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Since the end of the cold war, the problems and prospects of the Asia-Pacific re-
gion have drawn increased attention from students of international politics and
foreign policy. Interactions among the major powers of the region—the United
States, China, and Japan—have taken on a particular significance. Scholars
seeking to explore these renewed relationships in a dynamic and uncertain in-
ternational context face a double challenge.

One challenge is to bridge the gap between the rich comparative and foreign
policy scholarship on China, Japan, and the United States, on the one hand,
and the wider world of international relations theory on the other. The two
worlds of area specialty and international relations theory often do not meet. As
a result, policy debates about the stability of Asia-Pacific relations tend to be
under-theorized, while theoretical arguments about the region are often under-
taken without the benefit of historical or comparative perspective. The contrib-
utors to this volume begin with the premise that the theoretical insights of in-
ternational relations need to be brought more closely into contact with the rich
history and complex reality of the Asia-Pacific region. Since there should be a
payoff for both worlds, the chapters below are motivated collectively by this goal
of helping to bridge the gap and bring theory to bear on the international poli-
tics and economics of the region.

In doing so, a second interesting challenge emerges. International relations
scholars, particularly those trained in the United States, employ theories that
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emerged in the context of the Western historical experience. American interna-
tional relations theories are deeply rooted in Western philosophical traditions
and debates, with an intellectual lineage traced back to Hobbes, Rousseau,
Kant, Locke, Marx, and others classic thinkers. It is not immediately apparent—
nor should it be taken for granted—that these theories or intellectual constructs
are relevant to understanding Chinese, Japanese, or Korean calculations and
behavior. This volume necessarily raises the question of the usefulness and fit of
European-centered theories for the Asia-Pacific region. In this sense as well, we
believe that the encounter between the Asia-Pacific region and international re-
lations scholarship can only illuminate and enrich both realms.

At a substantive level, the central concern of the volume involves the
prospects for stability in the Asia-Pacific. The region itself provokes this con-
cern. The Asia-Pacific is a mosaic of divergent cultures and political regime
types, historical estrangements, shifting power balances, and rapid economic
change. It is not surprising that some scholars find the international relations of
the Asia-Pacific as ripe for rivalry. It is plausible to imagine security dilemmas,
prestige contests, territorial disputes, nationalist resentments, and economic
conflicts swelling up and enveloping the region.

The key regional actors are China, Japan, and the United States. China is a
rising power that is simultaneously transforming its domestic politics and eco-
nomics, extending its regional influence, and demanding the respect and recog-
nition of other major powers. Japan is an economic great power that thus far has
neglected to develop the commensurate military power and diplomatic initia-
tive typically expected of a traditional nation-state. The United States is the
dominant power and a formidable presence in the region, although some ques-
tion its long-term commitment in the absence of the Soviet threat or an equiva-
lent global challenge.

The working premise of this volume is that stability in the broader Asia-
Pacific region is in large part a function of the behavior of, and relationships
among, these three major powers. For this reason, the volume concentrates on
interactions among China, Japan, and the United States. Each chapter analyzes
the foreign policy behavior of one or more of these states and/or relations
among them in an effort to make claims about the prospects for regional stabil-
ity. Some of the chapters focus on security relationships, some on economic re-
lations, and some on the interaction of the two. Taken as a whole, the chapters
do not promote any particular theoretical perspective. They draw instead on the
full diversity of theoretical approaches in contemporary international relations
scholarship to illuminate interactions among these three critical players.

If “stability” can be defined broadly as the absence of serious military, eco-
nomic, or political conflict among nation-states, then existing theories of interna-
tional relations indeed offer far-reaching and divergent claims about the sources
of stability in world politics. The realist research program offers at least two candi-
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dates: balance of power theories and hegemony theories. The first two sections of
this chapter survey these theories as they are drawn upon in the chapters that fol-
low. The authors in this volume do not agree fully on whether a stable balance of
power or hegemonic order is possible in the Asia-Pacific, or on whether shifting
power distributions and competing hegemony will render the region unstable.
The authors do agree that the distribution of power—hegemonic or balanced—is
not in itself sufficient to generate either stability or instability. Perceptions, institu-
tions, and relations of interdependence also matter, as they give more precise
shape to the understanding of national interests and security threats.

Other chapters in this volume examine elements of order and stability that
might best belong to liberal and constructivist theoretical traditions. Several of
the authors argue that history and memory are crucial factors in shaping how
China, Japan, and the United States view and react to each other. The Asia-
Pacific region contrasts with that of Europe; in the latter region, states seem to
have overcome nationalist hatreds to arrive at political reconciliation and even
a grand vision of regional integration. Nothing remotely so ambitious exists in
the Asia-Pacific, where suspicions and resentments rooted in history continue to
dominate the forces of political reconciliation. To take one example, it is strik-
ing how different Japan’s self-perception is from the perceptions of Japan held
by many Chinese and Koreans. The objective circumstances of regional power
are not able to explain the divergence in perceptions, and for some authors the
divergence in perceptions is the critical variable.

Liberal theories of international relations emphasize the role of international
institutions and economic interdependence in promoting cooperation and po-
litical stability. The authors also explore these factors in the emerging Asia-
Pacific region. Their analyses deepen our understanding of how institutions and
interdependence matter. Several of the authors argue that institutions—particu-
larly domestic institutions—actually aggravate regional relationships by fixing
into place differences in state-society relations and structures of political econ-
omy. These same institutions can also create rigidities that make it difficult for
countries to adapt to changing international and region economic circum-
stances—and this too can be a source of conflict.

