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Abstract

One of the trends in the construction of the international system in the early 21st century
has been the complexity of the regionalism and regionalisation processes in the world.
In the case of the Pacific Rim, this set of interactions between governments and civil
society organisations (CSO) in Latin America and Asia-Pacific highlights the slowly but
surely political-economic dynamism among a representative group of social actors
which have promoted these regional cooperation and integration initiatives. The
research proposes that the linkages among specific zones on both sides of the Pacific
Ocean during the 2000s and the 2010s, has favoured the social construction of an
incipient, interconnected and integrated region based on mutual principles of dialogue,
consensus, and co-operation. In this sense, the existence of regionalism and
regionalisation processes shows the importance of top-down and bottom-up approaches
to achieve these goals. And it considers the feasibility in the formation of regional
community-building initiatives via inter-regionalism and trans-regionalism in the
Pacific Rim.

Keywords Latin America, East Asia, Pacific Rim, Regionalism, Social Construction,
International Relations.

Introduction

The international system of the first decades of the twenty-first century has been
characterized by a growing interdependence manifested in the current process of
globalisation and glocalization. In this sense, the 'globalisation of the regions',
understood as the social construction of geographic and territorial zones with specific
dynamics, has had an impact on their regionalisation and institutionalisation (Charest,
2005), (Nissanke & Thorbecke, 2010), (Woessner, 2010), (Grinin & Korotayev, 2015),
(Molano-Cruz, 2017). In the case of Latin America and Asia-Pacific, there have been
two regions that, together or separately, have participated in particular ways in the
social phenomena associated with the most recent globalisation and glocalization (Dent,
2013), (Engel, Zinecker, Mattheis, Dietze, & Plötze, 2016), (Cooper & Stubbs, 2017),
(Quiliconi & Salgado Espinoza, 2017). Within the framework of this 'globalisation of
regions', the Pacific Ocean has favoured the dynamic interaction of Latin America and
Asia-Pacific which is observed in an intensification of regionalisation with a greater
complexity of the institutional architecture (Pizarro, 1999), (Capling & Ravenhill, 2011),
(Lukács & Völgyi, 2018).

The general objective of the research is to analyse the global and glocal dynamics that
have surrounded the social construction of a region around the Pacific Rim and includes



Latin America and Asia-Pacific, in order to explore the multiple dimensions of this
regionalisation which implies the observation of the institutional architecture with its
respective agreements and regional organisations. The central argument of the research
is that at the beginning of the twenty-first century Latin America and Asia-Pacific are
becoming an increasingly integrated and interconnected region from the global and
glocal point of view, which has developed joint dynamics in to the regionalisation of the
Pacific Rim, and therefore, it has favoured the creation of regional agreements and
organisations that have deepened the links between the Latin American and Asian
shores of the Pacific Ocean.

Initially, the research with a qualitative and exploratory methodological approach will
focus on studying separately the Latin American and Asia-Pacific regions in terms of
the processes of regionalism and regionalisation during the last two decades of the
twentieth century and the first two decades of the twentieth-first century. For this, it is
essential to make an initial historical perspective approach to the expressions 'Latin
America' and 'Asia-Pacific' due to each region has had its own geographical, political,
economic and cultural particularities related to the social construction of both regions
(Barbosa, Posada, & Serrano, 2011). In this sense, the observation of the
transformations in the configuration of the institutional architecture and the structuring
of regional agreements and organisations allows a better explanation of the main
dynamics that have recently differentiated the population of Latin American and Asian
countries near the Pacific Ocean. (Dade & Meacham, 2013), (Pajović, 2013), (Oyarzún
Serrano, 2017).

Subsequently, the research will emphasize a comparative exercise to find the similar
and differentiating factors that have existed since the 1980s to the present about the
most recent dynamics in regionalism and regionalisation in Latin America and Asia-
Pacific. This in order to find the points of convergence that have allowed the social
construction of a region integrated by Latin America and Asia-Pacific, within the
globalisation and glocalization processes that have been generated in the international
system of late twentieth century and early twenty-first century. This region
interconnected through the Pacific Ocean can be considered as a result of the
contemporary and growing trend of the 'globalisation of the regions', to the point of
considering the feasibility of building a 'Pacific Community' within the 'Pacific Century'.
(Helleman & Pyle, 2016), (Borthwick, 2018).

It should be noted that the inhabitants of the American and Asian continents have had
multidimensional links throughout history in processes of short, medium and long
duration such as the settlement of America from places such as the Polynesian Islands
and through the Bering Strait (Lemoy, 2011), the probable contacts between pre-
Colombian American and Asian cultures from the diachronic and synchronic points of
view (Errázuriz Zañartu, 2000), the circumnavigation of the planet accompanied by the
opening of trade routes between the current territories of Mexico and the Philippines
(Pigafetta, 1999), the migration by waves from Asian countries such as China and Japan



to Latin American countries such as Panama, Peru and Brazil (Inter-American
Development Bank, 2004), in addition to the geopolitical reconfiguration in Asia-
Pacific after World War II along with the formation of new states in large areas of East
Asia and Oceania (Hara, 2006), (Beeson, 2010).

One of the consequences of this global war has been the search for political-economic
mechanisms of dialogue and consensus that generate peaceful coexistence among the
affected populations of Asia-Pacific, and on a smaller scale in Latin America. At this
point, they begin to materialize the first initiatives tending to favour regionalisation
processes through the configuration of an institutional architecture in terms of the
creation of regional agreements and organisations that are synchronized with global and
glocal transformations from the second half of the twentieth century and some of these
remain today.

Finally, the novelty in research lies in proposing a conceptual framework that allows
explaining and understanding the realities and dimensions that have surrounded the
processes of regionalism and regionalisation in Latin America and Asia-Pacific as an
integrated and interconnected region in the global and glocal international system of the
beginning of the twenty-first century, and therefore, it opens the possibility of
interpreting the feasibility of the social construction of the 'Pacific Community' within
the framework of the 'Pacific Century' (Wilkins, 2010). In this sense, it is useful to take
into account the available academic literature on International Relations (IR) and
foreign policy, regionalism and regionalisation, globalisation and glocalization, in
addition to the area regional studies -Latin America and / or Asia-Pacific as an object of
study-, in order to generate new knowledge about the multidimensional links that have
united both regions.

