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Introduction
Regional institutions have established themselves as some of the key phenomena of contemporary world politics, as illustrated by the emergence of the European Union (EU) as a powerful actor able to emulate American hegemony in international economic affairs. Analysis of its development is thus becoming a major challenge in the field of international relations. One of the conspicuous natures of regional institutions, defined here as a policy-oriented forum where three or more participants from a certain geographical space gather for the purpose of forming common policies approaches and priorities, is the tendency for regional consciousness among members to be expressed by perceiving boundaries that differentiate insiders (members) from outsiders (non-members). A regional concept that identifies its geographical boundaries is necessary for any regional grouping including regional institutions. Without clear and agreed-upon boundaries, there can be no demarcation of the region based on which regional institutions are created. Here I define a “regional concept” as a geographical framework constructed and shared by human beings responsible for political decision, specifying the potential members of a certain regional institution. 
There are many regional institutions based on their own regional concepts, such as the EU based on the European regional concept and the North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) based on that of North America. Unlike Europe where almost all relevant regional institutions have evolved around the single regional concept, despite the concept being expanded by absorbing new member countries over the decades, the establishment of regional economic institutions in Asia have had developed on the basis of different regional concepts. The 1960s saw the establishment of the Asian Development Bank (ADB), the Ministerial Conference on Southeast Asian Development (MCSEAD) (disbanded in mid-1970), Pacific Trade and Development (PAFTAD) conferences and Pacific Basin Economic Council (PBEC), while the Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (PECC) and Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum were formed in 1980 and 1989 respectively. Subsequently, the Asian financial crisis urged East Asian countries to gather together to discuss regional economic and political issues, leading to the 1997 establishment of ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) +3, now regarded as an actual regional institution in East Asia through the 2005 establishment of the East Asian Summit. These institutions commonly provide occasions where participants, whether government officials, business leaders or academics, can strengthen their commitment to policy cooperation on economic issues in Asia by exchanging policy information, ideas and opinions, and they can be linked in the common purposes. The question is whether there is any particular reason behind the chronological sequences in the development of these distinctive regional concepts, beginning with Southeast Asia (Asia), followed by Pacific, Asia-Pacific and East Asia, and, if so, what is that reason? To consider this question, it is useful examine how and why these distinctive regional concepts have emerged in Asia to establish different regional economic institutions over the years. Camirelli (2003: 25) stresses the appropriateness of using this long-term perspective for the analysis of regionalism: 

… the way regions organize themselves, set their boundaries and develop their identities is necessarily subject to periodic change. The analysis of regionalism must therefore adopt an evolutionary perspective which takes account of the changing structural conditions … to which institutions must adapt as well as of the changing perceptions and self-understanding of relevant actors.
This article is based on this analytical standpoint and asserts that if there were a move to create a new regional institution with a fresh combination of countries, a new regional concept may be necessary as a prerequisite for the creation of any regional institutions.  ‘Regionalism’, as appeared in the title, thus refers to a generic term embracing those various regional economic institutions developed over the decades, while ‘Asia’ is used as a general framework encompassing all regional concepts that the analysis in this article covers.
In this sense, the development of bilateral Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) approaches, which has been a novel trend in the political economy of the current East Asian affairs, and is also relevant in the evolution of Asian regionalism. The inclusion of bilateralism in this study of regionalism can be justified from a longer historical perspective by arguing, for example, that the origins of Japan’s interest in trade liberalization or market integration in Asia, an interest of which Japan has finally decided to achieve more seriously through bilateral FTAs in the late 1990s, can be traced back to the mid-1960s when Japan began to consider accomplishing it through a regionalist approach. The formation of bilateral FTAs is also relevant to the study of regionalism in a way in which any given country has specific reasons to choose its FTA partners, as is the case with regionalism. The distinction of members and non-members (insiders and outsiders) is an important element in the establishment of both bilateral and regional arrangements.    

Regions and regional concepts

A regional institution as an organizational body usually sets up clear criteria for membership and one of the major criteria is whether potential participants, be they nation-states or individuals representing an organization such as a corporation, belong to a certain region. In other words, a regional institution needs to define its boundary in order to distinguish between members and non-members, an approach which allows only members to enjoy benefits of cooperation within the regional institution. Therefore, whether they are perceived to belong to the region or not is a significant political issue. In the past the term ‘region’ used to merely indicate a geographical locale without any political or policy attribute in the study of regionalism, but recent works have attached political dimensions to the definition. For instance, Katzenstein (2002: 105) states that regions are … social and cognitive constructs that are rooted in political practice,’ while Pempel (2004: 25) further argues: ‘regions are fluid and complex mixtures of physical, psychological, and behavioral traits continually being re-created and redefined. They vary with the policy issues that confront a region.’ 
However, the term ‘region’ is not suitable as a dominant membership criterion, due to its ambiguity in examining political dynamics concerning regional institution-building including the process of distinguishing insiders from outsiders. This is because the demarcations depicted by a region tend to be perceived differently among various actors involved and a firm consensus cannot be formed as to who can be in or out of a certain region and why. For instance, Australia sometimes declares itself a nation of East Asia, such as in 1995 when former Foreign Minister Gareth Evans tried to insist that Australia was a nation of the ‘East Asian Hemisphere’ in his strong push for an ‘engagement with Asia’ policy. Yet the claim that Australia was a part of it found little support in the region, mainly due to a general lack of shared understanding about the demarcation of East Asian region. Australia was widely perceived to be a nation not belonging to the East Asian region. Japanese Prime Minister Koizumi, however, advocated in January 2002 that Australia should be a core member of an East Asian community. Based on Koizumi’s regional concept of East Asia which, in turn, was constructed as a result of his political calculations to check, together with Australia, China’s growing influence in East Asia. Japan’s claim helped to accelerate other regional countries’ acceptance of Australia as an East Asian nation. Koizumi’s claim culminated in Australia’s eventual participation in the inaugural 2005 East Asian Summit, an actual regional institution in East Asia. Here the regional concepts are set to be defined and constructed strictly in associations with the actual regional institution, with clear political purposes, so the demarcation decided by the regional concepts can be much more clearly shared by the participating actors. 
Regionalization and regional concepts

Regionalization is a key factor behind the emergence of regional concepts and institutions, a process which may lead to promoting regional integration. Yet Asia has lacked a formal institutional mechanism to promote regional integration, differing from the European approach, and Asia’s regional integration has been characterized as market-driven, through increasing direct investments, trades, technological transfers, and capital flows which combine the constituent entities of a certain region. In this approach, multinational corporations have played a key role, while policy coordination by the governments remained minimal. In other words, Europe promoted regional integration via ‘top-down’ political dialogues before the emergence of substantial regional economic transactions, while Asia engaged in regionalization which refers to the ‘bottom-up’ process in which tangible patterns of economic linkages and networks have been built within the region (Hveen 1997, Pempel 2004 and Higgott 2005). Tsunekawa (2004: 142) argues that ‘virtual integration’, developed in Asia over the decades, ‘has lowered incentives for intergovernmental integration’ in the region, but it is almost a pattern of governmental involvement in market-oriented integration processes in Asia that it is policy elites including members of epistemic communities or government officials, who observe the intensifying degree of regionalisation and urge the desirability of a more government-involved or institutionalised approach to regional integration, a process which would eventually require high-level political decision.   

In fact, many of those individuals who were engaged in regional economic cooperation in Asia from the 1960s to 1980s tended to emphasize the significance and desirability of inter-governmental regional cooperation including institution-building. For instance, some economists demonstrated relevant statistics to analyse how Asia-Pacific economies increased interdependence through mutual trade and investment, proving that further cooperation would thus be desirable. Greater mutual interdependence was stressed as an incentive to harmonize customs procedures, remove impediments and increase investment, which could only be achieved with government commitment. Those specialists believed it an important rationale among regional countries to join a regional institution through which they were supposed to manage economic cooperation to enhance economic welfare or lessen economic frictions in the region. One of the achievements those specialists, mainly economists, made for Asian economic development and regionalisation was to promote the intersubjective understanding on the value of the export growth strategy, partly sustaining growth among major regional economies and continuous development of regionalisation process. 