In sum, the contributors to this volume draw on a wide array of international
relations theories to suggest that the sources of stability and instability in the
Asia-Pacific are found in security relations, economic relations, and at the inter-
section of the two. The region continues to hold the potential for traditional se-
curity conflicts that result from dynamics such as major power rivalry, compet-
ing territorial claims among sovereign states, and the operation of the security
dilemma. However, as many of the chapters suggest and as the concluding
chapter argues explicitly, the role of the United States is a crucial variable that
will continue to determine whether security conflicts are managed effectively
and whether stability endures.
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The potential for regional instability and conflict is also embedded in the
“low politics” of domestic and international economic relationships. Greater
economic interdependence in the Asia-Pacific has brought the promise of both
prosperity and disharmony. Economic liberalization has become a regional en-
gine of growth, but at the same time has disrupted the social and political char-
acter of “embedded developmentalism” within the states of the region. The
confrontation between the Asian developmental state on the one hand, and 
the forces of globalization on the other, have political consequences that 
remain uncertain domestically and internationally. The Asian financial crisis of
1997–98 highlighted that regional stability requires the effective management if
not outright resolution of this dilemma.

It is important to appreciate the intersection of these economic and security
challenges. In a booming regional economy, there are incentives for state and
societal actors to downplay international security and domestic political con-
flicts in order to concentrate on the positive sum benefits of deeper integration.
But in times of slower growth and economic uncertainty, security problems be-
come more exposed and loom larger. Security conflicts, in turn, have the po-
tential to disrupt the economic interdependence upon which prosperity de-
pends. For states in the region, then, economic and security relations interact to
create vicious or virtuous cycles. The challenge for statecraft is to achieve the
latter and avoid the former.

The remainder of this introduction explores five theoretical approaches to
the question of stability in the Asia-Pacific: balance of power, styles of hege-
mony, history and memory, domestic and international institutions, institutions
and stability, and economic interdependence. We emphasize the contributions
our authors make in utilizing these theoretical perspectives to explain contem-
porary relations among Japan, China and the United States and to illuminate
the uncertain future of the Asia-Pacific

THE BALANCE OF POWER AND ASIAN STABILITY

Will Europe’s past be Asia’s future? Aaron Friedberg posed this question in an
article in 1993/94 and essentially answered in the affirmative.1 He argued that
Asia lacked many of the characteristics, present in Europe, that could lead to
stability after the cold war, including widespread commitments to democracy,
socio-economic equity, post-nationalist political cultures, and robust regional
institutions. Asia, as opposed to Europe, seemed far more likely to emerge as the
“cockpit of great-power conflict.”2

This thesis is not uncontroversial, and has its supporters and detractors.3 It is
an important starting point for the analysis of this volume for two reasons. First,
it raises the policy issue of critical importance, i.e., that of the sources of future
stability and instability in the region. Second, it points to the critical theoretical
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issue of whether the traditional tools of international relations theory, and in
particular a standard realist depiction of the international system, have rele-
vance in understanding this region after the cold war. Friedberg, in effect, sug-
gests that late-twentieth-century Asia may be understood in much the same way
as late-nineteenth-century Europe, with traditional great powers conducting
economic and strategic rivalries in a multipolar setting.

The chapters in this volume engage Friedberg’s thesis explicitly and implic-
itly. They highlight factors that lend credibility to the concerns he expresses.
But they also reveal pathways to greater stability in Asia-Pacific security relations
that a standard neorealist analysis might overlook.

Tom Christensen’s chapter (the first) suggests that we should take seriously
the prospects for great-power security conflict, particularly between China and
Japan. He argues that in Asia the basic realist logic of the security dilemma is
compounded by ethnic hatreds, historical enmity, and long memories. Chi-
nese elites are fearful and suspicious of Japan and take reassurance neither
from Japanese statements nor from Japanese behavior. These attitudes place
the United States in a difficult position, because attempts to strengthen the
U.S.-Japan alliance alarm China—but so, too, would any weakening of that al-
liance, since it would suggest to China the prospects of a more independent
Japan. For Christensen, the regional security challenge is serious, but not in-
surmountable. He suggests that confidence-building measures and security
regimes might ameliorate the security dilemma over the long term, and also
that U.S. diplomacy might be used more effectively to moderate the tensions in
this delicate set of relationships.

Avery Goldstein’s analysis (ch. 2) of late-twentieth-century great-power poli-
tics in the Asia-Pacific recalls explicitly late-nineteenth-century great-power pol-
itics in Europe. He sees China developing a grand strategy similar to that prac-
ticed by Bismarck—an effort to engage and reassure other major powers in
order to provide space for Chinese development as a great power without alarm-
ing or provoking more powerful rivals, individually or collectively. Chinese
elites, in Goldstein’s account, are striving less for Chinese hegemony and more
to temper U.S. preponderance and bring about a peaceful transition from a
U.S.-dominated order to one that is more genuinely multipolar.

David Kang (ch. 4) proposes yet another perspective, and one that chal-
lenges the whole idea that European models and theories of interstate interac-
tion are relevant in the Asian context. Kang suggests that the long history of
Asian international relations has been less war-prone than that of Europe, and
one key reason is that Asian interactions have operated according to a different
organizational logic. He observes that European interstate dynamics have been
characterized by formal equality (i.e., sovereignty) but informal inequality.
Asian relationships, in contrast, have traditionally been based on formal in-
equalities but informal equalities. The organization of a regional system around
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the recognition by other states of Chinese hegemony played an important stabi-
lizing role historically, and Kang explores the potential for stability in the con-
temporary Asia-Pacific region as China once again rises to be a major factor in
the geopolitical equation.

