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I. Introduction 

Where is in a region? Whose region is it? If we define regionalism as a spatial process that construct a social, political, and economic realm for realizing specific or general goals, drawing a region’s boundary involves strategic action: decision, negotiation and cooperation with partners composing of a putative regional realm. For example, when the Korean (South Korean) Government proclaimed its regional strategy called “The age of Northeast Asia” in 2003, its regional constituents are Japan, China and Korea.
 Does Northeast Asia geographically consist of these three countries? Do China and Japan think of themselves as part of Northeast Asia? What if they have different regional conceptions and boundaries? Korea’s regionalist pursuit will be of difficulty if that is the case. In this sense, understanding conceptions of region is critical in constructing or mapping a region. 

The aim of this paper is to explore how Japan’s regional conceptions evolved, that is to say, how Japan mapped and remapped its regional realm. It is to understand how Japan drew the boundary of, and gave meaning or structure to, a region. To do so, this paper adopts two approaches. First, region is not a self-evident natural entity. Much traditional thinking about "areas" or “regional realm” has been driven by conceptions of geographical, civilizational and cultural coherence which rely on some sort of trait list -- of values, of languages, of physical appearances, of ecological adaptations, and the like. However sophisticated, these approaches all tend to see "regions" as relatively immobile aggregates of traits, with durable historical boundaries and with a unity comprised of enduring properties.
 In contrast, this work explores an architecture for regions which sees significant areas of human organization as precipitates for various kinds of action and interaction -- trade, conflict, warfare, colonization, exile and so on. Regions are “fluid and complex mixtures of physical, psychological, and behavioral traits continually being re-created and redefined.”
 
In Korea, particularly in recent regional/regionalist literature, it is so inherently self-evident that China, Japan and Korea make a natural area. Presupposing that neighbors such as Japan have the same conception, the literature explores the barriers to, and catalysts of, the formation of a regional cooperative apparatus.
 But, different visions of the relevant scope of the region remain in widespread use throughout East Asia. There is an extensive list of frequently used terms of region among Japanese, Korean, US and others: Asia Pacific, East Asia, Eastern Asia, Northeast Asia, Far East, Orient, Pacific Asia, ASEAN plus Three, etc.
 What we need to know in the first place is putative partners’ (or regional constituents’) conceptions and visions of their own. 
Second, while different geographical configurations are explicitly used by different countries, they also vary with language which constantly changes within a country. That is to say, the meaning contained in words changes depending on the speaker, time, and space. Here, the German work of conceptual history (Begriffsgeschichte) led by Reinhard Koselleck is useful.
 It relates conceptual history to social history; changes in concepts are related to those in the structure of power relations. Melvin Richter points out that concepts change when “periods of crisis, of accelerated, radical, or revolutionary change, produce fundamental disagreements about the languages of politics and society…contested by agents.”
 At the same time, it is possible for words in circulation among a given society of language users to contain multiple meanings. For example, a sign type like tōyō (東洋) carried with it the meaning of Eastern civilizational sphere, which enabled intellectuals like Okakura Tenshin to use the word to mean the alternative to a civilized West. In the process, the word tōyō began to assume the new meaning shifted from old Chinese, Oriental civilization to an idealized East (Orient) whose civilizational status elevated equal to the West. 
This paper will demonstrate that Japan’s regional boundaries varied with changing geopolitical/geocultural conditions. My central claim is that concepts embodied in words such as tōyō, tōa, and dai-tōa reflected specific historical conditions, and caused people to envision different geographical boundaries.
 I will show that  changing boundaries were the outcome of national elites’ strenuous efforts to structure regions by applying concepts such as civilization, race, culture, and geopolitics.   
When this is done, problems or strategies of boundary setting become extremely important in the pursuit of regionalist policy. Struggles over particular regional composition among countries such as Japan, Korea, and China are crucial in establishing a regional framework of institutions that accommodate the development of economic and security order in East Asia. 
II. Region as Civilization
        For Japan, the name “ajia (アジア, 亞細亞, Asia)” was given by the “other” (the West). Japan termed Asia into ajia and accepted its Western geographic conception that divided the world into five or six continents, where Japan occupied a far eastern part of the Asian continent. This concept was not purely geographic, however. The word’s origin came from Assyria. In Assyrian language, Asia signifies “sunrise” while Europe signifies “sunset.”
 Asia was counterposed to Europe. Asia’s geographic area, originally the Middle East (Near East), expanded to India, later to China, and later to Japan. In this construction, as Said’s powerful account of Orientalism illustrates, Asia was Europe’s “other” having negative connotations and the object mirroring “self” progress.
 On the other hand, Asian people attempted to shape their self-identity through exchanges with the West. Japan was no exception. It attempted to internalize Asia as its own by discerning whether a specific thing is Asian or not. Japan felt it necessary to reconstruct ajia.
 