Yet regional circumstances during that period featured by the American propensity towards global bodies such as GATT and developing Asian countries’ reluctance to be involved in regional cooperation, as mentioned later, did not allow those economic forces to be strongly associated with political willingness for the creation of a formal regional economic institution. Deep specialisation in the international economy, efficiently and most intensively with other economies in the region but also through access to global markets, was also a necessary condition for successful Asian modernisation and industrialisation. As markets were opened and Asian governments successively committed to these goals under a postwar international economic regime that provided a greater measure of confidence in international economy, a natural consequence was the growth of East Asian and Pacific economic interdependence without any framework of institutional integration in the form of a preferential common market or free trade area.

The political economy of East Asia is now however characterized by a proliferation of proposals for and negotiation of bilateral and regional preferential trade arrangements including FTAs. These arrangements, with their legally binding provisions for the reciprocal exchange of preferences that discriminate against non-partner countries constitute a distinct departure from the non-discriminatory, less institutionalised and non-binding approaches that Asian countries once firmly supported in regional economic institutions such as APEC. The proliferation of these arrangements in East Asia, representing Asia’s employment of a standard approach to regional integration mainly developed in Europe, is a consequence of governmental response to demands of corporations involved in the expanding FTA network in Asia. ‘Domino effects’ of FTAs in Asia occurred mainly because of FTAs’ exclusive nature and major benefits accrued, such as tariff eliminations at the expense of the third party countries. The companies of non-FTA partners are greatly disadvantaged in competing with other firms from FTA partners, whose products can enjoy tariff-free privileges, leading to the creation of a trade diversion effect. Also, it is corporations that have been forging strong and enduring economic and business networks in Asia, and they tend to show interest in FTAs which can help strengthen these business and economic ties through the formalization of those de facto extensive business and economic links in a region. The bilateral and plurilateral FTAs can be coalesced into a region-wide FTA in East Asia which has, collectively, 1.9 billion people and a gross domestic product of US$2 trillion, a movement which can form the basis for the emergence of a huge single market, possibly having a major impact on the creation of a tripartite world economic system with the EU and NAFTA) (Bergsten 2000). 

In short, regionalization itself is a secondary phenomenon in terms of analysing political process of regional institution-building, but it becomes a useful explanatory variable when political leaders use this regional trend, which was promoted by the business sector, as a rationale for their governments’ involvement in promoting regional cooperation including regional institution-building. Given that the regional concept is a notion constructed for the regional institution-building, distinguishing insiders from outsiders on the basis of indicators of regionalisation such as intensity of intra-regional trade, the regional concept can act as the ‘meso’ variable between regionalization and regional institutions. 

Regional and institutional identities

The ambiguity that ‘regions’ has as an analytical notion for regional institution-building, as argued above, also pertains to conceptual relevance of ‘regional identity’ for the promotion of actual policy cooperation. Constructivists argue that the emergence of a sense of community is an important component in promoting regional integration. According to this school, a sense of regional community can be partly inspired by the factor of a ‘common Other’ (Wendt 1994: 389) intensifying a consciousness of regional identity. The existence of ‘Others’ can contribute to distinguishing ‘us’ from ‘them’, and this comparative process is instrumental in consolidating identity among the ‘in group’. In Asia, emerging regional blocs elsewhere led to a rise in regional awareness, which helped clarify membership and subsequently encouraged the momentum to create a regional institution among countries. Because ‘it is the nature of identification that determines how the boundaries of the self are drawn’ (Wendt 1994: 386), the exclusion of certain regions or countries following the establishment of a regional institution helps fortify collective identity among member countries. It can give meaning to regional identification.

Yet as Hurrel (1995: 335) argues, regional awareness, regional identity, and regional consciousness are ‘inherently imprecise and fuzzy’ notions. It is thus not clear to what extent collective identity is necessary for the promotion of substantial regional economic cooperation. The important question is who should perceive regional identity in terms of establishing a regional institution, as was discussed in the case of debates on regions and regional concepts earlier. Regional identity tends to include ordinary citizens in countries that participate in a regional institution, but it is hardly possible to comprehend how and to what extent ordinary citizens in member countries of the regional institution share a common identity which the actual participants from their countries in the institution perceive. If the degree of integration reaches the point, for instance, where people in a region are allowed to move around with little difficulty, as is the case in the EU, participants from member countries, including the public, are able to share a common identity with members of the region and show their willingness to support their countries’ commitment to regional cooperation in that organisation. The level of integration in Asia is, however, only apparent in economic fields, and thus national citizens in the region tend to be much less aware of any common shared identity.

Citizens’ awareness of regional identity does not necessarily have a direct impact on the implementation of policies agreed upon in formal regional economic institutions. Hence ‘institutional identity’ rather than ‘regional identity’ has been important in promoting regional cooperation. `Institutional identity` is defined here as the identity that comes from belonging to a particular regional institution, as perceived by the participants in the institution — politicians, officials, business people and academics, and not citizens of participating countries. Given that one of the ultimate purposes of regional economic institutions is to promote regional integration, ‘institutional identity’ is more significant than ‘regional identity’ in terms of promoting ‘policies’ agreed upon by the institution and maintaining participants’ commitment to institutional activities. This process helps an institution maintain its momentum and cohesion. Institutional identity may lead governments in the region to identify common interests more easily. This can result in their increasing mutually cooperative activity in the regional institution. Institutional identity is much more explicit than regional identity. Thus, strengthening institutional identity can help solidarity among participants and sustain commitment to cooperation.

Directional Leadership, shared interests and regional concepts

It may be time-consuming and politically challenging to construct a new regional concept, set up it firmly enough to gain regional consensus and establish a regional institution based on this regional concept. Accordingly, a period of ‘acclimation’ to the new regional concept through the socialization of the concept through such means as official diplomacy, academic or business gatherings, social publications and speeches may be necessary. Gradual acceptance of the regional concept can be thus achieved through the promotion of shared understanding of regional settings and the articulation of a common view of regional problems which capitalize on personal acquaintances among policy-oriented people in the region including transnational networks of epistemic communities. Shared understanding, values or expectations on international issues encourage participants to cooperate in forming an international institution. Increasingly, complicated international relations may render states unclear about their interests; decision makers in states tend to have difficulties converting vague and indefinite state interests into concrete and definite means and aims. In such a situation, epistemic communities, defined as ‘networks of knowledge-based communities with an authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge within their domain of expertise’ (Haas 1993: 180) can provide advice, guidance or information for policy makers. By reducing uncertainty for policy makers, such professional groups can influence policy making, leading professionals to reflect upon their aims. If consensual knowledge or inter-subjective understanding is shaped and spread by professional transnational networks, states can be more cooperative and thus reach agreement more easily. 

Also, it seems difficult for potential member countries to join a new regional institution as far as they don’t consider the new regional institution to be beneficial; if they found the dysfunction or irrelevance of existing institutions, they would be interested in the creation of or participation in a new regional institution to promote more efficient regional cooperation. Given the diversity in Asia, disseminating information to participants is crucial in that it is a process for achieving transparency by enhancing the predicability of participants’ behaviour and builds confidence. Kahler (1994: 190) suggests that ‘the striking cultural heterogeneity of the region is often advanced as a barrier to institutional innovation’. Such diversity in culture, political systems and the degree of economic development in the Asia Pacific region gives particular significance to institution-building in the region. Members need to clarify their common interests and the methods by which different interests can be accommodated despite different views or stances on certain issues because of regional diversity. Drysdale (1988: 26) takes a similar position: 

 ... it is necessary ... to establish institutions and procedures which reduce uncertainties and anxieties in each country about the behaviour and foreign economic policy of other countries if the potential advantage of economic interchange is to be fully realised ... Reducing the uncertainties and anxieties associated with their heterogeneity through building up a strong framework for regional economic relations offers large potential gains to countries in the [region].   