Other authors also see encouraging signs for stability in Asia-Pacific security
relations. For Alistair Iain Johnston (ch. 3), the potential to “socialize” Chinese
officials into the norms and practices of the existing international order is far
greater than neorealist analysis would suggest. Johnston uses Chinese participa-
tion in the Asian Regional Forum (ARF) to demonstrate that international insti-
tutions can in fact shape the behavior of Chinese officials in ways that are con-
ducive to international stability. Dale Copeland (ch. 10) makes a similar point
by focusing on international economic relations. He argues that by providing
China with expectations of positive future trading relationships, the United
States and other major powers can, in effect, reassure China by signaling that
the international environment is more benign than malign. Finally, Henry Nau
(ch. 6) combines realist and constructivist insights to argue that the United
States, Japan, and certain other states in the region live in a democratic security
community that mitigates, if not totally eliminates, military rivalries among
them. And, although these countries face significant internal and external dif-
ferences in relations with China, their superior military power helps to assure
that conflicts with China are handled in political and diplomatic terms rather
than as direct military confrontations.

There are other stabilizing forces in the security arena as well. Friedberg’s ar-
gument assumes a rapid transition to multipolarity, and that “the United States
will be less inclined to project its power into every corner of the globe.”4 How-
ever, the international structure has not shifted decisively to multipolarity, and
as a unipolar power the United States has reaffirmed its commitment to “deep
engagement” in Asia and to the effort to manage crises in the interest of regional
stability.5 Domestic politics may eventually force the United States to recon-
sider its forward political and military presence in the Asia-Pacific. But, as of the
end of 2001, it seemed clear that U.S. officials continued to view the region as a
vital area for U.S. security, to define U.S. regional interests in terms of an en-
gaged defense of the economic and security status quo, and to conceive U.S. re-
gional strategy as one of sustained engagement.6 The potential for the United
States to play an enduring role as a stabilizer of the Asia-Pacific region is ex-
plored in the concluding chapter.

STYLES OF HEGEMONY AND STABILITY

Polarity is one way to think about the stability of the Asia-Pacific; hegemony is
another. The region is marked by a variety of sharp power asymmetries, and
whatever future political order emerges in the region will be one that is at least
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partly defined by the divergent political capabilities of the states within the re-
gion. But if the region is to be organized by a hegemonic power, the most im-
portant question may be: whose hegemony? Whether the Asia-Pacific is ulti-
mately dominated by a Chinese, Japanese, or American hegemonic order is of
significant consequence.

Theories of hegemony tell us a great deal about the underlying logic and mo-
tivations of hegemonic leadership. A hegemonic state, with a preponderance of
power and a long-term view of its interest, has both the capacities and incentives
to create and manage a stable political order.7 But, hegemonic theories also ac-
knowledge that the distinctive internal characteristics of the hegemon itself—its
political institutions, culture, and historical experiences—will inevitably shape
the ways in which the hegemon builds political order. John Ruggie’s often cited
counterfactual observation that a postwar order organized under German hege-
mony would have looked very different from the order actually organized under
U.S. hegemony is apt.8

U.S. hegemony is already manifest in the region—and it reflects a distinctive
national style. Overall, American hegemony can be characterized as reluctant,
open, and highly institutionalized.9 The reluctance is seen in the absence of a
strong impulse to directly dominate or manage weaker and secondary states
within the American order. The United States wanted to influence political de-
velopments in Europe and Asia after 1945, but it preferred to see the postwar
order operate without ongoing imperial control. In the early postwar years, the
United States resisted making binding political and military commitments, and
although the cold war drew the United States into security alliances in Asia and
Europe, the resulting political order was in many respects an “empire by invita-
tion.”10 The remarkable global reach of postwar U.S. hegemony has been at
least in part driven by the efforts of European and Asian governments to harness
American power, render that power more predictable, and use it to overcome
their own regional insecurities.

Likewise, American hegemony has been relatively open. The United
States is a large and decentralized democracy, which provides transparency
and “voice opportunities” to other states in the order. This creates possibilities
for political access, incentives for reciprocity, and the potential means for
partner states to influence the way hegemonic power is exercised. There are
many moments when Asian and European allies have complained about the
heavy-handedness of U.S. foreign policy, but the open character of the Amer-
ican political system reduces the possibilities of hegemonic excess over the
long term. The United States has also sought to build its hegemonic order
around a dense set of international and intergovernmental institutions. These
institutions reduce the implications of sharp power asymmetries, regularize
cooperation and reciprocity, and render the overall hegemonic order more le-
gitimate and stable.11
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Despite the robustness of American power, the ability of the United States to
extend the frontiers of its liberal hegemonic order further into Asia is problem-
atic. If China emerges as a hegemonic contender in the region, it will resist in-
tegration into the U.S.-centered order. Conflict between the two hegemonic
competitors will become likely. Moreover, Henry Nau makes the argument in
his chapter (ch. 6) that a stable and legitimate political order must be organized
in a way that is congruent with the domestic principles of political order. If this
is so, it reinforces the view that the region will not soon be fully organized
around U.S. hegemony. The polity principles of China are sufficiently different
from the United States to anticipate Chinese integration and the consolidation
of an extended American system into Asia. It could be argued that the success-
ful integration of Japan into America’s postwar order is evidence that the com-
plete commonality of domestic regime principles is not necessary. Japan rose to
become an economic giant wielding a different developmental model yet it re-
mained firmly integrated into the American system, and contrary to the expec-
tations of many, it did not become a hegemonic challenger. Perhaps China will
follow a similar path. But unique cold war circumstances and the American se-
curity relationship with Japan—not relevant in the case of China—make it un-
likely China will follow Japan’s lead and become a compliant associate member
of the American hegemonic order.