As Japan entered the modern world, ajia was interchangeably used with “tōyō (東洋).” Two meanings were ingrained in this term. One is that it was contrasted with “seiyō(西洋).” While in its earliest form it referred to the body of water around Java by the Chinese merchants, the meaning began to change with Japan’s growing awareness of Europe.
 Ajia as a region was considered something qualitatively different from the West. Tōyō signified a broader geocultural notion of territoriality in that its meaning was something not Occidental. Second, in traditional China and Japan, tōyō referred to Japan. It was conceptually connected with the kokugaku tradition in Tokugawa Japan, one that set up “an idealized China (ancient ideal)” as the other and claimed Japan was the center because its pure form continued in Japan. Then, tōyō implied a Japan-centered geographical space.


By the mid-nineteenth century, tōyō signified some characteristics connected with Oriental civilization (tōyō no bunmei).
 As seen in the slogan Sakuma Shozan made famous, “Eastern ethic and Western science (tōyō dōtoku, seiyō gejutsu),” tōyō was pitted against the Western civilization. This binary opposition was made according to civilizational differences:  same language (dōbun), same religion (dōkyō), and same ethic (dōdō). 

        Japan chose to modernize the country in order to avoid colonization. This meant Japan adopted a Western way of survival: that is, constructing the modern state. Because modernization meant adopting Western civilization, Japan’s civilizational standards changed. Now, bunmei (文明), translated from “civilization” became the West. Accordingly, the status of tōyō fell from civilization to barbarian (yaban) or semi-enlightenment (hankai). Fukuzawa Yukichi, Meiji’s leading enlightenment thinker, took a unitary conception of civilization – the civilizing process is a unitary trajectory of history. In his “Outline Plan of Civilization (bunmeiron no kairaku), world history is characterized as a progress in which the West is civilization while the East is semi-enlightenment.
 Here the regional difference is that of civilizational progress, depending on “age of civilization (bunmei no yowai).”
 In this criterion, tōyō consisted of semi-enlightened areas including Turkey, India, and China. 

The relationship between tōyō and Japan is special. According to Fukuzawa, tōyō’s problem laid in the lack of capability to resist Western encroachment. It is Japan , “a great power of tōyō and the star of civilization, that alone can compete with the West.”
 Here Japan’s role was to civilized its neighbors as well as itself.   Fukuzawa’s “leave-Asia (datsu-A)” slogan came out of this context. “Japan no longer awaits until neighboring countries enlighten themselves and co-prosper with [ajia].”
 From then on, Japan’s relationship with outside should follow the two ways: one is stepping together with civilized West. Another is civilizing China and Korea, based on the relationship between civilized and uncivilized, rather than based on an old special friendship. Japan’s status rose from the border of Chinese civilization to the star of new civilization.
 In so far as other tōyō countries civilized, alliance between Japan and tōyō could be possible. For Fukuzawa, tōyō was Japan’s past and a region of Asian bad fellows. To the extent that they were helped to civilize, Japan’s tōyō was a flexible strategic space in which she both leave and re-enter.