This approach would support a view promoted by neoliberal institutionalists that a factor that may promote incentives of the potential participants for accepting a new regional concept and joining a new regional institution is their judgement about whether the institution would help the realisation of their benefits through collective policy actions with other participants from a certain region. Yet how and why the judgement that a certain regional concept is desirable for fresh regional cooperation or that the existing institutions do not function properly is made, who does so, and how does the judgment come to be shared by other regional countries?  

Leader state(s) may play a central role in constructing a regional concept and establishing a regional institution as the founders which see it desirable to construct them based on the fundamental lines and purpose of institutions including their agendas or potential members. These considerations derive from leaders’ understanding about the environment on which the institutions are established. Also, which countries leaders consider as potential members is an important determinant of the regional concept. In sum, the creation of a new regional concept and institution stems mainly from the judgement of leaders that existing institutions do not bring expected benefits to members any more. Importantly, this process requires collaborative action with the other participants and the crux of leadership in institution-building rests on the capability to direct other peoples’ behaviour to promote collective goals which is called here directional leadership, which can be distinguished from hegemonic leadership whereby a hegemonic leader imposes its intentions on followers by force for achieving mainly its own interests. Directional leadership makes it possible for leaders to make other countries follow voluntarily without wielding power based on their material dominance, if the followers judge it to their advantage and if they perceive leaders’ capabilities and intentions as suitable. Leaders must know the other countries’ preferences and incorporate them in planning strategies or come to a compromise. Nye (1990: 31) calls this ‘cooperative power’ and it hinges on ‘the attraction of one’s ideas or on the ability to set the political agenda in a way that shapes the preferences that others express’. How these can be actually provided is a key in institution-building. In this sense, clear acknowledgement of potential benefits which then sustains potential members’ intention to make a commitment to participation or cooperation within a specific regional institution is another essential variable in institution-building. 

Therefore, the constructivist approach should not be seen as the only or even the dominant methodology for the analysis of regional institution-building. Power-based analysis on the leadership and interest-based analysis on the shared interests, the other two influential schools of international regime formation, are also significant and useful in explaining cause-effect relationships in regional institution-building. Regional concept can help members inside it consolidate their identity by clarifying which region they belong to, but it is a subjective and politics-led entity, and an inter-subjective understanding on the regional concept does not naturally emerge. It may be safe to assert that it is leaders’ task to define a regional concept, and how it is defined is partly dependent on which region the leader state belongs to or conceive as useful for its and potential members’ mutual interests, and what interests it wants to achieve through building regional institutions on the basis of this specific regional concept. This approach may promote a view that constructivist’s claim can be more solidly and persuasively sustained by incorporating those of neo-realism and neoliberal institutionalism, and inject an assertion that a multiple rather than single angle approach can be more useful in the field of international relations by taking the case of regionalism. 

Japan as a builder of regional concepts and institutions

Empirically, there is no other country than Japan that has been committed to conceiving ideas for and taken a leadership role in the establishment of various kinds of regional institutions in Asia. Academics, business people, politicians and officials in Japan were central to establishing these regional economic institutions. Their consciousness of these regional concepts and commitment to creating a new regional institution was reflected at each formative stage. Given the above proposition that it is leaders’ task to construct a new regional concept and establish the regional institutions, the role of Japanese leadership in the establishment of these institutions is methodologically useful for understanding the central question of this book; how Asia went through different kinds of regional concepts and distinctive regional economic institutions and why the chronological sequence of the regional concepts and institutions occurred. The fact that Japan has taken a leading role in a variety of regional institutions with distinctive regional concepts in Asia represents changes in Japan’s interests in regionalism, an important area of its foreign policy over decades. 

There exist three significant normative transformations concerning Japan’s leadership role and interest in regionalism and their relevance for the evolution of various regional economic institutions in Asia, as described in the chart below. Firstly, regional economic institutions in Asia have evolved progressively from non-governmental to inter-governmental via quasi-governmental institutions, an approach which stands in sharp contrast to regionalism in Europe, North America, Latin America, Africa and Southeast Asia, where governments were involved directly in the initial stage of building regional economic institutions. This implies that Asia chose a cautious approach through the gradual involvement of governments to promoting regional economic cooperation and the book insists that this process should be reflected on a leadership style Japan took, directional leadership by incorporating followers’ interests. Given their recent emergence from the status of colonies occupied by powerful imperial countries, ASEAN countries were cautious about involvement in intergovernmental regional institutions which might intrude on their sovereignty and include some of the former imperial powers, especially Japan which had resorted to war to create a regional sphere of influence for itself. Japan’s militarism had occurred only three or four decades before and Japan’s image as an aggressor was still vivid. The non-aligned policy of Malaysia and Indonesia also contributed to ASEAN’s negative attitude to intergovernmental regional economic cooperation. Japan was aware of these factors, which contributed to Japan’s directional leadership in institution-building. 

Moreover, even after the inter-governmental institution of APEC was established in 1989, regionalism in Asia did not rush into employing legally-binding force in its policy decision; APEC’s decision does not stipulate any legal compulsion or binding force, another element distinctive from regionalism in the Western countries. Some studies (Crone 1993, Higgott 1993, Aggarwal 1994 and Kahler 1995) in applying international regime theory to APEC suggest that APEC is at best a weak regime, due to its non-binding character. For instance, although the APEC Bogor Declaration commits developing APEC economies to achieving free trade and investment in the Asia Pacific region no later than 2020, it does not stipulate any legal compulsion or binding force to achieve this objective. Non- and quasi-governmental institutions such as PBEC, PAFTAD and PECC have proposed a number of policy recommendations, but it has been left to participating states to decide whether or not to follow these recommendations. It was in the late-1990s when Asian regionalism started introducing legal binding force for their economic cooperation through bilateral FTAs. The governmental involvement in regionalism and introduction of legally binding-force are indicatives of normative transformation in the development of regional economic institutions in Asia.  

Secondly, the initial regional economic institutions in Asia purely focused on the promotion of development cooperation to help the economic growth of developing countries in the region, as was symbolised by the phrase of the solution of the North-South problem to which Japanese policy leaders often referred, but the principal focuses were shifted gradually to trade liberalisation in the subsequent regional institutions. It is true that some Japanese proposals on regionalism in the 1960s and 70s like Kiyoshi Kojima’s Pacific Trade Free Trade Area (PAFTA) entailed an agenda of regional trade liberalisation, with a premise of inter-governmental approach, but Japan ended up with disregarding those ideas mainly because of the oppositions it faced from the developing countries. It was in the mid-1990s when the interest in trade liberalisation emerged as an important agenda in APEC, which, however, failed to make a tangible achievement due in the main to Japan’s rejection of promoting agricultural liberalisation in the APEC’s Early Voluntary Sectoral Liberalisation (EVSL) scheme. After all, the frustrated attempt in trade liberalisation in APEC as well as the stagnated negotiation in the World Trade Organisation (WTO), encouraged Japan, like other regional countries, to utilise various forms of bilateral arrangements to realise the aim of trade liberalisation with those countries in East Asia, as partly materialised in the 2002 Japan-Singapore Economic Partnership Agreement (JSEPA) (Terada 2006b).  
Japan’s restored interest in trade liberalisation issue was to be associated with a new regional institution, ASEAN+3, which can be regarded as an ‘East Asian’ regionalism, as a way of achieving an East Asian FTA. Negotiations for a Japan-ASEAN FTA and its interest in an East Asian FTA, however, indicate Japan’s determination to break the traditional approach of its trade policy, since those arrangements would be established on the basis of the GATT Article 24 which permits signatories to discriminate against non-members, a feature which stands in sharp contrast with that of APEC in which trade liberalisation was supposed to be executed on a non-discriminatory basis to avoid trade discrimination against the third states by granting equal treatment to all. This has been called open regionalism which Japan initially launched in 1955 (Terada 1998). This illustrates another normative transformation in regionalism in Asia and Japan has played a significant role in the development of this new approach to regionalism in Asia. 