But what if in the future China itself rises to become a regional hegemon, as-
suming that the United States steps back from its regional commitments and
adopts more of an “offshore balancer” role? What would a Chinese hegemonic
order in Asia look like? The authors in this volume suggest different possibili-
ties. Kang’s essay (ch. 4) provides the most explicit image. Drawing on the 
evidence of earlier Chinese imperial eras, Kang argues that the tradition of 
Chinese regional domination across the centuries was quite stable and peace-
ful. This order—unlike European notions of interstate order—was organized
around deference and status hierarchy. The various Asian states acknowledged
China’s superior position within the region—as a matter of status and ranking—
and in return the other states were given respect and autonomy within their own
sphere. If one could project this image into the future of the Asia-Pacific, Chi-
nese hegemony would be largely benign, at least to the extent that the other
states in the region understood and accepted the hierarchical organization of
the order.

Goldstein (ch. 2) depicts China as striving not necessarily for hegemony but
clearly to be among the great powers. If China subsequently were to emerge as
the dominant regional power, then the neo-Bismarckian strategy that he out-
lines suggests that Chinese hegemonic leadership would be driven by conven-
tional notions of power politics. Chinese hegemony would be organized not
around a distinctively Asian imperial tradition, but around a more classic Euro-
pean strategy of building “hub and spoke” relations with other important re-
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gional actors.12 The stability of a China-centered order would be based on
China’s ability to induce or coerce cooperation from neighboring states, rather
than on some notion of political or status deference.

One hallmark of American hegemony is its organization around interna-
tional institutions. American order building between in 1944–51 saw the un-
precedented creation of multilateral and bilateral institutions to manage post-
war security, political, and economic relations. One might infer from its current
behavior that a Chinese hegemony would not emphasize this institutional im-
pulse. Iain Johnston (ch. 3) does argue that some Chinese officials are eager to
get involved in regional and global institutions, and this involvement is having
an impact on their orientations and attitudes. But there is little indication in
China’s existing rhetoric or behavior to suggest it would pursue the creation of
institutions with the same enthusiasm manifest in U.S. diplomacy. This absence
of an institutional agenda may simply reflect, of course, that Chinese hege-
monic ambitions are at an early stage. Alternatively, it could be evidence of the
view that Western democracies are more inclined to create and operate within
multilateral institutions than are Asian non-democracies. State socialist regimes
may perceive multilateral institutional entanglement as a threat to their domes-
tic standing—in effect, a future Chinese hegemon may realize what Johnston
observes, i.e., that international institutions can have a subtle and corrosive ef-
fect on autocratic authority and cohesion.

Although Christensen does not make such a claim, the evidence he presents
might be used to support the view that Chinese hegemony would be more co-
ercive than benign. Given Chinese perceptions of the international environ-
ment, a hegemonic China might feel itself threatened and insecure, much like
revisionist historians depict the Soviet Union in the early cold war era.13 Chi-
nese hegemony under those circumstances would be aimed at building and uti-
lizing military power to deter or pacify seemingly dangerous neighbors and dic-
tate the terms of Asia-Pacific relations. This, of course, is precisely the concern
of many Koreans and Japanese, and the prospect of a coercive Chinese hege-
mony makes their countries more eager to see U.S. leadership sustained in the
region.

This alternative depiction of an Asia-Pacific dominated by China serves to re-
mind us that hegemonic power is not in and of itself sufficient to create or de-
fine the character of a hegemonic order. The ideology, internal institutions, and
national political character of the hegemonic state will be critical in determin-
ing how political order emerges and is maintained.

This observation is even more relevant in thinking about Japanese hege-
mony. The chapter by Masaru Tamamoto (ch. 5) makes a strong argument that
Japanese hegemony is not even possible—even if the objective material capa-
bilities and conditions existed. According to Tamamoto, Japan has fundamen-
tally redefined its political identity and ambitions so as to make any type of
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hegemony unthinkable. Japan has moved so decisively beyond the territorial
and military-dominated great-power orientation that defined Japan’s foreign
policy until its defeat in World War II that it will remain satisfied playing a jun-
ior role in America’s regional and global system. Indeed, from a contemporary
Japanese perspective, Japan has devised a brilliant solution to its regional dilem-
mas: the United States solves Japan’s security problems—keeping estranged
Korea and China at bay, and leaving Japan to perfect and protect its internal po-
litical culture and society. Tamamoto argues that Japan really doesn’t have a for-
eign policy, or if it does, it is channeled through Washington, D.C. Japanese
hegemony is essentially unthinkable because Japan’s external orientation is
deeply embedded in its transformed postwar political identity.

The chapters by Thomas Berger (ch. 12) and Robert Gilpin (ch. 9) suggest
not necessarily a Japanese drive for hegemony, but at least a greater willingness
to attempt to shape regional economic order. During the 1980s and into the
1990s, the spread of the Japanese developmental model to other countries in the
region was the cutting edge to the Japanese effort to build a congenial regional
order. Unable to assert itself in the security sphere, Japan sought to build eco-
nomic alliances and production relationships in and around Southeast Asia.
This style of regional domination pushes political and security concerns to the
background and concentrates on establishing interlocking trade and investment
relationships—tied together with the replication of the Japanese MITI model of
government-business relations. Berger argues that the spread of the Japanese
model was rendered all the more pervasive because it entailed the spread of an
economic ideology—a way of thinking about the state, markets, and economic
development.

Any effort by Japanese officials to organize a regional political economy
seemed to have stalled by the end of the 1990s. But the question remains of
whether the Japanese style of regional domination, organized around the export
of the Japanese model, has a distinctive style of interaction. Is it a robust and sta-
ble approach to building regional political order or is it likely to be conflictual
and unstable? Berger’s analysis suggests that the adoption of Japanese style de-
velopmental capitalism brings with it cross-cutting effects. On the one hand,
the spread of the Japanese model in Asia serves to diminish geo-territorial rivalry
by creating incentives for states to give priority to economic objectives. On the
other hand, the spread and success of developmental capitalism has the poten-
tial to fuel new conflicts based on uneven development and the inequitable dis-
tribution of economic success.

