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1, Introduction

There have been emerging a variety of regional institutions dealing with political, economic and security cooperation in the Asia-Pacific since late 1980s; APEC in 1989, ARF in 1994, ASEAN+3 in 1997 and East Asia Summit in 2005 respectively. There are concerns that the proliferation of these regional institutions will put the countries of the region into “institutional confusion,” diluting attention and resources, and causing unnecessary competition.

How can we ensure productive synergy among these institutions? Usually synergy means the two institutions are pulling together in the same direction. They must be mutually reinforcing. 

I would approach this question from the perspective of institutional linkage and interplay among the institutions. Usually institutions do not work alone. They are interacting with other institutions. The ways of institutional interaction and interplay greatly affect the institutional performance and governance on the area of concerned. Also, institutions are “restructured” through the intensive institutional reconciliation. New issue areas, new rules and norms are introduced to other institution through institutional reconciliation. Institutional strength has been enhanced and scope widened/expanded through regional reconciliation, thereby, in some cases, contributing to enhancing regional and global governance. Or, institutional effectiveness may be reduced through these institutional interactions.
In the following part, first I would review the creation and evolution of the regional institutions in the Asia-Pacific. Several characteristics will be pointed out from the perspective of institutional interactions. Second, based upon the review of the regional institutions, I would show a few scenarios of the future shape of individual regional institution and the relations between them. 
2, Institutional Characteristics of the Institutions in the Asia-Pacific

There are several common characteristics of the regional institutions.

First;  The institutional characteristics of the institutions in the Asia-Pacific were quite ambiguous at the time of their creation. The institutional scope, nature and strength were not well defined. 
When states choose to create new institutions, they must decide on their specific characteristics (strength, nature and institutional scope and so forth). Usually how define the characteristics of the institutions causes a lot of disputes, given differences of state preferences, interest and capabilities. The disputes took place in the processes of forming institutions in the Asia-Pacific. 
Some members wished to cover a wide range of issue areas. Some others desired to establish strictly legally-binding rules. The positions were varied, depending upon their policy preferences, national interest and state capabilities.

Second, In spite of the differences on institutional character, the participating countries agreed to the broad goals of the institutions. In the case of APEC there was an unanimous recognition that the global free trading system was facing serious challenges, and that the Asia-Pacific economies had to do something to enhance the global trading system 
In the case of ARF, there was a common recognition that due to the increasing uncertainty of security environment after the end of the Cold War, the Asia-Pacific countries needed to enhance security dialogue to avoid facing a serious security dilemma. 
As for the ASEAN+3, we can identify a common desire that Asia had to develop some kind of self-held mechanism to cope with a merciless power of economic (financial) globalization. ( In the case of East Asian Summit, the motives that push the first EAS meeting is not clear. This will be clarified more in the years to come). 

Also there was common understanding that the region had to “cooperation and dialogues,” What those terms meant were not defined. Different countries had different dreams and ideas on the institutions. Some countries had deep sense of anxieties about the future of these institutions. Thus, they reacted negatively to the proposal to institutionalize cooperation. 
Third, with the passage of time, the institutional natures were gradually defined. APEC emerged as an institution to support the early conclusion of the GATT Uruguay Round of negotiation and addressed various obstacles in order to further promote free trade principles in the region. Actually APEC hosted so many seminars to insert the free trade principles to the member countries. Mutual learning and education (socialization) was important functions of APEC. 

ARF tackled with concrete confidence-building measures such as the increase of military transparency through the publication of the defense white paper and joining the UN Arms Register Scheme. ASEAN+3 address the issue of regional currency swap agreement and the development of bond market in the region to obtain more secure fund for economic development. 

Fourth   The institutional characteristics were gradually defined through institutional linkage and reconciliation with the existing other institutions. As for the institutional interactions and linkages in the Asia-Pacific, two ways of institutional linkages and reconciliation are quite distinguished in this regard.

Usually, how new institutions link with other institutions is causes a lot of disputes among the members. Some members may wish to establish a new institution, having no direct institutional relations with other existing ones. But, some others may hope to link a new institution with other existing institutions. Furthermore, what institutional relations are established is a matter of conflict. Thus, the politics over institutional reconciliation are developing, the result of which will determine a institutional shape and performance.