Thirdly, Japanese concept of open regionalism developed over the last five decades also means ‘open membership’ and who should participate in the first meeting emerged as a major issue whenever Japan took an initiative in the establishment of regional institutions in Asia. In other words, which countries are supposed to belong to the regional concept, based on which a new regional institution is established, is an important political question to the Japanese policy leaders. As a nation that long pursued the regional concept of ‘Asia-Pacific’ or ‘Pacific’ for promoting regional economic cooperation, Japan was not interested in joining regional institutions excluding ‘Pacific’ nations such as the United States and Australia. The involvement of the United States in any regional economic institution was especially significant to Japan; for instance, Japan strongly insisted on its inclusion, despite Australia’s hesitation, in the 1989 establishment of APEC. 
Given America’s overwhelming position in Japan’s security and economic policies as Japan’s ally and its largest trading partner over years, it was rather difficult for Japan to accept Malaysia’s request to take the lead in creating the East Asian Economic Caucus (EAEC), which excluded the United States. It is true that Japan’s Vive-Finance Minister, Eisuke Sakakibara, proposed the Asian Monetary Fund in September 1997 as an Asian financing facility with an initial capitalization of $100 billion, and that America and the IMF were staunchly opposed to it. The United States thought of it as eroding the significance of the US dominated-IMF. Sensitive to the view of the United States and the IMF, Japan, despite initial enthusiasm, began to heed the warnings from the United States and IMF officials. Other East Asian leaders also began to ‘make speeches lauding the importance of the IMF. It quickly became clear that there was little appetite in Asia for a confrontation with the United States and the IMF amidst plummeting currencies and stock markets’ (Altbach 1997: 10). One reason it was difficult to garner support from the region is that these countries wanted the United States to remain committed to the region in terms of economic links and security concerns. So, the establishment of ASEAN+3 forums and the East Asian Summit and Japan’s strong commitment to this institution in East Asia, as was seen in its advocacy of an East Asian community, which encourages the self–other distinction among members like Japan and non-members such as the United States, represents the third normative transformation in regionalism in Asia. 

In the end, the construction of various kinds of regional concepts is attributed mainly to changing interests attached to the establishment of regional institutions which Japan as a leader hoped to achieve through adjustments of its followers’ interests, and the changing interests are relevant to Japan’s changing identities and transforming regional environments.   
Chart 1: Regional Concepts and Institutions

	REGIONAL CONCEPTS 　
	INSTITUTIONS 
	APPROACHES 
	MAIN PURPOSES

	Asia or Southeast Asia (1957-)
	ADB & MCSED
	Inter-government 


	Development  cooperation including the provision of  funds    

	Pacific I (1967-)
	PAFTAD & PBEC
	Non-government
	Interaction and socialisation of policy ideas on regional cooperation

	Pacific II (1977-)  
	PECC
	Quasi-government

(non-binding) 
	Policy discussions and advices on trade, investment and development cooperation 

	Asia-Pacific (1987-)
	APEC
	Inter-government

(non-binding ) 
	Implementations of 

· Trade Liberalization (non-discriminatory: open regionalism) 

· Trade facilitation 

· Economic and technical cooperation 

	East Asia (1997 -)
	ASEAN+3 
	Inter-government

(non-binding?) 
	Implementations of 

· Financial cooperation

· Trade Liberalisation (discriminatory) 

· Development cooperation 

	Bilateralism in East Asia (1998－)  
	Bilateral FTAs
	Inter-government

(binding) 
	Implementations of trade liberalisation (discriminatory) 


Era of Asia (Southeast Asia): Ambitions and Frustrations in 1957-77

There existed a number of ideas on and initiatives in regional economic institutions on the basis of ‘Asian’/‘Southeast Asian’ regional concept during 1957-77, especially in Japan. Japan ambitiously launched ideas of regional institutions with the intergovernmental premise and its leaders, especially Prime Ministers, keenly conducted diplomacy for realising them, but most of the proposals, many of which were launched by Prime Ministers themselves, failed to be realised partly because Japan was not regarded as a leader by ‘followers’ in Southeast Asia and its ideas on regionalism were unrealistic and perhaps too ambitious. Those regional institutions evolved over four prime ministerships by delving into their regionalism approaches: Kishi and Ikeda (1957(64), Sato (1964(72) Tanaka (1972(74) and Miki and Fukuda (1974(78). One of the key elements behind those Japan’s initiatives was a self-awareness of Japan’s position as a leader in ‘Asia’, and Asia was a rather symbolic term representing Japan’s neighbouring area. Asia was synonymous with Southeast Asia mainly because there was no diplomatic relations with Northeast Asian countries such as South Korea and China until 1965 and 1972 respectively. Japanese political leaders urged the need to help growth in developing countries in Southeast Asia which was a major rationale behind the ideas of regional institutions during this period. 

Immediately after the War, the concept of ‘Asia’, which came to be associated with prewar militarism, the Greater East Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere and repentance, was regarded negatively as a political concept, and it became taboo in Japanese society (Ogura 1994: 7). Yet the first Diplomatic Bluebook published in 1957 outlined three diplomatic principles and one of them was maintenance of Japan’s international status as an Asian nation. Japan’s growing Asian consciousness was stressed in the Bluebook (MOFA 1957: 9) which described a strong bond between Japan and Asia in terms of geography, race, history, culture, psychology and spirit. The Bluebook (MOFA 1957: 7(8) argues the ultimate purpose of Japan’s economic diplomacy in Asia:

Asian countries are yet to fulfil their economic potential despite possession of vast natural resources. We may state that there is much room for Japan to cooperate with them by dint of our high-level technology and industry. In addition, if we help by introducing capital and technology from outside Asia, and take the initiative in both public and private sectors to encourage systematic, central and flexible economic cooperation that would enable Asia to embark on economic construction, we would see growing economic exchanges in Asia. To realise this scenario is crucial to the conduct of our economic diplomacy. As it is difficult for us to achieve further development without prosperity and peace in Asia, such economic cooperation is of vital importance in terms of our economic diplomacy.

Southeast Asia in particular was seen as a potential Japanese market and thus development cooperation in the region was regarded as essential (MOFA 1957: 9). Under the Kishi and Ikeda administrations, Japan was preoccupied with its own economic development and catching up with Western economies. Its interest in Asia regionalism stemmed mainly from these objectives. Kishi and Ikeda developed their own ideas on Asia regionalism with the aim of assisting economic development in Asia, but their plans were not realised, mainly because of Japan’s lack of economic power and Asia’s distrust of Japan’s intentions. Japanese leaders realised that Japan needed to intensify its effort to establish leadership in Asian development on the occasion of the first UN Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) in 1964 in which Japan, the only non-Western country and the poorest member of OECD, faced a dilemma at the Conference; it had no choice but to support the United States and Europe despite the fact that it was an Asian nation. Yamato (1964: 35), a delegate to the conference, stated that it was impossible for Japan to reconcile its stance as an Asian country with its position as a developed country, crating an identity crisis of Japan in international society. This provided an opportunity for Japan to change its policy approach on Asia. 
The second period was 1964–72, under Prime Minister Eisaku Sato. Sato’s strong commitment to assisting Southeast Asia on the basis of multilateral institutions such as ADB and MCSEAD in 1966 provided the starting point for Japan’s initiatives in the region. While Sato thought Japan should make a considerable effort to assist Southeast Asia, his policy priority seems to have been the integration of Japanese regional policy with that of the United States to create a favourable atmosphere for the return of Okinawa. Southeast Asia’s endorsement of Japan’s leadership was important. When Japan’s balance of payment turned to surplus in 1965, Japan could allocate considerable aid to, make substantial investments in and absorb export products from Southeast Asia, all of which helped their economic development. This second period saw Japan partly fulfilling a condition for its leadership role in Asia, namely the attainment of economic recovery and the establishment of its status as the industrialised nation in Asia through its commitment to Asia Pacific regionalism. Yet Southeast Asia’s endorsement of Japan’s political role remained unqualified. Japan was rejected as a venue for the ADB’s headquarters and negative views toward Japan increased during the Tanaka period.