Latin America and Asia-Pacific. An overview over regionalism

The argument of this section is: The current joint dynamics between Latin America and
Asia-Pacific can be traced in the function of the contingent changes on the institutional
architecture of regional arrangements and multilateral organisations. In this sense, the
similarities and differences on approaching the regionalism and regionalisation
processes in Latin America and Asia-Pacific can determine the probable routes for the
construction of a social region in the Pacific Rim. Specifically, the expressions ‘Latin
America’ and ‘Asia-Pacific’ can be considered as the result of long historical
trajectories and it is relevant to emphasize some of the key features of these regions in
order to analyse a forward-looking role of regionalism and regionalisation for the likely
construction process of a Pacific Community. (Barbosa et al., 2011).

On the one hand, Latin America as a region can be analysed as an essential part of the
Americas. Its origins are associated with the European presence in the continent,
particularly between the fifteenth and nineteenth centuries. After this period of conquest
and colonization, the nascent republics located from Alaska to Tierra del Fuego get in a
dilemma consisting of the use of the former colonisers’ languages or the return to the



aboriginal and indigenous languages. Amidst this debate, and during these years, extra-
regional powers tried to reconquer different territories along the Americas continent. As
a response from intellectuals, authors, writers, and some elites, it is possible to find a
series of manifestos recognising the growing importance of this region against threats
from countries such as the United Kingdom (UK), France, and the United States (US).
In this sense, the emergence of the expression “Latin America” represents a first-time
initiative to claim and position the region since then around the world. Within a broad
understanding framework, Latin America began with the inclusion of former Spanish
and Portuguese colonies, and gradually the French and Dutch colonies in the Caribbean
and some American territories. During the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, this
expression has grown from geographical, ethnical, anthropological and sociological
approaches that identifies a series of cultural patterns that have been present in these
national and local societies. An uncommon point of view has been related to the
feasibility of using expressions such as “Pacific Americas”, “Latin-American Pacific”
or any similar due to the long-term ties between the Americas and Asia or specific areas
on both shores of the Pacific Ocean.

On the other hand, Asia-Pacific can also be analysed as an important part of Asia.
Unlike Latin America, the expression “Asia-Pacific” has been associated with the US
presence in the zone since mid-nineteenth century until now, initially as a colonizer and
then as a pivot. With the formation of new nascent republics, mainly during the
twentieth century, the majority decided to keep its languages before this Euro-American
colonization, and it might possible that this region has had a similar debate about their
main language like in Latin America. Beyond of the different understandings about this
region, the predominantly criteria arises on the former British, Japanese, and American
colonies in East Asia and close to the Pacific Ocean. In some cases, it includes Oceania
and the Pacific Islands, the Indo-Pacific region, along the countries in the Americas
with shores in the Pacific Rim. It is probably that the “Asia-Pacific” can be considered a
non-Asian expression in its origin, even though since the 1980s different sociological,
economic and political approaches within the region prefer to use “East Asia” in a broad
sense. An example of this situation is the project of an East-Asian Community
supported by the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) members and some
of its allies. Additionally, it possible to find similar expressions such as “South Asia”,
“Southeast Asia”, “Australasia”, and, even, “Trans-Pacific Relations” to explain and
understand the political, economic and cultural dynamics across the Pacific Ocean in the
twentieth and twenty-first centuries.

Latin America and Asia-Pacific, two regions that share the Pacific Ocean, have had
similar trajectories respect to its social construction that can be traced in a
long/medium/short-term perspective, albeit the emphasis of the document corresponds
the last two decades of twentieth century and the two first decades of twenty-first
century. The contacts between both regions, and more precisely their inhabitants
accumulates a vast experience that is stronger and intensive according to the interaction
degrees. Whether it is possible to classify the contact complexity by group of countries,



the highest level is for Mexico, Peru, Chile, China, Japan, and South Korea, and in a
medium-level is for Colombia, Costa Rica, Panama, Vietnam, Indonesia, Thailand
among others. In addition to this approximation, it is possible to include countries such
as Canada, the US, Australia, and India. These levels can be useful to analyse the main
dynamical changes on the institutional architecture manifested in political and economic
cooperation forums whose initiative have come from East Asia and/or Latin America.
Talking about regionalism, inter-regionalism, and trans-regionalism around the Pacific
Ocean, requires at least a brief characterisation about its main and most recent regional
arrangements and multilateral organisations. Of course, each region has tried to build a
Latin-American and East-Asian Community via commercial and diplomatic relations,
with different levels of success and continuity, and since 1960s there have been
proposals for a Trans-Pacific Community that includes the Americas, East Asia and
Oceania.

In the Latin-American case, it is possible to find regionalism projects that includes
almost each country between 1820s and 1950s, with ideas related to Latino-
Americanism and Pan-Americanism, such as the Amphictyonic Congress (Panama and
Tacubaya, 1826) and the Inter-American Conferences (some of them were held in
Washington, 1889; Santiago, 1923; and Bogotá, 1948). Simultaneously, with the
consolidation of the Organization of American States in the mid-term twentieth century,
in Latin America emerged new proposals such as the Latin American Free Trade
Association (LAFTA), the Central American Common Market (CACM) in the 1960s;
the Andean Community of Nations (ACN) –former Andean Pact-, the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the Southern Common Market (SCM) between the
1980s and the 1990s; the Union of South American Nations (USAN) –former South
American Community of Nations (SACN)-, the Community of Latin American and
Caribbean States (CELAC) since the 2000s.