Oran Young describes four types or characterizations of institutional linkage. He identifies embedded, nested, clustered, and overlapping institutional relationships. 
 First, embedded institutions are those which are deeply embedded in overarching institutional arrangements. For example, negotiations between the states are usually embedded into international laws under which respect for sovereignty and sovereign equality are observed.

The second type is nested relations. In Oran Young's terms, these are institutional relations, in which specific arrangements are folded into broader institutional frameworks that deal with the same issue area. One of the examples is the nesting of regional preferential trading agreements into the Article 24 of GATT. Another case is the interplay between the UN convention of the law of sea and bilateral fishery agreements (institutions) established between states. These bilateral institutions are all nested into the provision of the law of the sea relevant to exclusive economic zone.
 

The third type, clustered institutional relations, occurs when those engaged in the formation or operations of different institutions find it attractive to combine several of these arrangements into a single institutional package. This institutional relation is created as a result of the bargaining strategy to reduce obstacles to agreement by designing institutional packages. Some division of labor is possible within a mutually coordinated institutional package. For example, various UN-related institutions are working for specific issue areas independently each other, but mutually integrated/coordinated under the overall UN framework. The common concerns for marine issues and resources explain the integration of provision for fishing, navigation, marine pollution, scientific research into the 1982 convention on the law of sea.
     
The fourth type, overlapping institutional relation, are those in which individual institutions that were formed for different purposes and largely without reference to one another intersect on a de facto basis, producing substantial impacts on each other in the process. Trade and environment institutions are among the most commonly recognized overlapping institutions. Intellectual property right and trade is another example. There as an overlapping institutional relation between GATT(TRIPs) and WIPO(World Intellectual Property Organization).

A situation of overlapping may be characterized as giving rise to synergies or conflicts. Institutional overlapping has both positive and negative impacts on inter-state cooperation. Synergy means the two institutions are pulling together in the same direction. They are mutually reinforcing. Duplication may be avoided through institutional coordination. On the other hand, conflict may emerge when the overall policy objectives as well as the obligation emanating from overlapping institutional agreements fail to complement or enhance each other. This situation may hamper efforts to reach effective institutional response to the issues concerned.

As fort he Asia-Pacific institutions, there were two distinguished institutional linkages and reconciliation.

     First; The institutional reconciliation with ASEAN. ASEAN countries’ participation to the newly established regional institutions was critically important in terms of making the institutions truly “regional” ones. Thus, a variety of “ASEAN ways” such as consensus-decision rather than majority-decision, voluntarism rather than legally-binding agreements, peer pressure rather than enforcement and sanction etc were introduced into the Asia-Pacific institutions.  

  As for issue-areas to be addressed at the regional institutions, ASEAN’s interest and preferences were reflected. ECOTEC in APEC, confidence-building through intensive dialogues at ARF, currency-swap and bond market at ASEAN+3, These are just few examples among others.    

 Second, institutional linkage and reconciliation with the global institutions such as UN, GATT/WTO, IMF, NPT/IAEA etc. The global institutions have served as the supportive institutions to transform and define new regional institutions of the Asia-Pacific, providing scope of issue areas and norms and rules regulating cooperation within the respective regional institutions. This is because only global institutions were accepted as the commonly endorsed “authoritative” institutions for common reference.   
There are institutions in an international society that are regarded as authoritative/legitimate, therefore accepted as a more primary one than others. For example, in the field of international peace and security, the United Nations is regarded as the prime institution. The norms, principle and rules of the United Nations Charter are almost accepted by the members of the international society to be respected for. It provides the member countries with a focal point to converge their expectations. It constrains the behaviors of the countries concerned. In principle, the governments are reluctant to taking actions against these norms, principles and rules embraced in the UN Charter. Thus, when we establish regional security institutions such as a regional collective security or regional collective defense, we link them with the United Nations Charter.

In nuclear non-proliferation are, NPT(and IAEA) is regarded as a legitimate institution that offers the basic norms and rules for the use of nuclear energy. GATT/WTO is regarded as the most legitimate institutions in the international trade which provide basic norms, principles and rules for, say, regional trading arrangements.