The third period coincided with the prime ministership of Kakuei Tanaka, a time when the old Cold War relationships in Asia changed dramatically following international acceptance of China and the cessation of the Vietnam War. Combined with these elements, the first Oil Shock encouraged Tanaka to secure a supply of natural resources independently from the United States and this was a major motivation behind Tanaka’s plans for Asia Pacific regionalism. Yet Tanaka’s diplomacy in Southeast Asia in 1974 sparked massive anti-Japanese demonstrations. This reaction shocked Japanese leaders and provided the second opportunity for Japan to change its Asia policy dramatically. In the fourth period, Takeo Miki and Takeo Fukuda were encouraged to focus their foreign policy priority on improving relations with ASEAN rather than putting forward proposals on Asian regionalism, a result of Tanaka’s diplomacy in Southeast Asia. Since the United States sought to avoid engagement in the region after the Vietnam War, Japan thought it essential to be involved in efforts to sustain regional stability in Southeast Asia. This can be seen in Miki’s abortive attempt to attend the first ASEAN Summit Meeting in 1976 and the 1977 unveiling of the Fukuda Doctrine to strengthen the relations with ASEAN. As a result of diplomatic endeavours in this period combined with further economic growth and prospective stability in the region, Japan–ASEAN relations improved considerably.

Importantly, during these periods, Japan was establishing the prerequisites for the leadership it later came to exercise in PECC. Japan’s economic strength allowed it to make substantial contributions to Asian development and helped Japan gain credibility and improve relations with Southeast Asian countries. These were favourable conditions for Prime Minister Masayoshi Ohira’s launch of the Pacific Basin Concept in the late-1970s. 

Era of the Pacific (I): non-governmental PAFTAD and PBEC

While Japan failed to establish an intergovernmental Asian regional institution from 1950s to 70s, ‘Pacific’ institutions through the formation of non-governmental PBEC and PAFTAD emerged. The principal participants in these forums were private players, although they developed and exercised influence in the evolution of government policy through the establishment of regional cooperation arrangements. Those individual leaders were Kiyoshi Kojima, Saburo Okita and Takeo Miki for PAFTAD, and of Shigeo Nagano for PBEC. Kojima’s PAFTA, Okita’s OAEC, Miki’s Asia Pacific policy and Nagano’s Pacific version of the EEC, all of which, in some form or another, required government involvement, failed to materialise. A government institution did not eventuate because of the reluctance of the governments of regional countries, especially on the part of Asian developing countries. While the ideas of Kojima, Okita and Nagano were also intended to promote regional trade, the Asian developing countries were not as willing to be committed to regional trade cooperation as the people involved in the formation of PBEC and PAFTAD. Gordon (1966: 141–61), surveying the opinions of Asian leaders, notes that they were not attracted to trade-oriented regional cooperation but had began to focus on other means of strengthening economic interaction in Southeast Asia through harmonisation of their separate development plans. The interests of Asian developing countries did not necessarily converge with those of the founders of PAFTAD and PBEC whose top priorities included the promotion of regional trade. Mainly because of this reason, the participants of the first PAFTAD and PBEC were only from Pacific developed countries, namely, the United States, Canada, Australia, Nez Zealand and Japan. This meant that it was premature for those developing countries in Asia to participate in a regional institution in which trade liberalisation would have been expected to be discussed. Japanese leaders came to be aware of this trend and had to wait for another decade to create another regional economic institution to promote regional trade cooperation. 

Nor did the United States show a strong interest in the formation of regional government economic institutions because its focus tended to be global. This was evident in a presentation made by an American participant at PAFTAD’s first meeting and the fact that US representatives in PBEC did not display strong commitment at its preparatory meetings. In order to forestall the inward-looking EEC, Americans thought it best to strengthen the GATT trading system as it was committed to concluding the Kennedy Round in the 1960s. America’s less-than-enthusiastic approach was a significant factor in the failure of an inter-governmental regional economic institution to emerge, given that its GNP was more than 80 per cent of the total GNP of all advanced economies in the region and Japan’s economic strength was still insufficient to influence the trend of the regional economy. 

A shared understanding about the merit of regional economic cooperation at the governmental level was not instantaneously created. Economic cooperation at a government level is almost impossible when countries in the region know little of each other and each others’ economic policies. The importance of knowledge about regional economies was revealed in the establishment of PAFTAD and PBEC. Participants in PAFTAD were familiar with the US economy, but even these professional economists had little familiarity with Asian economies. There was a wide gap in mutual understanding among regional economies (Drysdale and Yamazawa 1986: 420). Japanese business leaders played a remarkable role in the establishment of PBEC, but even their interaction with Pacific advanced nations had only commenced a decade before and there had been few opportunities for political leaders of those countries to discuss policy-oriented agendas. This lack of familiarity with Pacific economies also applied to the majority of politicians and public servants in other nations in the region. Initially, even business people did not expect PBEC to bring concrete benefits. As Nagano (cited in Terada 2001a) put it: ‘we can create a foundation to solve a problem by directly meeting with each other and learning about each other’. 

In this context, PAFTAD and PBEC, non-binding and non-governmental institutions, helped to socialise ideas on regional cooperation. While neither PBEC nor PAFTAD were in a position to determine foreign policy, they could influence the direction of foreign policy. Accordingly, PBEC, which initially ‘saw no role for governments’ in the development of the Pacific economic organisation, ‘supported further loose integration which encouraged an evolutionary process of regionalism’ (PBEC 1997: 13). In this sense, PAFTAD and PBEC played an important role in providing ‘enlightenment’ on Pacific economic cooperation and creating a foundation for establishing PECC in 1980 and APEC in 1989.  

Era of the Pacific (II): quasi-government PECC  

In September 1980, the Pacific Community Seminar was held at the Australian National University (ANU), an event that marked the beginning of PECC as a quasi-governmental institution where government officials have participated in a private capacity as well as business leaders and academics. This was significant in terms of regionalism in Asia because PECC was the first substantial regional economic institution with a focus on the promotion of regional trade and investment. The origins of PECC can be traced to Japanese Prime Minister Masayoshi Ohira’s Pacific Basin Cooperation Concept, and the idea of organizing a non-government seminar at ANU stemmed from an agreement between Ohira and his Australian counterpart Malcolm Fraser in Canberra, January 1980. 

While running for the Liberal Democratic Party’s presidential election in November 1978, Ohira referred in broad terms to the Pacific Basin Cooperation Concept in his policy guidelines, as one of the highlights of his policy agenda. The rationale behind Ohira’s launch of the Concept was his awareness that Japan’s responsibility as a leader in the region would contribute to its economic development. Donowaki (1982: 21), a member of the Pacific Basin Cooperation Study Group which Ohira had entrusted with the task of refining and developing the Concept, wrote that Ohira felt Japan should no longer remain a passive beneficiary of world peace and prosperity, but rather play some role in actively creating world peace and prosperity. Yet, Ohira did not have a special empathy with Asia. This was partly because he thought that the Pacific Basin or the Pacific Ocean was more important for Japan’s survival and development than Asia. A decade before he launched the Pacific Concept, Ohira had already shown that his　interests lay with the ‘Pacific’ Ocean rather than the ‘Asian’ continent by declaring that ‘the primary aim of Japan’s diplomacy should be to maintain the peace, security, and prosperity of the Pacific . . . the problem of the Asian continent should be secondary in Japanese diplomacy. (Australian Financial Review, 2 November 1970). 