And in the Asia-Pacific case, the regionalism projects have had initially a Japanese-
based approach because it is one of the few states that existed during the last decades of
the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth century. A Pan-Asianism or
Greater Asianism emerged at this moment as a way to unify different peoples in Asia
and fight against European colonialism. However, due to the Japanese expansionism in
East Asia, it is possible to find a Chinese-based alternative that, even though, claimed
for an anti-colonialism approach, at the same it did not accept the Japanese militaristic
ideology. Only after World War II it is possible to find the main regionalism projects in
East Asia and Asia-Pacific in a broad sense, starting with the Asian Relations
Conference and the Bandung Conference –and later the New Asian-African Strategic
Partnership (NAASP)- between the 1940s and the 1950s; the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN) in the 1960s; the South Asian Association for Regional
Cooperation (SAARC) in the 1980s; the Asia Cooperation Dialogue (ACD), the
Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO) and the Regional Comprehensive Economic
Partnership (RCEP) since the 2000s.



Both regions started to join efforts for a Pacific Community between the 1960s and the
1980s with the creation of the Pacific Basin Economic Council (PBEC), the Pacific
Economic Cooperation Council (PECC), and the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
(APEC), a group of forums undertaken by private entrepreneurs, and later by university
scholars and government officials. Even though, its backgrounds can be found during
the first half of the twentieth century in the Institute of Pacific Relations (IPR) and the
Pacific Trade and Development Conference (PAFTAD). Since the end of the 1990s and
the beginning of the 2000s, the Latin America – Asia-Pacific partnership acquires a new
level on cooperation and integration affairs with the creation of the East Asia – Latin
America Forum (EALAF) renamed Forum for East Asia – Latin America Cooperation
(FEALAC), an inter-regional initiative to promote the dialogue on political, economic
and cultural issues. This is the first proposal that joins both regions despite its
limitations and slow achievements, and constitutes a unique opportunity to deep the ties
between these regions. Albeit, it is possible to find later initiatives such as the Trans-
Pacific Partnership (TPP) and the reformed Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement
for Trans-Pacific Partnership (CPTPP) that includes countries from the Americas and
Asia-Pacific, FEALAC represents the first-real approximation between a significant
group of countries with shores –or at least a good access- towards the Pacific Ocean and
shares objectives and principles related to multidimensional co-operation and
international law (Arnson & Heine, 2014), (Kurtz-Phelan, 2014), (Desierto, 2017).

And during the 2000s and 2010s, there are new regionalism projects whose central core
is the Pacific Ocean. In the Latin American case, it highlights the Latin American
Pacific-Arch Forum (ARCO) and the Pacific Alliance (PA), a mix of open and
autonomous regionalism initiatives that have tried to look for the dynamic, growing,
interdependent, and strategically geopolitical Asia-Pacific region (Cepeda-Ladino,
2017). This Latin American orientation towards the Pacific Rim has been evident
through the growth in the participation of Asian and Oceanic countries in PA and in a
bilateral and multilateral scenarios between the larger countries and economies across
the Pacific Ocean (Briceño-Ruiz & De Lombaerde, 2019). In the case of PA, ten Asian
countries (China, India, Indonesia, Israel, Japan, Kazakhstan, Singapore, South Korea,
Thailand, and the United Arab Emirates) and two Oceanic countries (Australia and New
Zealand) are state observers and, even, three of them (Australia, New Zealand, and
Singapore) are candidates to become associate states, a fact that reflects an increasingly
interest of the main Asia-Pacific states on an Latin American-based project to create a
long-term Pacific Community. And in the case of CELAC, China has joined this forum
and the result is the creation of China - CELAC Forum as a way to promote south-south
cooperation between the Asian giant and the Latin American countries (Cui, 2016),
(García, 2018), (Wise & Chonn-Ching, 2018).

Of course, the cooperation and/or integration forums are an interesting start point to
analyse the main features and the previous section is useful in this sense. Anyway, the
regionalism and regionalisation processes in-and-between Latin America and Asia-
Pacific require a solid conceptualisation to explain and understand the most recent



dynamics related to the social construction of a region in the Pacific Rim (Paz, 2016),
(Roett, 2016). For this case study, it is useful to make a general characterisation of the
concepts of regionalism and regionalisation, a brief overview, its main approaches and
perspectives, especially from the subject matter regions.

The concept of regionalism has had an interesting trajectory since the nineteenth century
so far and its contents have been widely debated among scholars, thought leaders and
politicians from South America, Western Europe, and East Asia, just to mention some
of the regions. During this period, this notion has been considered with great
potentialities because of opening the opportunities for a better quality of life in many
“young” countries around the world. However, due to its limited capacity and the lack
and a defined field of action, it has been consequently criticised for the failures in the
majority of its initiatives. Even though, it is possible to detect the initial uses in the
Social Sciences -more precisely IR- since the 1930s, “by the start of the 21st century, if
not before, regionalism was well established in the vocabulary of International
Relations scholars and practitioners such that it would be hard to imagine a world
without it.” (Fawcett, 2012, p. 2).

During the long-term twentieth century, the concept of regionalism remained the
substantiated idea of a practice by states and its later-created permanent organisations
with distinctive aspects such as the membership in a delimited geographical area and the
state-oriented policies with a reduced or null participation of any additional social actors.
Nonetheless, since the post-World War II and more exactly after the end of the Cold
War, the main ideas related to regionalism have been empirically challenged due to the
increasing complexity of these regional organisations and arrangements along the
growing participation of stakeholders, civil society organisations (CSO) and, of course,
emerging powerful states. This evident situation shows the divergences about the nature
and what should be considered as regionalism in international politics (Bernal-Meza,
2009), (Fawcett, 2012).

Undoubtedly, the concept of regionalism has had a broad debate associated to the
qualitative and quantitative approaches to interpret its processes, the changes and
adjustments according to its content and context (Fanta, Shaw, & Tang, 2013). One of
them has been a flexible typology about the main issues to investigate, in other words,
the research agenda for scholars and politicians. For example, Engel et al. (2016)
propose to comprehend “the relationship between overlapping and competing
regionalisms, the declared and undeclared objectives of regionalism, the influence of
external regionalisms, and the private and public actors that contest or appropriate
regionalism” (Engel et al., 2016, p. 6). In addition to this situation, Dent (2013) raises
the following topics related to diplomacy and regional cooperation; “climate change,
low-carbon development, energy security, resource competition and poverty alleviation”
(Dent, 2013, p. 985). Whether there is no consensus about the topics linked to
regionalism around the world, the IR approaches emphasizes the multiple perspectives
for its research fields. On the one hand, it is possible to find functionalist and inter-



governmental approaches. On the other hand, it is possible to find a broad ‘new
regionalism’ or reflectivism approach that includes a wide range of positions, agendas
and social actors (Engel et al., 2016).