Ten years after “leave Asia” heralded, Japan won the Sino-Japanese War characterized by itself as a clash of civilizations, old and new. It was awarded Taiwan, the Pescadores, and the Liaotung peninsula. Yet within three months, the Triple Intervention (by Russia, Germany and France) forced Japan to retrocede Liaotung to China. It was soon forced to lease the peninsula to Russia, to the fury of Japan. Added to this tough Western imperial diplomacy was the “Yellow Peril” hailed by Prussia’s Wilhelm the 2nd. These events forced Japan to rethink its own place and identity. Japanese elites realized that the extent to which Western civilization should be adopted were merely parts of a much broader issue: the political, cultural, and intellectual autonomy of Japan.
 Under the enlightenment discourse, Japan is located in a realm of perpetual inferiority to the West. Japan shifted their focus away from enlightenment history toward Japan’s roots.

Now, leaders sought a “reentry into Asia (nyū-A).”   This reversal in phraseology gave ajia or tōyō a new civilizational meaning. The call to reenter ajia heralded a return to Japan’s original sphere of civilization and the maintenance of its unique place in it. This was powerfully articulated by Okakura Tenshin. In Okakura’s Ideals of the East (tōyō no risō), tōyō is not the West’s barbarians. He sought to establish tōyō’s civilizational equivalence to the claims of Western hegemony. Asians share qualities of a “love for the Ultimate and Universal” that enabled them to produce the great religions and to emphasize the ends, not the means, of life. Asians also share aesthetic values, peaceful thinking, harmony, compassion, gentleness, and communalism.
 They can develop science and technology, but are free of the fragmentary, particularistic, and atomistic tendencies.
In this, Japan possesses a unique quality. As the “museum of Asiatic civilization,” Japan represents the Asian consensus through its indigenous aesthetic values. Further, Japan alone has the capacity to assimilate the Asian spirit and Western science. Here Japan’s region was Asian civilization that geographically includes Persia, India, China, and Japan. 

        
III. Region as Race
While Japan’s success in “leave-Asia” led to the establishment of tōyō as civilization, a parallel attempt was made: conceiving of tōyō a racial category (jinshū). The region here was characterized by the space of the same race (dōshū). The concept of race, or what constitutes a racial situation, emerged as the modern state developed. Racial classifications were used during the Enlightenment to justify enslavement of  "inferior," non-White races, and thus supposedly best fitted for lives of toil under White supervision. Here, a racial situation is defined as one in which one group, on the assumption of superior cultural attributes, attempts to legitimize differential rewards to the inferior group, while the inferior group, in turn, interprets the policies of superior group in terms of its assumed attributes.
 The major characteristic difference between both groups is their physical differences, color being the most visible manifestation: “black,” “white,” and “yellow.” These classifications made the distance between races seem nearly as broad as that between species. The practice was at the time generally accepted by scientific communities. 
Just as Social Darwinism enjoyed widespread popularity in Europe during the late 19th and early 20th centuries, so Japanese ruling elites and intellectuals became strongly influenced by this theoretical account that emphasized competition between species and races rather than cooperation for survival in a hostile world. This attitude encouraged the belief that race created culture, arguing that that distinctions between the three "black", "white", and "yellow" races were natural barriers, and that race-based competition led to increasing militarization and the division of the world into colonial spheres of influence. To the Japanese, Western encroachment mirrored white race’s domination. 

As in the case of introducing the concept of civilization, Japan attempted to internalize that of race. Given the Western racial theory that confirms “white superiority, yellow inferiority,” conceiving of the race as basis of power in the real world differed from  civilization (bunmei kaika), the former required racial improvement (kairyō). This would mean a race-mixing(雜婚), i.e., mixing with superior White.
 Instead, Japan chose to pursue racial solidarity or alliance.  
        “Asian solidarity theory (tōyō rentai-ron)” was based on racial similarity and not civiliztional/geographic one. The leading proponent of this thinking was Tarui Tōkichi.
 To the eyes of Tarui, the West forced the East to open door while at the same time closing its door to Asian immigration. This dualism betrayed the fundamental nature of international relations characterized by competition between races. Because Japan cannot compete with the white race (Western powers) that occupied much larger colonial territories than their home land, he argued, it should pursue solidarity among the yellow race. “Asia’s bad friend (ajia tōhō no akuyū)” was replaced by “Eastern nation’s helpful friend (tōkoku no ekiyū).”
 Here the range of solidarity was the same race, including China, Japan, Korea, Indochina and India which all suffered from Western imperialist pressure. Konoe Atsumaro, another race-based pan-Asianist, envisioned racial solidarity.
 He sharply criticized Western division of China as racial conflict and domination. He proposed Japanese-Chinese alliance (nissei dōmei-ron) by arguing that Asians should determine Asian affairs (tōyō for tōyō). The rationale for this Asian Monroe doctrine was the same race. 