The Asian financial crisis of 1997–99 certainly put the future of a Japanese-
centered regional economy to the test. The Japanese government sought to pro-
vide some support to its distressed regional economic partners by proposing an
expanded regional financing institution—making the Asian Development Bank
a leading source of regional financial support. But Washington resisted this pro-
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posal. At the same time, Japan’s own inability to expand its economy and pro-
vide a market for distressed exports in the region undercut its regional leader-
ship standing, while the crisis in general called into question the desirability
and viability of the state-led Japanese model. Gilpin’s chapter suggests, how-
ever, that it would be premature to proclaim the death of either the Japanese
model or of Japanese economic prowess. He foresees the re-emergence of U.S.-
Japan economic conflict based on the continued incompatibility of their na-
tional styles of capitalism. His analysis raises the broader issue of whether a dy-
namic regional economy organized around the competition between American
and Japanese styles of capitalism would be likely to contribute to or detract from
regional political and security stability.

The articles in this volume underscore the domestic underpinnings to hege-
monic leadership. The styles of hegemonic leadership are clearly derived from
distinctive cultural identities and political institutions. Moreover, the capacities
of the United States, China, and Japan to play a hegemonic role in the region
also depend on their ability to absorb imports and accommodate the interests
and demands of other states within the regional hegemonic order. Charles
Kindleberger argued in his classic book on the great depression that “the British
were unable and the American unwilling” to play a leadership role at the mo-
ment of economic crisis in 1929. In Asia today, the conclusion we might draw is
similar: China is unable and Japan is unwilling to play this role. This leaves the
United States with the opportunity to sustain and expand its incomplete hege-
monic project in the region, at least in the near future.

HISTORY, MEMORY, AND STABILITY

Most of the bloody wars in history have been fought in Europe, fueled by deep
hatred, explosive nationalism, and power rivalries. It is striking, therefore, that
over the last half century, European states have found ways to bury old animosi-
ties and work together to create a unified political order. Old adversaries have
managed to move beyond their conflicts. The European postwar experience
suggests that recovery, prosperity, and reconciliation can progress sequentially
in a regional setting. The Asian experience, in constrast, suggests that political
reconciliation is a far more elusive goal.

One of the focal points of lingering suspicion and animosity is Japan. The
fear of resurgent Japanese militarism and aggression continues to resonate in
Korean and Chinese elites and publics. The Yomiuri Shimbun presented
polling data several years ago that reflected this ongoing suspicion of Japanese
power. Asked if they thought Japan might become a great military power again
or that it already is one, Japanese public opinion was overwhelming: 74 percent
said they did not think Japan would ever again become a great military power,
while 18 percent said that it may become one. In contrast, among Koreans, 56
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percent strongly believed that Japan may become and 26 percent thought it al-
ready was a military power. PRC respondents were roughly divided on whether
Japan would again become a military power.14 The difference between Japa-
nese self-perception and the views of others is remarkable. At the same time, of
course, and as Christensen’s analysis suggests, Japan views the intentions and
capabilities of its neighbors—most importantly, China—with greater suspicion
and anxiety than the Chinese themselves consider justified.

How did Europe conquer its intra-regional hatreds and reconstruct political
order on the continent, and is there a lesson in this experience for Asia? Some
observers discuss this question in terms of symbols and apologies. Certainly the
Koreans and Chinese are dissatisfied with the way the Japanese have dealt with
their wartime aggression and atrocities. Various scholars have seen important
differences in the ways Germany and Japan have dealt with war guilt and post-
war political engagement in their respective regions.15 Others have pointed to
the different ways, and degrees to which, the wartime regimes were overthrown
and reconstructed. The Emperor remained in Japan but the symbols of mili-
tarism in Germany were thoroughly removed. Finally, some contend that the
security crises of the cold war manifest themselves differently in Asia and Eu-
rope. German reintegration was more necessary and institutional “solutions” to
this integration (which are discussed in the next section) were available in Eu-
rope, such as the Coal and Steel Community and NATO. Japan had no obvious
partner—as Germany had with France—to bind itself to and force reconcilia-
tion.16

To what extent and how quickly will Asian states move beyond their predica-
ment? Tamamoto argues (ch. 5) that it is possible to move on. Indeed, from a
Japanese perspective, one may plausibly argue that the problem has already
been solved. Japan has changed its entire foreign policy to overcome these prob-
lems, while Japanese elites have found their own unique solutions. The peace
constitution and the elaboration of a vision of Japan as a “civilian” great power
is part of this solution. The willing subordination by Japan of its military to the
U.S.-Japan alliance is also part of the adjustments that Japan has made to lower
the level of regional animosity. Japan has agreeably put itself in the “penalty
box” of world politics, and is content to remain there. But Tamamoto argues
that Japan’s self-containment within constitutional restraints and alliance insti-
tutions is not simply strategic. It is also a manifestation of real transformation of
Japanese society.

Berger also raises issues of the social construction of Japan’s political identity
in the region, arguing that the export of its political economic structures is also
an aspect of postwar reconstruction and repositioning of Japan in the region.
Tamamoto and Berger are both of the view that social structures and political
identities can change. Johnston is also sanguine in regard to the possibility of
long-term shifts in elite thinking that runs to the heart of a country’s foreign pol-
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icy orientation. Christensen seems less optimistic on this score—and his evi-
dence regarding the propensity of Chinese elites to view Japan with suspicion
and hatred is a sobering counterpoint to more encouraging assessments that the
Asian past can safely be put to rest.