Thus, APEC was nested into the GATT/WTO. ARF was nested into a broader UN regime including NPT/IAEA. As for ASEAN+3, in the case of Chiang Mai currency swap arrangement, ASEAN+3 agreement was nested into IMF, in spite of the massive calls for the establishment of “Asian” self-held mechanisms, independent from IMF. Thus, most of the possible rescue packages by Asian countries to other fellow countries are provided under the conditionality of IMF.   

Fifth, the choice or institutional linkage and reconciliation with the existing institutions were quite selective. APEC did not establish any institutional linkage with other institutions dealing with trade and investment such as NAFTA, Australia-New Zealand CER etc. ARF rejected its institutional linkage and reconciliation with such institutions as CSCE and hard ‘military” confidence-building institutions 
Sixth, based upon the institutional linkage especially with the global institutions, the most important activities of the regional institutions have been to “internalize” and “inject” and implement the global rules and practices.  Almost all norms and rule of the international society were “alien,” (ones provided by others, not created by Asians themselves) The member countries had to study and learn the global norm and rules for themselves. 
( The “internalization” process was quite important in the institutional development in Asia. Look at the ASEAN’s TAC(Treaty of Amity and Cooperation) The TAC is the most important treaty guiding cooperation among the ASEAN countries. ASEAN is now inviting non-ASEAN countries to join TAC. ASEAN is expanding its norms and rules beyond Southeast Asia. But, read the contents of TAC carefully. Nothing new!!. Everything is included in the United Nations Charter. Why didn’t the UN Charter become a guiding charter defining ASEAN’s cooperation. This is because the UN Charter was “alien” for Southeast Asia. Southeast Asian countries were not involved in the drafting and signing the UN Charter. Because of this “external” and “alien” nature of the UN Charter for Southeast Asia, they needed to “internalize” it through their own agreement. The TAC is the product of this agreement) 

The regional institutions have provided a variety of venues and forum for the member to study and internalize the global norms and rules. APEC has done this well through hosting so many seminars, conferences and gatherings. ARF has been doing at the Intersession Study Groups where concrete ways and methods for confidence-building, preventive diplomacy, peace keeping, maritime safety are addressed. This may called a learning and socialization processes through regional institutions.
Seventh, Due to the institutional linkages of the Asia-Pacific institutions with other institutions (especially with the global institutions), the member countries had to justify their respective policies in the context that their policies were consistent with the global institutions(consistent with the norms and rules and issue areas of the global institutions).

APEC is the typical institution in this regard. Almost all activities of APEC and various new proposals presented by the members were presented, justified and rationalized in the name of  their contribution to enhancing and consistent to global free trading system. 

The arrangement of the ASEAN+3’s Chiang Mai currency swap was justified in terms of its institutional consistency to and conformity with IMF.        
Eighth, Institutional linkages caused disputes and competition among the members over the specific linkages and reconciliation. Thus, politics ( political bargaining) over the specific institutional linkage and reconciliation developed. Once nested institutional linkages are established between the Asia-Pacific institutions and global institutions, there are still possibilities for conflict to emerge over “specific” linkage and reconciliation. 
Even if there are some consensus among the actors on institutional linkage between institution A and institution B, this does not necessarily mean that the institutional interplay between them is conducted smoothly. There may emerge some politics over “specific” institutional linkage. This is mainly due to the fact that there are a variety of norms, principles and rules even in a single institution, and that there are some competing norms, principles and rules even in a single institution. 

Institutions usually contain a variety of norms, rules and principles and also issue-areas. They sometime contain mutually conflicting norms and rules. For example, NPT has been regarded as a legitimate institution which provides basis norms, principles and rules to prevent nuclear proliferation. Non-proliferation is the most important norm to be observed by every country.