The core of the yellow-race solidarity belongs to Japan. Just like Okakura’s Japan as the leader of the Oriental civilization, this race-based theory presupposed hierarchy within the yellow race, giving Japan a special position. “Japan is a forerunner in tōyō, a prime mover in alliance, which is its mission.”
 The reason why Japan should take the leadership position was drawn from civilizational standards: that is, Japan was far more advanced civilizationally than was China. In this Japanese theory of racial solidarity, race and civilization were blended together. The upshot was the growth of Japanese dual consciousness that they are inferior to the white race, but superior to the yellow race.
     
        

IV. Region as Culture 

“東洋全局の平和を維持するため”(淸國に對する宣戰布告, 1894.8) 
“東洋の治安を永遠に維持”(露國に對する宣戰布告, 1904.2) 

“相互の幸福を增進し、東洋の平和を永久に確保”(朝鮮倂合に關する條約, 1910) 

“東亞永遠の平和を永久に確保”(21個條 最後通牒, 1915) 

“東亞の禍根を除し、世界の平和を保する”(國際聯盟脫退勅書, 1933) 

“東亞永遠の安定を確保する新秩序の建設”(武漢陷落後 政府聲明, 1938) 

“東亞の安定を確保し、世界平和に寄與する”(米ㆍ英に宣戰布告, 1941). 

As Japan entered 1910s, the usage of the term tōyō defined as region diminished, partially replaced by tōa (東亞) or East Asia. This change occurred in a conceptual realm. Because the word tōa signifies geographically a smaller sphere than tōyō, concepts embedding civilization and race must have been changed. And also conceptual change accompanied corresponding change in Japan’s sphere of influence. This was related with the notion that tōyō was too geographically extensive an object of regional pursuit.
 For the space tōyō representing the yellow race or the Asian civilization geographically comprised of almost the entire Asian continent. Japan’s strategic aim for regional policy, however, was much smaller in a territorial sense. After the two imperialist wars, its regional stretch extended to Korea, southern Manchuria, northern China, Taiwan, and Penghu islands. Japan’s regional strategic interests centered around these territories and perimeters.


By the end of World War I, Japanese sphere of influence expanded into Manchuria, Tientsin, the Shandong peninsula, the Yangze area, and Nanyo (South Seas). This expansion no longer held, however. On the one hand, Japan took great pains to stabilize the existing empire as independent movements recurred. The emergence of Wilsonian idealism, particularly the principle of self-determination of peoples, gave heart to Koreans and Taiwanese as well as Chinese. Fierce colonial protests urged Japanese leaders to rethink their national/imperial objectives. 

On the other hand, the basis of Japanese foreign policy immediately after the Russo-Japanese War was to advance on the continent within the framework of international cooperation. Given “the marrow of imperial diplomacy” centered on the Anglo-Japanese alliance, the government concluded agreements and treaties such as the Russo-Japanese Entente(1907), the Franco-Japanese Entente(1907), and the Root-Takahira Agreement(1908). Japanese leaders were cautious and, despite strong displeasure lingered in the hardliners (i.e., Army), decided not to expand aggressively out of concern for opposition from the major powers such as US and Britain.
 Given the situation that World War I provided the golden opportunities for the pursuit of a more vigorous expansionist policy unimpeded by the restraining forces of great powers, Japan could obtain German bases in Asia and the Pacific, thereby expanding its sphere of influence in the Pacific. It could also extend to Manchuria and Siberia. In doing so, Japan continued to risk tensions with the West and press its advantage.