The development of Ohira’s understanding of Japan’s interests in regionalism was important in creating the new regional institution. Japan’s sound relations with ASEAN, a product of the 1977 Fukuda Doctrine, created a favourable environment for Ohira to depart from Japan’s traditional approaches to Asia regionalism, where the focus had been on the provision of aid to Southeast Asia. Ohira envisaged a broader regional framework encompassing all countries in the Pacific Ocean, rather than just Southeast Asia, and hoped a new regional association would promote regional exchanges in various fields, especially economic and cultural areas. 

Ohira’s basic ideas on Pacific cooperation were further refined and developed by his Foreign Minister Saburo Okita and academics and business leaders who involved in the Pacific Basin Study Group. Many of those key players had interacted with each other at PAFTAD conferences and in the Australia–Japan Economic Relations Project, and shared views on regional economic cooperation. Those intellectuals believed that increasing economic interdependence was a source of further economic development as well as a source of potential friction among regional states, so some form of regional institution was necessary to capitalise on interdependence and help overcome any resultant problems. This shared understanding of Pacific cooperation among leaders in both countries assisted in creating similar approaches in refining the Pacific Concept and organising the Canberra Seminar.
Against this background, Ohira and Fraser (1994: 321) agreed at the meeting in Canberra, January 1980, that ASEAN countries which were preoccupied with other issues could not afford to allocate much energy and time to the Pacific Community issue and that serious institutionalization should not occur until ASEAN was well established. Given national differences of size, history, culture and economic development, Ohira and Fraser thought it necessary to take the time to increase mutual understanding to overcome problems. Accordingly, they agreed that a non-government seminar was the proper initial step for exploring the Concept, which led to the organization of the Canberra Seminar.

Yet PECC was not eventually launched as an inter-governmental regional economic institution. Although increasing interdependence was a major driving force behind the support of leaders in Japan and Australia for the Pacific Community idea, ASEAN leaders were not yet ready to support it. This reflected difficulties with ASEAN countries’ understanding of the necessity for the Pacific Concept and the reluctance of some of their governments to make a commitment to it. Mahathir, for example, (1980) said: ‘... interdependence is still very much an economic concept that has no reality for a lot of poor nations. True interdependence must mean not just being mutually dependent on each other but some degree of equality of strength to support each other.’ In Mahathir’s view, a main function in a regional institution like PECC was to overcome ‘the paucity of knowledge among the Pacific region countries of each other’ and to share their similar views on regional economics and politics. Clearly, the value of greater interdependence, a fundamental driving force behind Japanese leaders’ claims about the necessity for a new economic regional institution, was not shared by some ASEAN leaders. This had been recognised in the era of `Pacific I` and it was reconfirmed at the Pacific Community Seminar (Crawford and Seow 1981: 28): ‘there was still a major need for Pacific countries to “get to know each other” better before steps were taken towards creation of new, formal inter-governmental institutions for regional cooperation’. This acknowledgment of the need to create a consensus for the establishment of an inter-governmental institution contributed to making PECC’s status quasi-governmental.

Despite its status as a quasi-governmental institution, PECC was significant due to its involvement of government officials. It was the PECC framework which gave opportunity for senior officials, especially from ASEAN countries, to learn the merit of regional economic cooperation. 

Era of Asia Pacific: intergovernmental APEC

In January 1989 in Seoul, Australian Prime Minister Bob Hawke proposed an inter-governmental regional economic institution that was to be realised 10 months later as the first APEC meeting in Canberra. APEC was the first inter-governmental regional economic institution in Asia to gather foreign and trade ministers from regional countries. The actual creation and the circumstances of the announcement of the initiative were at the instigation of Australian Prime Minister Hawke and his advisers and officials in the Australian government. Yet Japan’s Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI) had floated a proposal for economic ministers’ regional meetings in mid-1988 and Australia then expressed strong interest in MITI’s idea, which led to coordination between Japan and Australia. Although MITI’s role behind the organization of APEC remained as supportive, MITI delegation’s visit to regional countries to sound out reactions for its proposal and Hawke’s initiative laid the groundwork for the Hawke proposal’s relatively easy acceptance when an Australian delegation later visited regional countries in April–May 1989. MITI’s proposal was eventually subsumed into the Hawke initiative because of the latter’s comprehensiveness, but MITI took the position that the establishment of APEC amounted to success of its own proposal (Terada 1999). 

Inclusion of Asia into the Pacific which had been a predominant regional concept for economic regionalism in the 1960s-80s was due in part to the continuing growth of Asian countries, which led to confidence about their economies and greater interdependence in the ‘Asia Pacific’ region, was a major factor that promoted a common regional interest including Japan’s in forming a consensus on the desirability of an inter-governmental regional institution. This provided the foundation for establishing APEC. The ‘Asia Pacific’ regional concept represents that Asian countries was recognised as a core group in regional cooperation for the first time, thanks to their substantial growth for which Japan played a substantial role. 

The appreciation of the yen was so steep (from 260 yen per US dollar in 1985 to 140 yen by late 1989) that Japanese exporters had difficulty exporting labor-intensive products made in Japan. As a result, exporters procured more of their parts and materials from overseas suppliers, and began to establish production facilities outside Japan. This contributed to the rise of Japanese direct investment in ASEAN and the NIEs, giving a strong boost to local industries that supplied materials and parts. This resulted in a flow of products from such facilities into Japanese markets, and Asian nations established closer economic relations with Japan through trade and direct investment, contributing to Japan increasing its imports from NIEs and ASEAN from less than 14.2 per cent of total imports in 1985 to almost 20 per cent three years later (Watanabe 1991). Strengthening those economic ties with East Asian countries and sustaining their growth was an important rationale for Japan to promote regional cooperation and propose a ministerial-level regional meeting in 1988 (MITI 1988).    

As mentioned earlier, Southeast Asian countries were supposed to be a main actor in Japan’s proposals of regional economic cooperation over the decades, and APEC was not an exception. Japan considered it essential for ASEAN countries to be involved in regional economic cooperation, and thus it was keen to incorporate the interests of ASEAN countries. Considering cautious views of some ASEAN members such as Indonesia, Japan was careful not to detract from the important role ASEAN played and hoped that the new body would enable ASEAN to project common interests more effectively in APEC. 

Japan’s idea on economic cooperation in the Asia Pacific region thus had not strongly been linked to the trade liberalisation: it instead emphasised more economic and technical cooperation trade liberalisation. Australian and the United States were to become eager to set trade liberalisation agenda later. MITI’s more serious consideration of ASEAN’s view distinguishes its approaches to APEC from those of Australia’s. MITI emphasized economic and technical cooperation as well as trade liberalization. Masakazu Toyoda, a senior official of MITI in charge of setting up APEC in Japan, (cited in Funabashi 1995: 66) said:

Australians were very eager to set specific agenda items, which clearly aimed at trade liberalization . . . we also had that in our mind, but here we believed that we had to handle it very carefully. You would scare away ASEAN countries if you talked about liberalization from the start . . . Australia did not have any viable policy instrument for [economic and technical] cooperation. 

This implies that Japan was responsible for not highlighting trade liberalization in the Canberra Meeting and instead underscored the significance of development cooperation (Funabashi 1995: 192). MITI was also concerned about Australia’s proposal for an Asian OECD, because the OECD involves policy coordination, but it was too early for APEC to undertake this role, given ASEAN’s certain opposition (Nihon Keizai Shimbun, 6 March 1989). MITI’s more careful consideration of ASEAN’s view, consistent with Japan’s traditional approach to regional economic cooperation, upheld Australia’s leadership role, leading to the successful establishment of APEC. 