However, NPT has a variety of principles and rules among which different members have different priorities. Some countries put the primacy on the right of peaceful use of nuclear energy. Indeed, the Article 4 of the NPT allows every member country to have an “inalienable right” to use nuclear energy for a peaceful purpose. Following this article, non-nuclear member states can obtain reprocessing and enriched technology and facilities which make them easy to develop nuclear weapons. So, some others argue that non-proliferation norms should be observed first. They argue that some limitations/constraints should be put on the member countries that are(were) suspected to be engaged in transforming nuclear technology to manufacturing nuclear weapons. Thus, serious disputes over which norms and rules should be first observed happen, as we have witnessed in the Iranian/ North Korean nuclear programs.   

Thus, even if an institutional relationship was established between regional institution A and global institution B, there is a possibility of conflict/competition over which norms, principles and rules should be targeted in the institutional interplay. Here, we may see political dynamisms over institutional interplay/linkage.
Taking the APEC-GATT/WTO relations as an example, GATT/WTO was accepted as the “authoritative” institutions among the APEC members. But, GATT/WTO are dealing with a variety of areas and those areas are constantly  expanding. GATT/WTO is dealing with not only tax-reduction as issue areas but also trade-related investment, service and intellectual property right and economic cooperation for development. 

GATT/WTO has many norms and rules regulating economic interactions such as GATT Article 24 and GATS 5 for regional preferential trading arrangements. GATT/WTO has norms and rules such as. free trade, MFN and non-discrimination. On the other hand, GATT has a rule of reciprocal concessions. 
Some countries may link regional economic institution with the GATT’s non-discrimination norm. On the other hand, some others may link it with the norm of reciprocal concessions, rejecting the provision of benefit of trade concessions to others unconditionally. Thus, even if a certain nested institutional linkages are established between institutions, conflicts emerge. The politics over specific linkage(nesting) is becoming serious.
This conflict actually happened in the APEC in the process over APEC liberalization such as “Osaka Action Program,” EVSL (Early Voluntary Sectoral Liberalization) and over the priority of ECOTEC, facilitation and trade liberalization. 
Now we are seeing such conflicts over the US proposal for the Asia-Pacific wide regional FTA. In terms of institutional linkage, the US tries to link APEC with GATT Article 24 and GATS 5. On the other hand, most of the Asian members still put the priority of maintaining the non-discrimination principle embedded in the GATT/WTO within the APEC.
3, Future Scenarios of the Regional Institutions in the Asia-Pacific
We can describe a variety of scenarios of the future of the regional institutions in the Asia-Pacific.

(1) First  Institutional Competition and Converging into One Regional Institution
There are many overlapping areas that the regional institutions are addressing. The member countries may compete each other over which institution could address the issues concerned more effectively. As a result of this institutional competition, some institutions may disappear because of its failure to address the issues concerned and some institutions would be accepted as the most “authoritative” institutions.
But, this scenario will not happen.

First It is still quite difficult to establish a strong institution in both East Asia and the Asia-Pacific as a whole in the foreseeable future. The regional institutions continue to be weak in terms of norms and rules creation. Thus, it will be difficult to create a strong institution that is accepted as the authoritative institution among the Asia-Pacific countries. Practically speaking, serious institutional competition will not emerge. 

There are some reasons for this prediction. First, ASEAN will continue to put its institutional inputs on the evolving East Asian and the Asia-Pacific institutions some way or another. But, the norms and rules provided by ASEAN are still quite weak, although they are useful in term of contributing to enhancing broader confidence-building among the members through intensive dialogues.
Second, Given political, economic and security interdependence between East Asia and North America( for example, look at the trade statistic!! In spite of the recent increase of the intra Asian trade, the goods produced in Asia continue to be exported into North America. The trade relations between North America and Asia as a whole have not changed!!) , it is almost impossible to establish an exclusive strong “East Asian” institution.  And, given these interdependence, if “East Asian” regional institution strengthen its institutional shape, it will be accompanied with the strengthening of the Trans-Pacific (Asia-Pacific) institution. East Asian regional institution will develop in tandem with the Asia-Pacific-wide institution.