In order to clarify what is meant by regionalism in this case study, it is pertinent to
mention the approaches used by some of scholars who have researched about regions,
regionalism and regionalisation in the Pacific Rim, more precisely from Asia-Pacific
and Latin America, considering the previous and suggested classification about these
key concepts. First, functionalist approach is represented by scholars such as Dent
(2012), Capling & Ravenhill (2011), Cooper & Stubbs (2017), Ji, Rana, Chia, & Li
(2018). Second, inter-governmental approach include academics such as Dent (2013),
Pizarro (1999), Dosch & Dent (2012), Shambaugh (2014), O'Keefe (2015), Peebles
(2005), Flemes & Castro (2018). And, third, in the reflectivist group, we can find
researchers such as Engel et al. (2016), Molano-Cruz (2017), Quiliconi & Salgado
Espinoza (2017), Rathus (2011), Breslin & Higgott (2010).

First, functionalist approach purposes that states join regional arrangements and
organisations largely due to the functional spill-over effects that favours its participation
in political regional projects. In this sense, these processes go beyond the security
dilemma because they include multi-dimensional linkages that increase cooperation and
integration at multilateral and global levels.

For Dent (2012) regionalism can be seen as a key element of processes of
internationalisation and globalisation, a way to complement local and world/global
affairs, and also as a route to increase co-operation and integration at regional levels
within a geographical space around the world. In this sense, “regionalism may be
generally defined as the structures, processes and arrangements that are working
towards greater coherence within a specific international region in terms of economic,
political, security, socio-cultural and other kind of linkages. (…) Furthermore,
regionalism is constituent to wider associative, integrational and organisational forces of
coherence apparent within the world system, and can thus play a potentially important
role in world society formation”. (Dent, 2012, p. 263).

For Capling & Ravenhill (2011), the regionalism is linked with the multilateralism that
includes the enlargement of geographical spaces to reconfigure PTAs, the possibility of
unifying tariff schedules, the reduction of rules of origin/cumulation and non-tariff
measures. In this sense, Cooper & Stubbs (2017) mentions that regionalism can be
analysed from the perspective of regional institutions which has its ideas, debates,
negotiated identities and prospective agreements and, specifically, the regional hubs can
set the rules of action for regional organisations and local-regional production networks
and it could generate the increase in interactions between institutions and structures.

Likewise, Ji, Rana, Chia, & Li (2018) argue that regionalism in the Asia-Pacific region
is better when it is open and merrier, addressing the ‘open regionalism’ and serves for
national interests of each country. For this, they have designed a set of prospective



policy scenarios: “Scenario 1, CPTPP. Scenario 2, RCEP. Scenario 3, Open CPTPP.
Scenario 4, Open RCEP. Scenario 5, CPTPP + RCEP. Scenario 6, Open CPTPP + Open
RCEP. Scenario 7, FTAAP+. Scenario 8, Open FTAAP+. Memo (a) TPP12, Memo (b)
Multilateral tariff elimination” (Ji et al., 2018, pp. 189-190). For the authors, open
regionalism is the best option to build greater economic and political gains because they
can extend these benefits to all parts of the world, and it includes the cases of larger
regional agreements (e.g. RCEP) and multiple mega-FTA memberships. (Ji et al., 2018).

Consequently, the spill-over effects mentioned by functionalists are not enough to
explain what happen in each state member of a regional cooperation/integration project
and, in this sense, it is useful to highlight that the inter-governmental approach
recognises the importance of consciousness for decision-making process in the
regionalism initiatives and it includes the negotiations and its outputs in domestic
politics.

For Dent (2013), regionalism is an essential characteristic of international system since
1990s and defines it as ‘structures, processes and arrangements that are working
towards greater coherence within a specific international region in terms of economic,
political, security, socio-cultural and other kinds of linkages’ (Dent, 2013, p. 964). In
addition, regionalism is considered a policy-driven process, sometimes linked with
economic globalisation and the competition inter/intra political blocs. “In this context, it
is useful to see regionalism as a combination of two integrative processes or types,
namely the proactive integration of policy cooperation, coordination and harmonization,
and the passive integration of economic liberalization and deregulation” (Dent, 2013, p.
981).

According to Pizarro (1999), regionalism has adopted two main ways known as ‘open
regionalism’ and ‘deep regionalism’, both related to governmental decisions towards
regional integration processes. One is associated to the partnership with countries that
does not belong to a preferential trade agreement, and the second alludes the
harmonization between sovereign national policies at a regional level. In addition, the
author emphasizes the state rationality, the trans-nationalization (a mix between
globalisation and regionalism), and the international political economy approaches to
study current and prospective initiatives on this subject. (Pizarro, 1999).

In the case of Dosch & Dent (2012), “while regionalisation is what happens,
regionalism can be understood as a conscious orientation by actors to bring about
specific forms of regionalisation”. (Dosch & Dent, 2012, p. 5). For Shambaugh (2014),
“while “regionalization” may be occurring at the state-to-state multilateral level,
“regionalism” is occurring at the societal level” (Shambaugh, 2014, p. 24).

For O'Keefe (2015), regionalism in Pacific Islands has not been seen as a way to
provide aid and development assistance but also a scenario of geopolitical confrontation
between the main powerful Pacific states (for example, Australia, New Zealand, China,
and the US). “In an era of increased geopolitical competition, we are right to question



‘what is the Pacific Way?’” (O'Keefe, 2015, p. 129). At the same line, Peebles (2005)
claims that regionalism in the Pacific Basin has been initially a colonial creation (the
South Pacific Commission) and only since the 2000s, this initiative has started to be
useful in solving the main challenges in the region and pursue its interests and strategic
vision in founding a Oceania Community close to the twenty-first century Pacific
regional order. (Peebles, 2005).