INSTITUTIONS AND STABILITY

There is a widely shared view that institutions foster political stability. Liberal
institutionalists argue that international institutions or regimes facilitate cooper-
ation by reducing obstacles—such as uncertainty and transaction costs—that
stand in the way of mutually beneficial agreements between states.17 Liberal
theorists of democratic peace argue that democratic state structures foster
norms of conflict resolution and provide institutional mechanisms that inhibit
violence in relations with other democratic states.18 Theories of political devel-
opment also argue that the expansion and deepening of political institutions
within a country is fundamental to political development and vital in creating
stable political order.19 In all these ways, more institutionalized political orders
are generally seen as more developed and stable.

The chapters in this volume suggest that the politics and economics of the
Asia-Pacific complicate this general view of institutions and stability. Some au-
thors confirm the conventional wisdom by arguing that the lack of institutions is
a key problem. The region is not ripe for international institutionalization, and
that makes stability more problematic. Other authors suggest that it is the clash
of institutions that is the problem—divergent institutional structures of state and
society exacerbate economic competition in the region and diminish the possi-
bilities for a cooperative multilateral regional political order. And still other au-
thors argue that it is the stickiness of domestic institutions that undermines sta-
bility—domestic institutions stubbornly resist change and fuel regional conflict.

One of the most striking aspects of the Asia-Pacific region is the absence of
well-developed, multilateral institutions. It is not that regional institutions don’t
promote stability, but that the region doesn’t seem to promote international in-
stitutions. John Duffield (ch. 7) attempts to explain the puzzle of why European
states have spent the better part of fifty years intensively creating an increasingly
dense and multifaceted array of regional economic and security institutions,
while Asia remains largely bereft of such institutions. He offers and combines
several explanations for this contrast, including China’s role in Asia during the
cold war; the absence of equal sized Asian great powers intent on mutually con-
straining each other; the U.S. inclination in Asia toward exercising hegemony
through bilateral alliances; and the legacies of estrangement and stubborn an-
tagonisms among Japan, Korea, and China.

Berger traces the absence of strong regional multilateral institutions to the
spread of the Japanese developmental state model. “Unlike the nations of the Eu-
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ropean Union . . . the Asian Developmental States are deeply reluctant to pool
sovereignty, and as a result regional multilateral institutions such as PECC and
APEC have been remarkably weak and under institutionalized, dependent on
consensus decision making, and limited to offering nonbinding resolutions and
promoting informal communication between the region’s leaders.”20 The statist
orientation of Asian economic development tends to resist the upward transfer of
authority that is implied in more extensive regional institutionalization.

It could also be argued that what is missing in Asia is a regional identity,
which Europe clearly has had for centuries, despite its many wars. Asia is more
geographically scattered: it is really a series of unequal island nations, geograph-
ically close enough to antagonize each other but not close enough to generate
institutional solutions to the problem of order. Europe is a single piece of land
with a single civilizational heritage. Asia is an assortment of islands and abut-
ments that resist the imaginings of a single civilization or political community.
If European-style regional institutions require European-style geography and
identity, the Asia-Pacific region will always fall short. If regional multilateral in-
stitutions can be anchored in a more heterogeneous environment, the future of
institutions in Asia is more promising.

Johnston provides evidence of the difficulty of building regional wide secu-
rity institutions. Chinese participation in the ARF is consequential, Johnston ar-
gues. Chinese leaders learn more about the security intentions and capabilities
of other states in the region, and over time these officials are socialized into a
common discourse and shared expectations. Institutions do matter, even thin
ones with little direct authority or binding commitments. But the ARF is not
NATO. There is very little prospect of moving toward a more truly operational
regional security pact. The AEF may hold the potential for a useful dialogue,
but is hard to imagine that the French would have reconciled themselves to
German rearmament simply with the instituting of a Franco-German dialogue.
It was the enmeshment of German military authority and capability within a
wider European and Atlantic organization that provided the necessary reassur-
ances. Binding security institutions were responsible for the reduction of the se-
curity dilemma among the traditional European rivals.21

The bilateral security alliances between the United States and Japan and
Korea may be playing a similar, if more limited, role in the Asia-Pacific. The
United States-Japan security treaty eliminates the need for Japan to develop a
more capable and autonomous military force, and this in turn reduces the like-
lihood of a security dilemma-driven arms race between Japan and China. The
bilateral alliances also make the American presence in the region more pre-
dictable and durable, which has a stabilizing impact on the wider set of regional
relations.

Overall, regional dialogues and bilateral alliances do not constitute the type
of institutionalization of power that grants West European relations political sta-
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bility. The implication is that the Asia-Pacific will either not enjoy the same sta-
bility that Europe has created, or it will devise it by noninstitutional means.

When our attention turns from international institutions to domestic institu-
tions, the implications for stability are no less troubling. If institutions are un-
derstood broadly to comprise the extant patterns of state-society relations, then
what is most distinctive in the Asia-Pacific is the clash of institutions. This is true
in two respects. First, as Henry Nau argues (ch. 6), the stability of a political
order is connected to the prevailing principles of domestic political order. The
legitimacy of an international order hinges on its congruence with the ideas that
inform the organization of political authority within the countries that make up
the order. If this is true, the prospects for stability within the Asia-Pacific region
are not bright. Democratic institutions may facilitate cooperation and stability
among a group of democratic states. But the Asia-Pacific region is not distin-
guished by the presence of a group of established liberal democracies. The het-
erogeneity of political types is most striking: China, Japan, and the United
States seem destined to follow different pathways of political development. Nau
suggests that China and Japan are both in political transformation. Their emer-
gence as mature constitutional democracies is not yet in sight, although Japan
clearly has moved significantly in this direction. But if stability requires homo-
geneity of regime types, and even more the presence of aged liberal democra-
cies, stability will remain elusive.