Third, How about the possibility of the creation of the exclusive regional institutions around the big powers such as the US, Japan and China?  There was once deep concern that Asia would organized under Japan’s leadership until 1980s. Today Japanese government is pursuing to construct East Asian economic integration and establish a “seamless” network in East Asia to enhance international competitiveness of Japan-based multinationals. Indeed, if East Asia succeeds in develop the truly integrated economic area in East Asia, it will mostly benefit Japan-based multinational, not Chinese or Korean or ASEAN companies. If Asian countries know the “truth,” I’m not sure that East Asian countries will continue to put the priority on establishing the East Asian wide FTA in the decades to come.

How about China-centered exclusive East Asian regional institution? Given the weak economic governance, industrial base and its unique norms and rules regulating international relations, it will be quite difficult to establish a China-centered East Asia-wide regional institution in the era of globalization. Indeed, China has tried to establish an exclusive East Asian regionalism through such instruments as FTA with ASEAN. However, these instruments are still quite shallow, not greatly affecting real economic exchanges. And, governance issues are not fully addressed in the FTA between Chin and ASEAN. So, at this moment, FTA is not an instrument of organize East Asia under China’s initiative. It still an instrument for overall (political) confidence-building between China and ASEAN.

How about the US-centered institution-building? The US has concluded FTA with the selective countries such as Singapore, Australia and South Korea. But it will be quite difficult for the US to expand its FTA partners in Asia, given the US Congress’s demand to take care environment and labor issues in the FTAs. Asian countries cannot accept such requirement. As for the FTAAP(FTA of the Asia-Pacific), this will remain as a political trial balloon to put some constraint on the movement of East Asian Community building that excludes the US and put political pressure on the EU. Furthermore, the experience of FTAA( FTA of the Americas) clearly demonstrate the serious difficulty to set up an comprehensive FTA covering such a diverse region as the Asia-Pacific. 
(2) Strengthening Regional Institutions through Institutional Linkages with Other Institutions

First, The global institutions will continue to provide issues areas to be addressed at the regional institutions in the Asia-Pacific. And, ss I mentioned so far, the Asia-Pacific institutions were not so strong enough to produce their own norms and rules. They had to “borrow” them mostly from the global institutions. But, by providing a variety of venues to enhance the global norms and rules, the Asia-Pacific institutions have contributed to strengthening global governance. This process of accommodating to global rules and norms through regional institutions will be continued. Actually, the institutions of the Asia-Pacific have been expanding their institutional relations with such institutions as the IMO(International Maritime Organization) and IHO and others.
Second, The bargaining over the institutional choice may be tougher in the years to come. There are many global institutions that are addressing the same issue areas. For example, as for the labor rights, we have global institutions such as ILO and GATT/WTO. Depending upon the state preference, some countries will choose ILO as a common reference of institutional linkage. And some other may wish to link regional institutions with GATT/WTO.   

(3) Inter-Relations between Asia-Pacific Institutions
First, Institutional competition between various institutions will be continued someway or another, given the different stakes of the member countries to the regional institutions. 
APEC is the most promising institutions in terms of creating strong norms and rule. However, overall, it will continue to be quite difficult to for the Asia-Pacific institutions to develop either strong norms and rules or “Asian” unique ones. Those norms and rules will be supplied from global institution. In this regard, the overlapping relations between various regional institutions of the Asia-Pacific could contribute to enhance global governance through multilayered exercises of norm-injection into the region.

Second, based upon the multilayered regional institutional structure, more functional cooperation may be pursued. Depending upon the issue areas, cooperation among the “like-minded countries”(or by “the coalition of the willing”) may be pursued. 

It is common to define regions geographically. However, a region can be defined functionally. Regions are defined by interactions among their components. Interaction is usually the key to identifying what distinguishes a region from the rest of the international system. With the establishment of EAS and the expansion of geographical scope of “East Asian” cooperation, we can form a variety of composition of states to promote cooperation, depending upon functional effectiveness. Therefore, there may emerge a variety of “coalitions of the like minded countries” across the institutional boundaries.   
There are many areas to be addressed more effectively and promptly in the Asia-Pacific. We may not be allowed to spend more time and resources to the projects that are not expected to produce tangible benefits. How to conduct effective cooperation will become a more pressing issue in the region in the era of further deepening globalization. In this regard, with maintaining the current multilayered structure, some coalitions of the like-minded will be emerging among the Asia-Pacific countries.  (to be continued) 
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