For Pajović (2013), “regionalism as a parallel process on the world scale is mostly
based on coexistence in harmony, cooperation and integration. However, there is also a
number of cases that demonstrated the potential for conflicts of different types and
ranges”. (Pajović, 2013, p. 264). In this line, for Flemes & Castro (2018), regionalism in
Latin America is viewed from an institutional contestation approach which the main
contenders for the regional leadership (Colombia and Brazil during the two decades of
the twenty-first century), and range from the hard-balancing to the soft-balancing points
of view. Given the social, political and economic contexts in Latin America, it is
probably that the “free trade-oriented” vision complements and aligns the interests of
both countries (Flemes & Castro, 2018).

The linkages between regionalism projects and domestic politics along the role of
national governments on these scenarios is a further step to include the broad range of
social actors that participate in regionalism and regionalisation processes at
international/global levels. In this sense, the reflectivist approach is seen as a reflective
process-oriented perspective that includes political, economic, cultural, social
dimensions involved in these projects.

According to Engel et al. (2016), regionalism plays a decisive role on the construction
of new social relations and reconfiguration of geographical places, and in IR is studied
from rational-choice, functionalist, intergovernmental and reflective process-oriented
approaches. Regionalism emerges from existing or desired interactions and
interdependences within a space, transcending established notions of nation and
community. It embraces a “series of interlinked, but distinct phenomena” that are
embedded in a pre-existing regional order, while providing an ideational sphere for the
production of projects rooted in a region-making paradigm (Engel et al., 2016, p. 3).

For Molano-Cruz (2017), regionalism has been a key element of the contemporary
global (or world) space highlighted by regions and its goal has been the political and
economic cooperation and integration among states. Since 1990s, it is possible to find a
‘new regionalism’ related to the differences between states in order to the world access
to economic and political resources and the diversity of roles of social actors.

For Quiliconi & Salgado Espinoza (2017), regionalism can be studied from three
approaches: the sceptics, the optimists, and the innovators. “It is possible to see a
multiplicity of identities, namely a Pacific identity, a South American identity, a
Bolivarian identity, as well as a new Latin American identity that previously seemed to
be in crisis. All of these new developments are forcing scholars of regionalism and



integration to rethink the way of theorizing Latin American regionalism” (Quiliconi &
Salgado Espinoza, 2017, p. 37).

According to Rathus (2011), regions can be seen as political constructs that, sometimes,
contest traditional geographical spaces, and regionalism in essence refers to cooperation
within a region, such as the East Asian region. Additionally, the author highlights five
characteristics of regional institutions, the core element of regionalism: “(1) regional
membership, (2) generalized ongoing commitments to cooperate in selected issue areas,
(3) internally consistent written and unwritten rules or norms of acceptable action, (4)
formal and defined procedure for taking collective action and (5) regular meetings of
members giving a rolling agenda” (Rathus, 2011, pp. 4-7).

In the case of Breslin & Higgott (2010), since 1990s emerged a “new regionalism” that
marked the end of the bipolarity, promoted exports through regional economic
integration, the declining of Westphalian order and its territorial borders, and the
criticims against hegemonic stability and inter-governmental approaches in IR. In
addition, the authors recognise that recent literature about regionalism and
regionalisation is: “(1) much less state-centric, (2) has a much greater recognition of the
importance of the processes of politics and the role of non-state actors in these processes
and (3) recognises the degree to which the ‘idea of region’ is a much socially
constructed as it is economically determined” (Breslin & Higgott, 2010, p. 120).

After of this brief overview about regionalism and regionalisation in IR, it is appropriate
to recognise the importance of functional spill-overs, the role of national governments
and the inclusion of social actors to build an own conceptual definition about
regionalism and can orient the discussion about the research topic of this case study.
Regionalism is understood as the set of interactions among citizen networks, CSO,
governments and multilateral organisations, which main objective is the deepening of
the political, economic and/or cultural linkages, via multidimensional channels beyond
regional cooperation/integration, between the inhabitants from specific groups of
countries in at least two larger geographical zones.

The role of inhabitants. Social construction of a ‘Trans-Pacific Region’

One of the main ways to analyse the role of inhabitants on the feasibility of the social
construction of a region across the Pacific Rim can be through the ‘human connections’
in the context of regionalism and regionalisation processes in Latin America and Asia-
Pacific through its current and only available meeting point, FEALAC. The argument of
this section is: The inhabitants of the countries with shores in the Pacific Rim can play a
determinant role about the possibilities and limitations for the social construction of a
‘Pacific Ocean Region’. Beyond whether it is a ‘bottom-up’ or ‘top-down’ process, the
creation of citizen networks interested in the Trans-Pacific Relations in Latin America
and Asia-Pacific can be highlighted in terms of the mutual knowledge about each other
and, of course, the accumulated historical data experience.



As we presented in the previous section, at least two of the main approaches about
regionalism in IR (rational choice and functionalism) pays little attention to people-to-
people connections and interactions. Probably, reflectivism focuses just a bit more on
this issue, even though it is a research topic that requires further development among IR
scholars and even politicians. At this point, it would be useful to explore alternative
and/or innovative ways to initiate and integrate different social sciences to this case
study is via the inter-disciplinary and, wherever possible, trans-disciplinary perspectives.
Currently, it is hard to find investigations related to the role of inhabitants/citizens in the
social construction of a ‘new’ or ‘different’ region as of two ‘previous’ regions united
and separated by the same ocean. Regionalism and regionalisation along trans-
nationalism and contemporary historiography may constitute an interesting start point to
highlight the sense and participation of citizen networks in the social dynamics in-and-
between Latin America and Asia-Pacific at the beginning of the twenty-first century.