But second, even if their were homogeneity of political regimes in the Asia-
Pacific, the economic institutions remain very heterogeneous. Even if all the
countries in the region were democracies, there is reason to argue that a stable
peace might still be impossible because the political economies of these coun-
tries retain significant differences. Gilpin’s chapter (ch. 9) centers on how the
divergent institutions of capitalism can produce conflict and instability. Accord-
ing to Gilpin, the structures of government and business in the United States
and Japan exhibit radically different logics and organizational patterns. In con-
trast to the United States, the Japanese have retained the neo-feudal institutions
of state-led, organized capitalism. Highly organized and exclusive business con-
glomerates tied to government ministries and large banks run the country, man-
age markets, and resist change. Like an onion, the layers of social and political
organization that support and reinforce this system run deep and ultimately go
to the core of the Japanese system. Gilpin sides with revisionist scholars in argu-
ing that the differences between Japanese and American capitalism are as fun-
damental as they are deeply embedded.22 A clash between these different styles
of capitalism is likely if not inevitable. For Gilpin, institutions matter, but they
do not promote stability. Rather, they fix into place antagonistic systems of cap-
italism that tear at the fabric of regional order.

Domestic institutions also complicate regional stability through their ten-
dency to resist change. In this view, it is not the divergence of institutions that
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aggravates regional relations, but their inflexibility. Both William Grimes 
(ch. 11) and Berger offer a version of this argument. Grimes argues that the do-
mestic political order in Japan does not allow it to easily adjust to external
economic change. The alliance of the LDP, bureaucracy, and organized busi-
ness creates a set of mutually reinforcing interests that resist change. Reform
agents have a difficult time finding a foothold in the Japanese political land-
scape. Japan’s protracted economic slump and banking crisis have brought
into the open the structural institutional character of the country’s political
gridlock. Countries that can’t adjust tend to export their economic problems
to others, creating economic conflict in the process. The failure of Japan to
move quickly to put its economic and banking house in order and play a lead-
ership role in stabilizing the other countries in the region is a chronic source
of regional instability.

Berger makes this point in a more general way, arguing that all the countries
in the region that have adopted the Japanese model are also struggling today. To
some extent, Berger claims, the spread of the Japanese model has shifted atten-
tion away from political and security controversies in the region toward an em-
phasis on economic development. But it has also created new conflicts—both
by creating divisions between Asian and Western capitalist orientations, and by
spreading rigidities across the region. The developmental state has not been
adopted uniformly across the region—variations are many and important. But
the similar features outweigh the differences, and if a stable regional order re-
quires far-reaching adjustment by Japan and the other Asian tigers, and ulti-
mately a transformation to a new political economic model, the stickiness of
state-society relations will remain a formidable obstacle.

ECONOMIC INTERDEPENDENCE AND STABILITY

Although the Asia-Pacific lacks well-developed, multilateral institutions, eco-
nomic interdependence within the region has been robust and growing. Trade
and financial links between the United States and Japan expanded rapidly
throughout the postwar era and especially during the 1970s and 1980s. By the
end of the latter decade, as the value of the Japanese yen soared, Japanese direct
and portfolio investment poured into southeast Asia and stimulated increased
regional trade. China’s emphasis on economic modernization and its willing-
ness to allow particular provinces to experiment with capitalist development
opened China to the world economy in general and to the Asia-Pacific region in
particular. Regional trade, investment, and financial flows have contributed to
the overall dynamism of the region, and to the formation of regional economic
zones such as the East Asian Economic Caucus and APEC and to the develop-
ment of subregional zones such as the Hong Kong-South China-Taiwan trian-
gle.23 Jeffrey Frankel’s careful analysis of regional economic blocs finds support
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for the widely held view that economic relations among APEC states are an out-
standing example of market integration.24

International relations theorists have long debated the relationship between
economic interdependence and the prospects for conflict among states. Liberal
theorists argue that interdependence decreases the incentives for conflict and
war, in part because states become reluctant to disrupt or jeopardize the welfare
benefits of open economic exchange, and in part because domestic interest
groups with a stake in interdependence constrain the ability of the state to act
autonomously. These arguments can be traced to Kant and nineteenth-century
British liberals, and have been given recent expression by American IR schol-
ars.25 Realists counter that interdependence can just as easily inspire conflict by
heightening the inequalities, insecurities, and vulnerabilities among states. This
argument can be traced back to Rousseau, who argued that interdependence
breeds “not accommodation and harmony, but suspicion and incompatibil-
ity.”26 Latter day realists have echoed and extended this basic sentiment.27

Several of the chapters engage this debate in an effort to contribute both to
theory and to our understanding of the prospects for regional stability. Dale
Copeland (ch. 10) steers between the stylized liberal and realist positions to sug-
gest that it is not interdependence itself, but the expectations of future interde-
pendence, that heighten the incentives for conflict or harmony. He revisits the
conflict between Japan and the United States during the 1930s to show that
Japan’s diminished expectations for international economic benefit led it to
view the option of war as more attractive. This logic is carried to the contempo-
rary U.S.-China relationship, and Copeland suggests that China’s propensity for
international adventurism will be influenced by the extent to which it is re-
assured that positive economic relations with the United States will persist. Put
differently, the peace-generating effects of interdependence are rather fragile.
They depend not so much on the existence of interdependence, but on the nec-
essarily subjective assessment by states of whether it will continue or diminish.
Moreover, Copeland’s assessment of the prospects for stability can be taken as
optimistic only to the extent that one believes the U.S. executive can maintain,
in the face of domestic and congressional pressures, a positive economic strat-
egy with consistency over the long term.