The postwar settlement, known as the Washington System (1922), did not recognize these established facts.
 In East Asia, the rollback of the two global forces, US and Britain, forced Japan to give up most of the wartime gains. While the so-called Shidehara diplomacy worked faithfully within this system, strong negative sentiments had been expressed among government and military elites who viewed Japan pressured by the West to be left a backward country.
 The growing dissatisfaction with the Western order deepened when the US was treating Japanese immigrants. By the early 1900s, Japanese migrants to Hawaii and the American West Coast were approaching one hundred thousand in number. Anti-immigrant rhetoric about the threat of Yellow Peril was virulent. A series of discriminatory legislation against Japanese migrants during the 1920s aroused considerable anger among the Japanese public who regarded those steps as contradicting the general spirit of postwar international cooperation, specifically the American calls for Japan to support Open Door policy to American interests in Asia.


The dissatisfaction with the Western order, combined with deep concerns with growing resistance in East Asia to Japanese colonial rule, led to bold attempts at the radical break with the West. By the 1920s, civilization became a pejorative concept and came to mean material progress and human debasement, whereas culture was associated with creative self-realization.
 Here, civilization and culture became sharply pitted against each other in the 20th century: Enlightenment versus Counter-Enlightenment. The locus classicus of this counter-position, as opposed to the view that the two coexist, is Oswald Spengler’s The Decline of the West.
 
Spengler criticized Eurocentric understanding of history, in which “the great Cultures are made to follow orbits round us as the presumed centre of all world-happenings,” that is, the Ptolemaic system of history. He goes on to admit no privileged position to Western culture as against the cultures of India, Babylon, China, Egypt, Mexico, and so on. Each has its own idea, its own passions and life, will and feeling. Each has its own possibilities of self-expression. Civilization, by contrast, is understood as the antithesis of culture. It was the moment when “this marvelous waxing and waning of organic forms” approached extinction. Civilization is “the most external and artificial states of which a species of developed humanity is possible,” and it is a conclusion, death following life, rigidity following expansion, the stone-built petrifying world city following mother earth. For Spengler, the world’s once living cultures were passing into a moribund civilization, as seen by the new imperialism of the West or the onslaught of money and machine. 

        Just as the German culture was destroyed by Anglo-American civilization, some Japanese intellectuals feared that the Spenglerite civilization, characterized as materialism and individualism, now threatened to eliminate Japanese spirit. “Cultural struggle (Kultur Kampf)” was required to overcome Western hegemony. While there existed earlier attempts at elevating the East into the status of the West (i.e., Okakura Tenshin), Japan in the 1920s and 1930s (the interwar period) witnessed a powerful cultural and political resistance against Western civilization. One was a radical action aiming to cleanse Japanese society contaminated by civilization. Kita Ikki and others proposed a “spiritual restoration” aimed at cleansing Western political and economic modes of thinking and organization.
 Calling for dismantling the capitalist and bureaucratic organizations of the Meiji modern state, Kita ultimately aimed to force the retreat of the West and create a new Asian society and to do so by “ultimate war (saishū sensō)” or “war to end all wars.”
 

While Kita was not clear about what Asian countries share in common, cultural reaction made by agrarian fundamentalists including Gondo Seikei and Tachibana Kosaburo sought to provide Asian commonalities. These thinkers found regional commonalities from social organizations and lifestyles rather than religious and philosophical realms. What troubled them most was the imposition of Western artificial, centralized administration over the long tradition of local self-control. They focused on Japan’s Asian dimensions of which communal ties, agricultural work, and self-government among people had been the natural bases.
 

Region as a cultural realm became dominant as tōa had “officially” replaced tōyō. The “East Asian New Order (tōa shinjitsujō)” and the “East Asian Cooperative Community (tōa kyōdōtai)” were exemplary. These concepts were introduced to the public by the Showa Research Society (Shōwa kenkyukai), established in 1938 and composed of leading scholars of the time, such as Miki Kiyoshi, Ryu Shintaro, Shimizu Ikutaro, Royama Masamichi, and Ozaki Hotsumi. After the outbreak of the Sino-Japanese War of 1937, Japan had to justify its war expansion by mobilizing new idea. In this sense, those two concepts were an ex post facto rationalization of Japan’s war plan. At another level, those concepts were more than a mere justification by traditional right-wing nationalists. The above mentioned intellectuals were genuinely convinced that Japan needed a new idea under which it could unite in executing the war. They recognized that Western-oriented policies had not served the nation. Japan should overcome the West. Their solution was a call for constructing a regional community, called tōa. In this sense, the war aimed to incorporate China into tōa. And at the same time, the Sino-Japanese war was seen in part as an inner war to cleanse Japanese mind.
 While in Kita, domestic war (revolution) was needed for cleansing Western mode of thinking, external war (war with China) was needed for the same reason in this group of scholars.