Trans-nationalism and contemporary historiography offer attractive approaches to study
‘bottom up’ regional processes via people-to-people connections that may enrich current
and prospective studies about regionalism and regionalisation in IR and social sciences
in general. In the case of trans-nationalism, most of its approaches emphasises and looks
for transcending national-based frameworks, and what is understood historically and
conceptualised as nation-state. For example, the social phenomenon of trans-
nationalization through different ways, such as externalization of legitimacy,
“theorized” standards and practices, and projected spaces of participation, represents
interesting challenges and opportunities to study the role of people-to-people
connections in deliberate projects and unintended actions related to the social
construction of a region among Latin America and East Asia in the Pacific Rim. (Soysal,
2015), (Skrentny & Lee, 2015).

Even though it is possible to find long-term interactions among the Americas and Asia,
it is only during the end of the twentieth century and the two first decades of the twenty-
first century when the multidimensional linkages has been becoming a stronger trans-
national character on both sides of the Pacific Ocean. In the case of Latin America and
East Asia, the conscious and policy-oriented creation of EALAF -later renamed
FEALAC- as a political and cultural initiative for dialogue, consensus, and co-operation
in this broad region, constitutes a turning point respect to the traditional approaches
about regionalism and regionalisation in IR because this project does not intend to be a
regional cooperation and / or integration initiative in a European Union (EU) style
(Baert, Scaramagli, & Söderbaum, 2014). Instead, FEALAC has tried to open new
channels for improving and deepening the relations between the inhabitants from both
continents and besides it starts to recognise the crescent role of different social actors on
the historical trajectories associated to the social construction of regions (Lehoczki,
2015). Perhaps, the closest example could be the Asia – Europe Meeting (ASEM), a
purpose that is not neither a EU nor a ASEAN way (Milliot, 2004), (Doidge, 2014).



These transformations would not have been possible without the growing participation
of citizen networks and CSO which have supported a better communication and
understanding that favours a more fluent dialogue not only in these social actors but
also in governments and multilateral organisations interested in these regional affairs
(Davison, 2012), (Hettne, 2014), (Häbel, 2020). Nowadays, it is just a bit less difficult
to explore innovative opportunities that allows the strengthening of these
multidimensional linkages that in the case of Latin America and East Asia through
FEALAC, it is a useful way to get access to the shared potentialities that can offer both
regions. To this effect, trans-nationalization has been essential to identify some of the
actions which could contribute to the intensification and entrenchment of regionalism
and regionalisation processes in-and-between both continents (Kleinschmidt, 2006).
More specifically, citizen networks and CSO have challenged the recent understandings
about categories and concepts such as ‘nation’ and ‘identity’, and one of the most
interesting examples of this situation has been the migration flows from East Asia to
Latin America, stronger in some cases due to its long-term historical experience and
accumulated background (Inter-American Development Bank, 2004).

On the one hand, the Asian migration in Latin America can be aggregated in three big
groups and according to its origin: Japan, China, and South Korea. And its destinations
include countries such as Brazil, Peru, Mexico, Argentina, Chile, Colombia, Cuba,
among others. Since late nineteenth century, it is possible to find an unusual growth in
the Asian inhabitants living in some Latin American countries whereby this trend has
had different contingencies during the twentieth century and the 2000s-2010s. The
creation of diasporas and settlement of communities has generated the emergence of
overseas people such as the Nikkei 日経 (Japan), the Huaqiao 華僑 (China), and the
Dongpo 동포 (South Korea) (Skrentny & Lee, 2015). These groups have kept part of its
original identity and has assimilated identity features from the populations in receiving
countries, and nowadays it is feasible to talk about ‘Asian Latin Americans’. According
to the point of view and / or perspective to study these non-traditional migration flows
across the Pacific Ocean, they recognise themselves not only as national citizen /
homeland but also as national citizen / new homeland. Even, these Trans-Pacific
connections have included CSO which has tend to protect its fellow nationals abroad as
well as the creation of citizen networks and associations to promote cultural and societal
exchanges beyond national borders among Latin America and East Asia.

On the other hand, the Latin American migration in Asia has been smaller compared to
the Asian case due to different factors (lack of knowledge about Asia, closer links to
US). Beyond those considerations, it is possible to find since 1990s an unusual growth
of ‘Latin American Asians’, particularly the Dekasegi 出稼ぎ in Japan and the Latin-
Filipino in the Philippines, even though in the second case it is a consequence of
Spanish colonisation between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries. (Fonseca Sakai,
2010), (Cabaña Rojas, 2018), (Vilchez, 2016), (Avila Tàpies, 2006).



And in the case of contemporary historiography, albeit it is possible to find a broad
bibliography to study the ‘human connections’ across the Pacific Ocean in different
historical periods (Gulliver, 2011), the turning point is related to the conceptualisation
and contextualisation to provide a historical explanation and understanding of the most
recent past and the current societal dynamics in the Pacific Rim (Chen, 2005). In this
sense, the viability of talking about the “Trans-Pacific Studies” that includes “the
histories of Pacific Islanders and the movements and the migrations of indigenous
inhabitants, colonizers, plantation workers, bonded laborers and military personnel
across the Pacific Ocean” (Sakai & Yoo, 2012, p. v), is an opportunity to research about
the role of the inhabitants and its social interactions in-and-between Latin America and
Asia-Pacific not only for events that happened a long time ago but also for the ones that
are occurring or may happen in the immediate future (Velarde, 2013).

Proclaiming the scope for “Trans-Pacific Studies” (Sakai & Yoo, 2012) in the Social
Sciences -particularly Political Science, International Relations and History- is a
challenge to study in a holistic view the role of inhabitants -including active citizen
networks- and the dynamics associated to the recent and current regionalism and
regionalisation initiatives in the Pacific Rim. Possibly, one of the main manifestations
of the social construction of a region in this case study is the feasibility of the
contemporary ‘Pacific Community’ via inter-regionalism and trans-regionalism
approaches. Categories such as nation, citizenship, identity, CSO, identity, require
innovative perspectives to explain and understand the present and future of
multidimensional interactions among the Americas and Asia (Soysal, 2015).

Inter-regionalism. Which ‘pathway’ for the ‘Pacific Community’?