As noted above, Gilpin’s analysis of the contemporary U.S.-Japan relation-
ship suggests a pessimistic assessment. Gilpin shows that these two powers are
highly interdependent, but that their fundamentally incompatible domestic
structures led to sustained conflict during the 1980s that threatened to spill over
from the economic to the security arena. The conflict was muted during the
1990s, he suggests, by the combination of U.S. economic recovery and Japanese
economic stagnation. But for Gilpin the structural incompatibility of “national
styles of capitalism” is key. An economic downturn in the United States or a ro-
bust Japanese economic recovery can reignite the economic conflict of the
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1980s, but without the buffering effect of the common external threat posed by
the Soviet Union.

Jonathan Kirshner (ch. 8) suggests that monetary cooperation will be neces-
sary in the interdependent Asia-Pacific, but will be especially difficult. The
complexity of financial and currency markets make adherence to international
monetary agreements difficult to monitor. Even if states are able to reach mon-
etary agreements, those agreements are fragile because they require states to
adopt domestically unpopular measures such as deflationary policies. Kirshner
suggests that the natural conflicts generated by monetary interdependence can
be mitigated by strong security ties. The United States and Japan can overcome
the conflict generated in the monetary area if they treat China as a common se-
curity threat. But to do that, of course, suggests that monetary politics between
the United States and China or Japan and China will remain a source of con-
flict. Additionally, trade policies may be a source of Chinese-Japanese tension,
as each seeks to pursue its objectives in the region by cultivating the economic
dependence of smaller states.

The chapters below suggest that interdependence also has the potential to
foster instability at the domestic level, as states struggle both to extract benefits
and to insulate themselves from the vagaries of global market forces. The con-
flict between state and market is especially intense in the Asia-Pacific because
key countries in the region have embraced a development model that situates
the state as a gatekeeper between the international economy and domestic soci-
ety. As Berger shows, the “developmental” state not only facilitated the pursuit
of export-led growth but also established a regulatory environment domestically
that afforded protection to and encouraged long-term commitments among na-
tional firms and their workers. Economic interdependence and liberalization,
especially in the financial sector, has undercut the ability of the state to main-
tain the social contract at home.

Several chapters explore various aspects of this dilemma with a sensitivity to
the implications for international relations theory. Grimes demonstrates that
Japan is ill-prepared to meet the challenges of the current international envi-
ronment. During the cold war, its foreign policy was deferential to that of the
United States and its export-led growth strategy placed a premium on bureau-
cratic management rather than political initiative. After the cold war and in the
wake of liberalization, both dimensions of Japanese policy have been called into
question. Japan faces economic stagnation at home and an uncertain foreign
policy environment in its region, and its political system seems immobilized
and incapable of providing leadership and initiative. For Grimes, Japan’s re-
sponse provides a test of “second image reversed” theories, which hold that in-
ternational pressures will force structural changes in domestic politics.

Both Kirshner and Berger argue that contemporary market forces threaten
state autonomy and have the potential to undermine state capacity. As Berger
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notes, the Asian financial crisis “throws into question the dominant model of
state-society relations in the region.” For Kirshner, the crisis poses a challenge to
realist theories, which should expect states to re-assert control of the domestic
economy and the ability of market forces to influence it. For Berger, the chal-
lenge for constructivism is to explain the origins and spread of the developmen-
tal model, and to isolate the changes in interest and identity that might lead to
its demise.

Domestic responses to the expansion of interdependence have the poten-
tial to reinforce instability at the regional level. For example, the Asian finan-
cial crisis could pit the United States against other regional actors, either 
because U.S. officials are seen as imposing austerity on strapped Asian popu-
lations, or because Asian governments reassert strong controls over economic
transactions in defiance of U.S. conceptions of international economic liber-
alism. Second, Berger points out that the developmental state led to an em-
phasis on economic performance rather than traditional geopolitical influ-
ence in state strategies. The withering or collapse of the developmental state
reopens the question of whether Asian countries, Japan in particular, will as-
pire to normal power status.

CONCLUSION

The maintenance of economic and strategic stability in the Asia-Pacific region
will require careful management. In the short term, that opportunity will con-
tinue to fall largely to the United States. Over the longer term, it remains to be
seen whether U.S. or an alternate hegemony, a traditional balance of power sys-
tem, a more institutionalized regional economic and security system, or some
other mechanism will emerge as the principal guarantor of stability.

The chapters that follow also suggest that the more intense engagement of 
IR theorists and Asian area specialists will bring benefits to both. The focus on re-
lations among Japan, China, and the United States, for example, generates 
for Christensen a more complicated appreciation of the security dilemma, 
and for Kang a conception of order not typically found in mainstream interna-
tional relations theory. The benefits flow from theory to Asian practice as well:
Johnston’s reliance on socialization theory yields new insights about Chinese be-
havior, Kirshner’s use of a realist framework anticipates novel patterns of regional
economic cooperation and conflict, and Nau’s combination of realism and con-
structivism suggests an alternative conception of the prospects for stability
among the major Asian powers. Arguments in these and other chapters indicate
that “Western” theoretical frameworks have much to say about international re-
lations in Asia—but also that variables such as power distribution, hegemony, in-
ternational regimes, interdependence, and political identity must be sufficiently
context sensitive in order to capture the complexity of those relations.
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The chapters that follow are organized according to whether their primary
concern is regional strategic or economic stability. The chapters by Christensen,
Goldstein, Johnston, Kang, Tamamoto, Nau, and Duffield analyze the prospects
for stability in security relations. Kirshner, Gilpin, Copeland, Grimes, and
Berger are primarily interested in regional economic stability and in the links be-
tween economic and security stability. The concluding chapter by Ikenberry and
Mastanduno knits these concerns together and analyzes the special regional role
of the United States.
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