Nonetheless, the root of Japan’s dilemma now was, as Ozaki Hotsumi pointed out, how to overcome the fallacy that Japan gave external unity or coherence to the East Asian region which contained internal differences.
 Or, how could Japan make China participate in such a cultural space as tōa?   

Miki Kiyoshi represented culturalism prospered in 1930s Japan. Culture was understood as the product of human creation or self-realization that could not be reached through capitalism and technological industrialism belonging to Western material civilization. While the earlier, rather cosmopolitan version (á lá Okakura) dramatized the possibility of a unique Japanese contribution to a universal human culture and praised its accomplishments as equivalent to Western achievements, Miki’s attention focused on the regional -- East Asian cultural context. Tōa shares geographical contiguity, same ethnicity, independent cultures shaped by agrarian lifestyles. He emphasized a new cultural order of cooperativism and humanism in tōa. The latter represented a synthesis of gemeinschaft and gesellschaft, traditional community and modern society, whereas the former would override the interests of classes based on narrow interests and provide the space within which a new division of labor and governance would be formed based on the acquisition of expert knowledge and skills.  

Based on these regional cultural commonalities, Miki pointed to the importance of regional cooperation. In order to overcome capitalist civilization that dominated the Asian space, people in tōa had to construct a larger unit than race/nation (minzoku) based on nationalism. Minzoku was not given by the blood but something to be created. In this sense, tōa should be approached in a constructivist way: creating a federation and not a merger of nations. The Sino-Japanese War was to be understood as creating community (or federation) and not as the confrontation between the nation-states nor imperialist competition. 


Since 1931, China’s stubborn resistance to Japanese aggression helped to bring in the rhetoric of “East Asian New Order” among Japan, Manchuria, and China. But Japanese response was “southern advance.” Bogged down by Chinese resistance, Japan extended its war front to the south (Southeast Asia).
 “The Greater East Asian Co-prosperity Sphere (GEACP)” project came out. 
        
Matsuoka Yōsuke, foreign minister, announced in August 1940: 

       
The current policy is to establish the Greater East Asian Co-prosperity Sphere composed of Japan, Manchuria, and China, based on great spirit of imperial way (kōdō)…[I]t is natural to include French Indochina and Dutch Indies in it.

This sphere, now called “dai-tōa” included Japan, Hokkaido, Manchuria, China, Indochina, and the South Seas. In “An Outline Plan for Guiding Greater East Asian Co-prosperity Strategy (Dai-tōa seiraku shidō taikō), GEACP consists of “New East Asian Order” including Japan, China and Manchuria, “resource nations” including Southeast Asian countries supporting “tōa,” and “supply nations” including Australia that surrounds resource nations. 
These hierarchical structures should be given a spatial unity, however. For it was impossible to tie these extensive areas up by common economic, civilizational, racial or cultural sorts. Japan needed ways to provide this heterogeneous area with a unity comprised of enduring properties. It needed a scientific foundation for dai-tōa. What was introduced in this context was geopolitics.

Geopolitics as a knowledge system examining an interaction between the state and geographical area assumes that the state maintains life with acquiring “living space” or “survival zone” called lebensraum. In the world of “survival of the fittest,” state’s geographical expansion (i.e., imperialist expansion) as a way of securing lebensraum is understandable and even inevitable. Proponents of geopolitics including Ezawa attempted to justify the creation of GEACP in a scientific way. They sought commonalities of GEACP as lebensraum from social organizations and cultural practices reflecting geopolitical conditions.
 