The practicability of an extended Community in both shores of the Pacific Ocean
implies the observation of the theory and practice about regionalism/regionalisation
together with some of the approaches related to human interactions in larger regions.
The argument of this section is: The opportunities and challenges for the social
construction of the ‘Pacific Community’, an ancient long-time project, are related to the
dynamics of regional integration, the tools for bi-multilateral cooperation and the role
of active citizen networks across Latin America and Asia-Pacific. In this sense the inter-
regionalism and/or trans-regionalism approaches can be the pathway for considering
the feasibility of the twenty-first Pacific Century.

Initially, it will be useful to present some definitions about inter-regionalism which go
beyond the ones mentioned in the first section. For Engel et al. (2016), inter-regionalism
“is understood as the linkages and activities between a given regionalism on the one
side and another regionalism or an actor from another region on the other side”. (Engel
et al., 2016, p. 4). This process is associated to the growing complexity of the linkages
of multiple social actors involved in the implementation and/or regionalisation of
particular initiatives in different geographical zones around the world. (Engel et al.,
2016).



In the case of Molano-Cruz (2017), inter-regionalism is linked to the external action of
specific social actors (for instance, private stakeholders) in a parallel way to formal
institutionalised regions (regional cooperation/integration projects in a mature situation).
In this sense, inter-regionalism is a space without legal entity for negotiation among two
given regions to tackle contemporary international/global affairs (Molano-Cruz, 2017).

According to Dosch (2012a), inter-regionalism is considered as “the process through
which patterns of relations between geographical regions are institutionalized” (Dosch,
2012a, p. 141) and it has included an ‘informal pragmatism’ and consensus-oriented
along with the transfer and discussion of polemical issues from an official to a non-
governmental level. In addition to this issue, inter-regionalism works a political tool to
improve the degrees of interdependence, the increase of resources between the parties,
the resolution of conflicts and the co-operation between social actors. “It performs
certain balancing functions, and contributes to multilateral institution and identity
building in international relations” (Dosch, 2012b, p. 136).

For Pizarro (1999), inter-regionalism is seen as a governmental dialogue of each
country of the regions involved in these processes. In the case of Latin America and
East Asia, regionalisation has been a way to link both coasts of the Pacific Ocean and it
can improve the economic exchange (Pizarro, 1999).

In the case of Hermawan (2016), inter-regionalism is based on political commitment to
strength the dialogue and the institutionalization of arrangements whereas any social
actor may present proposals to improve these processes and the final word is “the
political leaders’ commitment will be the determinant to making the arrangement
legitimate and thus durable” (Hermawan, 2016, p. 182).

After this brief review about the concept of inter-regionalism, it is possible to indicate
that most of the definitions presented above highlights the role of social actors from two
or more regions due to the growing linkages among them. In this sense, inter-
regionalism could be considered close to the own concept of regionalism proposed for
this case study, because most of the current cooperation/integration initiatives are
focused in increasingly larger geographical zones and its scopes of action include
political, economic, and/or cultural affairs. In this sense, the concept of regionalism is
the keyword that articulates each research stage, concretely the state of the art, the
methodology, and the discussion about the participation of certain social actors on the
global/glocal/societal processes. And its synthesis is reviewing some of the ideas about
the feasibility of stronger partnership between Latin America and Asia-Pacific in the
upcoming years.

The ‘Pacific Community’ idea combines characteristics about regionalism, the role of
human connections, the leading action of specific social actors, and it has had a major
influence from East Asia rather than Latin America. Specifically, the regional
community-building idea has been incidental during the twentieth century and the
beginning of the twenty-first century. One of the first purposes was the Great East Asia



Co-Prosperity Sphere by the Japanese expansionism during the first half of the
twentieth century (Gibney, 2013). Later, in the 1960s, Japanese scholars and economic
leaders suggested the creation of a ‘Pacific Basin Cooperation Concept’ to promote a
wider Pacific based on the well-being and prosperity of its participants and thus
avoiding future conflicts together with the formation of closed ties among ASEAN and
South Pacific (Peebles, 2005).

More recently, the ‘Asia-Pacific’ notion has established in IR regionalism studies
because it has grouped three of the continents in the world (the Americas, Oceania, and
Asia) connected across the Pacific Ocean (Dosch & Dent, 2012). This socially
constructed ‘trans-region’ is distinctive due to economic dynamism that affects the
global balance of political and economic power in the international system. “For by the
twenty-first century the Asia-Pacific will be home to the world's three largest economies:
the USA, Japan, and China. In this respect understanding the contemporary global
condition, and the prospects for global stability and prosperity, demand an
understanding of the international politics of the Asia-Pacific” (McGrew & Brook, 2013,
p. 1).

Only during the 2000s and the 2010s, the feasibility of a closer partnership between
Latin America and Asia-Pacific and hence a ‘Trans-Pacific Community’ has acquired
distinctive characteristics. In this sense, the creation of FEALAC as a top-down regional
initiative, constitutes the first real approximation to deep the human connections and its
cultural, political, and economic linkages in the Pacific Rim. Even, FEALAC “is the
only bi-regional dialogue and cooperation space that goes beyond the concept of the
Pacific, including countries from the Atlantic and Caribbean basins. In fact, for many
countries in Latin America, it is the only forum available for cooperation with East Asia
as a region” (Soriano, 2019, p. 7).

For this case study, the social construction of a region in the Pacific Rim during the first
two decades of the twenty-first century, represents a challenging and innovative
approach in IR regionalism studies because the global and glocal dynamics in the
Americas (Latin America) and Asia (Asia-Pacific and/or East Asia) juxtapose with the
trans-national and contemporary/current societal processes in different levels of analysis.
In this sense, the novelty of the research lies on proposing a conceptual framework to
explain and understand the present and prospective of regionalism across the Pacific
Ocean. One step has been presenting a concept of regionalism customised, flexible and
consistent with the twenty-first century trend associated to the ‘globalisation of regions’
or ‘world of regions’. The effort of integrating in a whole perspective the main features
and characteristics about regionalism in IR can contribute to explore further the
perceptions, linkages, trajectories among the social actors in different countries,
geographical zones, and regional organisations from around the world. Precisely, one of
the main goals related to these regional cooperation/integration initiatives is the
deepening of multidimensional interactions between the inhabitants from two or more
geographical areas.