Another important corollary of Japan’s directional leadership is reflected on a feature of APEC. For instance, the United States, the most powerful country in the region, hosted the 1993 APEC Seattle Meeting and successfully transformed it into an institution which would prosecute trade and investment liberalization despite some ASEAN members’ reluctance. Yet a legally binding force which some in the United States wished to incorporate into the APEC principle was not agreed upon. Among the members, for example, it was only the United States that sought to insist, unsuccessfully, on the necessity of the binding force being incorporated into the APEC Investment Code which was discussed at the 1994 APEC Indonesia Meeting. Voluntary commitment to agreements reached in APEC based on consensus among members is an important criterion which Japan embedded at APEC’s inception as it took into account the preferences of developing countries in the region. What distinguishes APEC from other international and regional institutions like GATT, NAFTA, or the International Monetary Fund (IMF) is that the United States did not assume leadership in creating APEC. These three institutions incorporate a binding force in their agreements. The APEC norms do not necessarily conform to the approach usually associated with the United States and tend to follow the preferences of Japan, taking into account opinions of other APEC members, especially some ASEAN countries which hoped APEC would remain a loose institution. Although it can be assumed that their attention to ASEAN was a significant reason for Asia to take a decade to create an intergovernmental institution such as APEC, Japan’s leadership style can be assessed as appropriate, given that leadership in institution-building is a laborious process, requiring adjustment of different interests.

The inclusion of the trade liberalisation program in regional economic cooperation through APEC was a critical element in progress from the previous non- and quasi- governmental institutions, representing a major normative transformation in the development of regionalism in Asia. However Japan saw open regionalism as the best way forward in its approach to regional trade liberalisation, arguing that division of the world into inward-looking European, North American and East Asian blocs would be counter to Japan's interests.

Era of East Asia: ASEAN+3
In 1990s, the concept of East Asia developed through combining Northeast Asia and Southeast Asia in regional unity, serving as the formation and development of the ASEAN+3 meeting. Until the appearance of the abortive East Asian Economic Caucus (EAEC) idea, put forward by Prime Minister Mahathir of Malaysia in 1990, there was no strong conceptual framework for regionalism in East Asia as a whole. Mahathir explains what initially motivated his EAEC proposal:

Suppose Malaysia goes alone to Brussels to lodge a complaint against European protectionism. Our voice would simply be too small. Nobody would listen. But if the whole of East Asia tells Europe that it must open up its markets, Europeans will know that access to the huge Asian market obliges them not to be protectionist. That was the reasoning behind the EAEC proposal. (Ishihara and Mahathir 1995: 44)

Given this rationale, Mahathir strongly urged Japan to be the linchpin of EAEC, in the belief that Japan was ‘the only Asian country with the ability to help fellow Asian countries’ (Australian Financial Review, 24 October 1994). Yet its attitude to EAEC was lukewarm, and this was a major factor that prevented EAEC’s realization. A reason behind Japan’s unsupportive stance was that Japan did not view ‘East Asia’ as a concept for regional cooperation, and instead adhered to concept of the ‘Asia Pacific’ as a basis for promoting cooperation within APEC. East Asian concept was not yet firmly enough established to gain the consensus among the relevant countries and Japan, seen as a leader in EAEC by Mahathir, did not take a strong action towards realizing EAEC. 

Yet factors such as the Asian financial crisis and the development of regionalism in other regions such as Europe and North America helped to promote the self–other distinction more strongly, necessary for the gradual acceptance of the East Asian concept, especially in Japan. 
Japan’s participation in the 1997 ASEAN+3 meeting was a milestone for East Asian regionalism, given its initial hesitancy to be involved in EAEC. Until 1999, however, ASEAN was not sure if Japan would fully support ASEAN+3 because Japan had merely concentrated on Japan–ASEAN bilateral relations, Yet, since 1999, Japan’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs had been using the term East Asia and described the ASEAN+3 meetings as ‘an East Asian summit in a practical sense’ (Terada 2001b). At the 1999 ASEAN+3 Summit Meeting, Prime Minister Obuchi (1999) announced the Plan for Enhancing Human Resources Development and Human Resources Exchanges in East Asia, which the Philippines President Estrada renamed the ‘Obuchi Plan’ to demonstrate ASEAN countries’ appreciation. Prime Minister Mori (2000) made a statement on three principles for enhancing open regional cooperation in East Asia in Singapore, demonstrating Japan’s political interests in ASAEN+3, followed by his successor, Koizumi (2002), who suggested making ‘the best use of’ ASEAN+3 ‘to secure prosperity and stability’ in East Asia in his Singapore speech in January 2002. In contrast with Hashimoto (1997), who urged the need for closer ASEAN–Japan relations in the interests of stability and prosperity in the ‘Asia Pacific’ region, the regional policy statements and initiatives launched by his successors symbolize Japan’s growing interest in East Asia.

The fact that Japan has actively launched these policy initiatives within the ASEAN+3 framework is in sharp contrast with its lukewarm attitude to EAEC. One of the most significant reasons behind this change was Japan’s realization that a consensus had developed that the time was ripe to create East Asian regionalism solely to tackle regional problems. The fact that the United States did not so palpably oppose the attempt, unlike the case of EAEC, was an important factor in Japan’s changing approach to East Asian regionalism, as Japan felt less constrained about involving itself in the ASEAN+3 meetings. America’s growing understanding of the need for Japan to provide the initiative for stability and prosperity in East Asia was a significant factor. In this sense, the existence of APEC, of which the United States is a member, has helped Japan to develop its further interest in ASEAN+3, since East Asian nations are able to maintain trade and investment dialogues with the United States through APEC. 

A fully-fledged East Asian organization in which member countries participate on an equal footing is yet to emerge. As long as the name ASEAN+3 remains, it will signify the activities of an ASEAN-sponsored regionalism, indicating that all member states do not fully acquire an East Asian identity. The ASEAN+3 meetings aims to launch two cooperation plans: the establishment of an East Asian FTA and an East Asian summit, as recommended by the East Asian Vision Group, which would suggest a more ambitious political connection of ASEAN and Northeast Asia, enabling East Asian leaders to identify common positions more easily and to articulate them more effectively in multilateral fora such as the World Trade Organization and the United Nations. In these arenas, the self–other distinction could be developed between East Asian and non-East Asian groups and a shared East Asian identity among members could be eventually more strongly entrenched by mobilizing the region more effectively and providing a quick response to further economic problems in the region through coordinating policies and setting cooperative directions collectively for the welfare of the region. 

One symbolic question regarding the East Asian regional concept is whether Australia, as well as New Zealand, should be included in any activity associated with ASEAN + 3. The membership of ASEAN+3 has been fixed, but Koizumi in his Singapore speech advocated that ‘Australia will … be core members of [East Asian] community.” Australia, whose relations with ASEAN countries, especially Malaysia and Indonesia, were strained, had not been expected by many in the region to be a natural member of the community. Japan’s interest in the inclusion of Australia in an East Asian regional arrangement has stemmed from its intention to involve more strategic elements in the Australia-Japan partnership in the face of the emergence of China. If China’s interests in improving and strengthening the relations with ASEAN and its further commitment to the formation of an East Asian community were seen as a way of creating its own sphere of influence in East Asia, that would be counterproductive to America’s regional interests. The role of the bilateral partnership between Japan and Australia, both key regional U.S. allies, would function as an impediment to the realization of China’s ambition to dominate the region. This sort of strategic consideration made it possible for Australia to participate in the first East Asian Summit in Malaysia in 2005 (Terada 2006a), creating a different form of the East Asian regional concept.   
Era of Bilateralism: Free Trading Arrangements (FTAs)  

One of the important implications of the ineffective APEC’s trade liberalization program is that member states have instead promoted bilateral arrangements to attain further trade liberalization, a trend that involves Japan. Japan was labelled “the staunchest multilateralist” (New York Times 9 November 2001), due to its exclusive focus on global trade bodies such as the GATT and WTO for the purposes of facilitating global trade liberalization. In effect, Japan had long criticized FTAs as discriminatory against non-members and detrimental to the maintenance of the GATT/WTO-based international trading system. Yet the establishment of JSEPA, the subsequent bilateral FTA negotiations with Mexico, South Korea, Malaysia, Thailand and the Philippines, and proposals of the Japan-ASEAN FTA and an East Asian FTA represent Japan’s determination to deviate from its solitary commitment to the multilateral trading system to a predilection of bilateral and regional FTAs in pursuit of trade liberalisation in a discriminatory fashion. 