Geopolitics teaches why tōa as a unitary space shares inevitable destiny. “We call this destiny as geopolitical necessity or geographical logic, and can confirm it from diverse aspects. From the geopolitical perspective, we notice that GEACP takes a unitary characteristic as ‘geopolitical spatial type’ and thereby establish policy goal in accordance with that.”
 In this account, the sea was tying dai-tōa people: lebensraum is the Pacific Ocean zone separated from the Atlantic and Indian Ocean. In dai-toā, there were similarities in geographical features. This vast area is one large expanse of water (Pacific Ocean and a series of seas connected by straits). A chain of mountains exist in the landmasses (continent), surrounded by the coasts. Climate is also important in view of economic geography. Co-prosperous relationships among dai-tōa people are embedded in rice cultivating culture. In sum, certain commonalities were invented by geographical and climatic features, and then were translated, via rice cultivation and transportation, into common ethnic feeling and common cultural type. In this regard, sharing a living space called dai- toā was destiny. 
V. Some Distinctive Features of Japan’s Prewar Region 

(1) Flexible boundaries
A region’s border is drawn by geographical proximity and “neighborliness help to spur enhanced cooperation among neighboring countries.
 To the contrary, Japan’s region had changed as the yardsticks of regionality had varied. Along with changes in structure that granted regionality (e.g., civilization, race, culture, geopolitics), Japan’s regional border had shrink and expanded. And these changes reflected, and were reflected by, corresponding changes in its material interests and psychology.

Japan’s region began with a vast area encompassing the entire geographical Asia. Although in Japanese mind, tōyō realistically meant Japan, China, Manchuria, and the Korean Peninsula (or Japan, Korea, China), the region embedded in “the East as opposed to the West” and “the yellow race as opposed to the white race” was understood as the entire Asia including Persia and India. This area was too extensive, however. When Japan’s regional reach extended to “zone of advantage” protecting its home-island “zone of sovereignty,” new language and concept were required for the new geopolitical reality. Tōa and its cultural meaning, once established in the 1930s, had to adjust to the new reality that saw Japan moving toward the South, creating GEAPS by creating “dai-tōa.” In essence, Japan had multiple regions. Regions varied as Japan’s interests and ideas changed. The Japanese approach to the region and regionalism was constructivist.
         
(2) Binary opposition
By the mid-nineteenth century, the sino-centric world order that wove parts of Asia into a cohesive whole had disintegrated under the Western colonial pressure. Only Japan could escape Western colonialism by transforming itself into a modern imperialist power. Since the West was at once Japans’ model and threat, becoming Western meant independence and empire. Japan’s regionalist pursuit is to be understood in this context. Regional stretch was an attempt to construct an empire which, in turn, would secure Japan’s independence of the West. Much like ASEAN that began as an anti-communist arrangement to promote security among members, Japan’s regional efforts aimed to forge an anti-Western collective movement for Asia. 

When the West was conceived as a physical threat to Japan’s independence, a regional cooperation idea developed to check and balance against the Western powers.  Or when the West was conceived as a spiritual threat to Japan’s authentic culture, the same idea emerged as the antithesis of Western individualism, liberalism, materialism, selfishness, imperialism and all the other traits that threat Asian cultural autonomy. Region was pitted against the West and in doing so by ways of realist balancing as well as cultural resistance.

In modern Japanese history, the West has contributed to the formulation of its identity and culture. As Japan conceptualized the West as the “other,” it was imagined and constructed as the mirror image of the indigenous culture. As a collective threat to cultural autonomy, the construction of the other defined what was essential of its “self.” In other words, the West was objectified in order to construct self identity, that is, Asian identity. For Japan, regional construction was a strategic project that sought regional common characteristics differing sharply from the West’s. Region was an imagined community in which non-western cultural traits were embedded. Japan and the West, or Asia(region) and the West, were sharply divided. The binary opposition prevailed: the East vs. the West, the yellow race vs. the white race, culture vs. modern civilization. 

In sum, Japan’s region was characterized as the antithesis of the West. Just as Japan prepared for the total war against the West, so its cultural “revolt against the West” culminated in “East Asian New Order” and GEACS.  Japan’s prewar regionalism invariably contained anti-Westernism.

