific Region’, Japan Times, September 2003b 
Brent Nelsen and Alexander Stubb (eds), The European Union, London: Macmillan, 1994

Kiyokatsu Nishigushi, ‘Regional Economic Cooperation in East Asia After the Crisis’,  Centre for Japanese research, University of British Columbia, March 2002, http://www.iar.ubc.ca/centres/cjr/nishigu.pdf 

Kenichi Ohmae, Borderless World, London: Harper Collins,1990

Kenichi Ohmae, The End of the Nation State, London: Harper Collins, 1995

Roderick Pace, ‘The Future of Europe Debate’, conference on Democracy and Bureaucracy: Enlargement and the Future of Europe, European Documentation and Research Centre, Malta, 25 April 2002, http://home.um.edu.mt/edrc/pace.doc
A. Pavkovic, ‘Constructing a European Identity: Problems of Supranationalism’, Why Europe, 2000

Roland Robertson, Globalization: Social Theory and Global Culture, London: Sage, 1992

Hans Peter Schmitz and Kathryn Sikkink, ‘Internatinal relations Theory and Human Rights’, University of Minnesota, 2001

Jan Scholte, ‘The Globalization of World Politics’, in John Baylis and Steve Smith (eds), The Globalization of World Politics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, second edition, 2001

Jo Shaw, The Lw of the European Union, London: Macmillan, 1996

Frederik Soderbaum, ‘Introduction’, Frederick Soderbaum and Timothy M. Saw (eds), Theories of New Regionalism, Palgrave Macmillan, 2003, see: http://www.palgrave.com/pdfs/140390197X.pdf
Steve Smith and John Baylis, ‘Introduction’, in John Baylis and Steve Smith (eds), The Globalization of World Politics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, second edition, 2001

Spartacus Educational, ‘European Union’, School Net, National Grid for Learning, http://www.spartacus.schoolnet.co.uk/2WWeec.htm 

Kendall Stiles, Global Institutions and Local Empowerment, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2000
John Thompson, ‘Ideology and Modern Culture’, in The Polity Reader in Social Theory, Cambridge: Polity, 1994

G. Tsebelis and G. Garrett, ‘The Institutional Foundations of Supranationalism in the European Union’, International Organization, 2001

Allan Wallis, ‘The New Regionalism’, MuniMall, 2002, http://www.munimall.net/eos/2002/wallis_regionalism.nclk 

Stephen Walt, ‘International relations: One World, many Theories’, Foreign Policy, Spring 1998

Max Weber, ‘Politics as a Vocation’, in H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills (eds and trans.), From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1958

 Max Weber, Economy and Society, Berkeley: University of California Press, originally published in 1921, 1978

Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, New York: Free Press, reprint edition, 1997

J. H. H. Weiler, ‘The Community System: The Dual Character of Supranationalism’, Yearbook of European Law, 1981

Wikipedia, ‘Authoritarianism’, Wikipedia.org, 24 May 2005, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Authoritarian , viewed on 30 May 2005

Wikipedia, ‘Andean Community’, Wikipedia.org, 1 June 2005, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Andean_Community, viewed on 8 June 2005

Wikipedia, ‘European Community’, Wikipedia.org, 21 May 2005, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_Economic_Community 

Wikipedia, ‘Nation’, Wikipedia.org, 17 May 2005, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nation , viewed on 6 June 2005 

Wikipedia, ‘Nationalism’, Wikipedia.org, 2 June 2005, viewed on 7 June 2005
Wikipedia, ‘Political Economy’, Wikipedia.org, 9 May 2005, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Political_economy , viewed on 26 May 2005

Wikipedia, ‘Separatism’, Wikipedia.org, 26 May 2005
Wikipedia, ‘Statism’, Wikipedia.org, 4 May 2005, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statism, viewed on 30 May 2005

Wilton Park, ‘South America in a New World Order: Social, Economic and Political Challenges’, Report on Wilton Park Conference 731, Rio De Janeiro, Brazil, December 2003, http://www.wiltonpark.org.uk/documents/conferences/WP731/pdfs/WP731.pdf
Adam Wolfe, ‘China's Xinjiang Region: An Area of Strategic Interest’, Power and Interest News Report (PINR), 16 September 2004, http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_printable&report_id=209&language_id=1
W. T. Wooley, Alternatives to Anarchy: American Supranationalism Since World War II, Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988

Word IQ, ‘Ernest Gellner’, wordIQ.com, viewed on 7 June 2005
Word IQ, ‘Nationalism’, wordIQ.com, viewed on 7 June 2005

Wei-Wei Zhang, ‘East Asian Regionalism: Implications for Cross-Strait Relations’, Taiwan and China in the Global Communities, A Multi-level Conference co-organized by EIAS, IIAS and SOAS, London (17 October 2003) and Leiden (21 October 2003) - see
http://www.eias.org/conferences/chinatw1710/chinatwzhang.pdf , viewed on 13 May 2005

Eric Zuelow, ‘Enest Gellner: Defining “Nation”’, The Nationalism Project, 2002, http://www.nationalismproject.org/what/gellner2.htm