An initial opportunity that spurred Japan into deciding to pursue FTAs was provided by Mexico and South Korea. These nations expressed an interest in forging a FTA with Japan in 1998. Mexico, the first nation to approach Japan, provided the thrust for MITI to consider the possibility of forming a FTA in mid-1998. Then, Japan’s interest in pursuing a FTA was further encouraged when making a decision to forge a FTA with South Korea, as a mark of a new Japan-South Korea relationship, initiated by the newly-elected South Korean president Kim Dae-Jung, who visited Japan in October 1998. Japan and South Korea then agreed to set up a study group to examine the feasibility of a bilateral FTA. In June of 1999, seeing a possible establishment of multilayered trade policy in Japan, Chew Tai Soo, Singapore’s Ambassador to Japan, brought up the idea of a FTA between Singapore and Japan to METI. Singapore’s courtship of Japan, however, initially invited only “negative and, at best, skeptical” (Munakata 2001: 19) responses from Japan, as there was still lingering opposition to changing trade policy direction by forging FTAs.

However, Singapore’s explanations about how it sought for a FTA during intensive talks in the first half of November 1999 were judged to be persuasive and influential in changing Japan’s opposition to a FTA. According to Munakata (2001: 23), a senior MITI official involved in the talks with Singapore, what especially struck the Japanese officials was that Japan should also secure policy options to “complement the WTO”; this approach helped Japan conclude that “negative reactions from other countries, if any, would be manageable”. Although a common view in Japan was that agricultural liberalization was the largest obstacle in Japan’s attempt at forging FTAs. Singapore’s small quantity of agricultural exports was expected to make it much easier for Japan to negotiate with Singapore first, with the expectation that it would serve as a test case for the subsequent negotiations with agricultural exporters such as Mexico. 

Japan saw JSEPA as a means for stimulating the liberalization movement in East Asia, which had fallen inert after the 1997 Asian financial crisis. In fact, China’s interest in forging a FTA with ASEAN was spurred by Japan’s interest in an FTA with South Korea and the announcement of JSEPA negotiations (Terada 2003). The movement by Japan led China to feel isolated in the FTA movement in East Asia. China ultimately joined it by proposing an FTA with ASEAN in October 2000, which was officially agreed on in November 2001. The establishment of a Japan–ASEAN Comprehensive Economic Partnership agreement was a response to the China–ASEAN FTA proposal. JSEPA also urged Malaysia and Indonesia, believed to be the least enthusiastic nations about bilateral FTAs in the region, to develop their FTA interests by studying all the pros and cons of JSEPA. China’s and Japan’s FTA approaches to ASEAN also contributed to South Korea developing an interest in pursuing the same path, as its Trade Minister Hwang Doo-yun showed in Brunei, September 2002, leading to the final agreement on the establishment of FTA with ASEAN in 2004. These ‘domino effects’ of FTAs in East Asia occurred mainly because of FTAs’ exclusive nature and major benefits accrued, such as tariff eliminations at the expense of the third party countries. 

It is true that the proliferation of FTAs in East Asia may generate the spaghetti bowl effect since each FTA partnership may have distinctive content, varying in rules and obligations, and a tangle of rules of origin may divert and distort trade (Bhagwati 2002).  Yes, there has been a positive ‘domino effect’, with more and more countries extending the circle of trade liberalization in East Asia, not causing negative domino effects with a scramble into competing arrangements. As East Asia has developed the ubiquitous FTA partnerships among the regional countries and beyond, a region-wide FTA in East Asia through the consolidation of the existing bilateral FTAs in the region may be a core institution for the eventual emergence of the East Asian community, a way of contribution which bilateral arrangements can make to strengthen the East Asian regional concept.   
It is also significant that Japan’s growing interest in the development of ASEAN+3 has been as a platform of regional trade liberalization, a goal which previous regional institutions like APEC failed to achieve. APEC, in which Japan committed itself to open regionalism over years in lines with the non-discriminatory GATT Article 1, was losing its significance while Japan has been developing its interest in discriminatory regionalism in lines with the GATT Article 24 such as the Japan-ASEAN or East Asian FTAs. In this context, Japan has symbolically shifted its policy priority regarding regionalism from APEC to ASEAN+3. It should be however noted that Japan still places the highest priority on the maintenance of the WTO-based multilateralism, but a changing element is that its strict observance of the GATT Article 1 over years, a basis for its conventional claim on the non discriminatory trade policy priority, has been replaced by its determination to strictly abide by the Article 24 instead. In other words, the strict observance of the Article 24 in its involvement in FTAs has become a new normative basis for Japan's assertion of WTO-based multilateralism and its pursuit of bilateral FTAs with some East Asian countries.  

Conclusion
While tracing the development of distinctive regional concepts which serves as an essential basis for establishing regional institutions, this article sets out reasons why how and why Asian regionalism needed to go through different regional concepts and institutions, illustrating the distinctive features of the evolution of regionalism in Asia. It is stressed that a regional concept can help members inside it consolidate their ‘institutional identity’ by clarifying which regional institutions they belong to, and that leadership is important in the construction of both regional concept and regional institution. How the regional concept is defined is partly dependent on which ‘region’ the leader state considers it belongs to or conceives as useful for its and potential members’ mutual interests, and what interests it wants to achieve through building regional institutions. This article thus may promotes the view that the constructivists’ claim can be more solidly and persuasively sustained by incorporating those of neo-realism and neo-liberal institutionalism, and illustrates an assertion that a multiple rather than single angle approach can be more useful in the field of international relations with the case of regionalism.

Japan played a major role in constructing a certain regional concept on which a regional institution was built, represents Japan’s engagement in redefining its own identity in international society. Foundations upon which Japan’s identity has been shaped in the international society are geographical (Pacific or Asia), economic status (a developed nation), and an ally of the United States (part of the West or East Asia). Japan’s status as the ‘only’ industrialised nation in Asia, an identity which long sustained Japan’s interest in regional economic institutions in Asia, has actually started swaying since China has emerged as a potentially significant economic power in the region. This might have a great influence on Japan’s international identity; if it were to develop its interest in a full membership in G-8 summit within which Japan has long considered its role as a bridge between the Western developed countries and Asian developing countries. 
Great diversities within Asia demanded the gradual approach to the eventual creation of an intergovernmental regional institution which aims to promote regional economic integration.  Habit of cooperation in Asia over the last five decades can be conducive to strengthening shared beliefs in obtaining consensus and promoting cooperation, and to sustaining the solidarity necessary for increasing the understanding of cultural and social differences among members in regional institutions. The regional institutions can provide occasions where participants including political leaders and government officials, can strengthen their commitment to cooperation by exchanging policy information regardless of cultural differences, a major feature in Asia. These functions may engender a growing sense of community and common identity among all policy individuals that are engaged in economic and political cooperation in distinctive regional institution through the gradually expanding array of meetings, working groups and cooperative linkages within the regional institution.
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