(3) Japan-centered regionalism 
Because Japan imagined common characteristics within the region as a means to constructing its own identity, its regionalism was very much self-centered, resulting in a region that diverted from the existent reality. While maintaining a binary opposition of “Asia versus West” and thereby presenting a monolithic Asia, Japan was indifferent to, or negligent of, differences within the region. Just as Japan’s regional conceptualization inclined toward Japan-specific culturalism -- changing what is unique in Japanese culture into what is unique in regional/Asian culture, so was the region imagined Japan-centered. 


Almost all the prewar Japanese discourses of regionalism invariably assumed Japan’s leadership within the region. To Okakura Tenshin, Japan functioned as the key to Asia’s great cultural code, with unusual power to preserve the Asian spirit, withstand the challenge of Western science and technology, and lead to a higher synthesis of both.
 Japan’s had special ability to adapt creatively only those Asiatic characteristics that were harmonious with its own culture; and Japan thus became the possessor of the best of Asia. To Kita Ikki, Japan was uniquely suited because it maintained the highest principle of sovereignty (tennō) despite introduction of Western institutions and thus withstood, as the only nation in Asia, the Western challenge. In GEACS, Japan was placed at the core of the multi-circles. Asia was one. But its organization structure was not multilateral, but hierarchical. 
           

VI. Conclusion: Implications for Korea 

This paper has demonstrated that prewar Japan’s regional boundaries varied. What was so distinctive was Japan’s sought for architectures or rationales for varying geographic stretches. These efforts centered on finding relevant concepts embodied in words such as tōyō, tōa, and dai-tōa. Were these successful in the regional context?  
For the Koreans in the late nineteenth century, civilizational solidarity or comradeship was represented as “sunchi(脣齒)” or “lips and teeth.”
 The relationships among China, Japan, and Korea were very close, sharing many in common, and impact propensity higher. The word “dongyang(東洋 or tōyō in Japanese)” was the space envisioning such relationships, and the conceptual of it was civilizational, in the sense that confucianism was the commonality of the region. “Dongyang solidarity” was strengthened as the civilizational differences between the East and the West were increasingly felt.  
However, civilizational solidarity waned as Korea increasingly felt that civilizational similarities among three countries weakened, particularly after the Sino-Japanese War that Japan depicted as the war between old civilization and new civilization. Instead, Japan’s new ideology based on racial solidarity quickly gained currency in Korea. An Jung-Geun characterized the Russo-Japanese War as a racial competition (yellow vs. white), and believed that the Japanese win erased all the previous anti-Japanese feelings in Korea and made it possible to realize a grand racial bundling.
 He despaired when Japan occupied the same-race Korea and Manchuria, which led him to assassinate Ito Hirobumi in Harbin. What followed was colonization that led Koreans to envisage region through the lens of Japan. 
The modern Korean discourse of regions was essentialist in nature. Almost all tend to see region (named dongyang) as relatively immobile aggregates of traits: civilization (religion) and race. Also, as seen in the statement that “dongyang is the eastern part of Asia where Japan belongs,” dongyang was given durable historical unity comprised of China, Japan, Korea. Korea’s region was understood as delimited by simple geographic lines containing three Confucian, yellow-race countries.
 This tendency sharply contrasts with Japan’s elastic regional borders.   
In contrast with global trends toward regionalism, East Asia’s lack of cooperation and integration is noticeable. While there exist increasing, extensive, multi-level regional flows (regionalization), East Asian states are reluctant to establish multilateral institutions that require a partial surrender of sovereignty.
 A long list of works accounts for this underdevelopment: a high tide of nationalism, mercantilist identity, unbalanced development, Chinese-Japanese rivalry, lack of support by a hegemonic state, a relatively high disparity shift among powers within the region, etc.

One of the implications provided by my study is that there have been intellectual struggles over particular regional composition among countries such as Japan, Korea, and China. Because problems or strategies of boundary setting are extremely important in the pursuit of regionalist policy, the lack of overlapping regional boundaries among the putative constituents contribute to the slow pace of establishing a regional framework of institutions that accommodate the development of economic and security order in East Asia.
� In order to systematically pursue this regional policy, the Korean Government established a Presidential advisory board, “Presidential Commission on Northeast Asian Business Hub,” whose name, a year later, changed into “Presidential Commission on Northeast Asian Cooperation Initiatives.” For this organization, see http://www.nabh.go.kr
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