At present, one of the best pathways to consolidate this set of actions is reviewing the
possibilities and limitations of regional community-building in the Pacific Rim
(McGrew & Brook, 2013), (Son & Lee, 2014). On the one hand, each regional forum
mentioned in the previous sections represents a new opportunity or, at least, a learned
lesson to determine the scopes of ties in-and-between Latin America and Asia-Pacific.
From the late 1990s until now, the unique channel of interaction between Western and
Eastern Pacific has been FEALAC (Kahn et al., 2012). Of course, it does not have the
same level of maturity and institutionalisation such as ASEAN, ASEM and/or SCM
(Tsardanidis, 2010), (Rubiolo, 2018), however, it has tried to include academia, private
sector and CSO from its member countries whenever it is possible for implementing
national, regional and forum-wide projects.

More specifically, FEALAC Vision Group “envisages that in the future the peoples of
the two regions will become more conscious and knowledgeable of each other, and
increasingly regard the inter-regional relationship to be as natural and normal as those
with other regions of more traditional links. The sustainability of such development will
be of historic significance, and not only for the two regions.” (Forum for East Asia-
Latin American Cooperation, 2013, p. 2). Of course, this long-term vision requires a
stronger dialogue and participation from citizen networks in both shores of the Pacific
Ocean which, in the case of ‘Trans-Pacific’ migrants and diaspora communities, have an
accumulated experience about how ‘Asian Latin Americans’ and ‘Latin American
Asians’ can become active participants on the construction of more developed, inclusive
and growing societies not only in their adopted homelands but also in their native
countries.

On the other hand, the long geographical and even cultural distances between Latin
America and Asia-Pacific, with few exceptions during the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, has constituted the upfront obstacle for deeper connections between the
inhabitants from both continents. One possibly explanation for this situation has been
the differences on the societal trajectories and the absence of bi/multi-lateral instances
to build a regional partnership. In ‘East Asia’ and ‘Asia-Pacific’, ancient socio-political
armed conflicts and its after-effects are still on the imagined communities across East
Asia (Rozman, 2014), (Lee & Son, 2014), (Gnanagurunathan, 2020). For example, it is
possible to find valued clashes and values issues among certain countries in the area. In
the first case, there are “1. the split between the United States and China over
democracy and human rights. 2. The split between Japan and China over interpretations
of history. 3. The split between South Korea and North Korea over legitimacy to rule
their shared peninsula. 4. The split between China and de facto state of Taiwan”
(Rozman, 2014, p. 98). And in the second one, there are “1. the split between the United
States and Japan over the history of the first half of the twentieth century. 2. The split
between Japan and South Korea also over the history of the first half of the past century.
3. The split between the United States and South Korea over key moments in the history
of the past century. 4. The split between China and South Korea (Koguryo)” (Rozman,
2014, pp. 99-100). Additionally, there are the rivalries in Southeast Asia and the South



China Sea involving China, the US and most of the ASEAN members countries
(Wardhani & Dugis, 2014), (Peralta & Radulovich, 2016), (Heydarian, 2017), (Isnarti,
2017), (Manantan, 2019). Meanwhile, in Latin America these splits and conflicts are the
US embargo on Cuba, the Argentina-UK dispute over Malvinas/Falkland Islands, the
split between Bolivia, Peru and Chile over sea outlet and territorial sea in the Pacific
Ocean, the internal armed conflict in Colombia and its internationalisation, and the
unsolved territorial conflicts between Nicaragua and its neighbouring countries
(Domínguez, 1984), (Kacowicz, 2000), (Rodriguez, 2019).

Despite all of those limitations that have reduced the potentialities for deeper levels of
regionalism in-and-between Asia-Pacific and Latin America, it is useful to list some of
constituent elements for current and prospective regional community-building
initiatives. For Dent (2012), the minimum requirements for closer and more successful
regional initiatives in upcoming years are “deepening region-wide economic exchange,
cross-border infrastructural linkages, international policy co-operation and co-ordination
(including regional organisation development), social movements, shared popular
culture, and various socialisation processes” (Dent, 2012, p. 265). “Recent and future
endeavours to build a ‘Pacific Community’ could have a profound effect on all
countries” (Dosch & Dent, 2012, p. 3). And for Son & Lee (2014), the possibilities for a
stronger regional society or even community means “that a region increasingly turns
“into an active subject with a distinctive identity” embedded in a convergence and
compatibility of ideas, values, organizations, and decision-making processes beyond the
maintenance of orderly coexistence of separate political communities” (Son & Lee,
2014, p. 2).

Conclusion

The reason to focus mainly in the last two decades of the twentieth century and the
2000s and 2010s responds to the most important transformations in IR regionalism
studies not only around the world but also in socially constructed regions across the
Pacific Ocean. In this sense, Latin America and Asia-Pacific -as larger geographical
areas in the Pacific Rim- have demonstrated the global and glocal trend about the
formation of a ‘world of regions’ along the recent creation and renovation of regional
agreements and organisations such as APEC, FEALAC, PA, and CELAC - China. Even
though, it is possible that those joint dynamics may differ slightly in another scenarios
such ASEM and the EU partnerships in different continents in terms of socio-political
co-operation, trade and investment, and cultural diplomacy agendas.

Of course, these challenges have opened the opportunity for proposing a conceptual
framework in regionalism for scholars, politicians, and the population as a whole, who
could contribute the complement and enrich the multidimensionality of these societal
processes in larger geographical zones. Recognising the interactions among citizen
networks, CSO, governments and multilateral organisations, is only the initial stage in
pursuit of explaining and understanding the complexities and particularities of
regionalism projects which may vary on its successful performance, that is to say, the



beneficial impact for the inhabitants together with deepening of the political, economic
and/or cultural linkages regardless of the continental and trans-oceanic distance, for
instance the Americas and Asia.

An alternative to solve this situation is through the recognition and proclaiming of the
role of the inhabitants on each ‘bottom-up’ or ‘top-down’ regional initiative and thus the
social constructions of regions in the world. In this sense, approaches such as trans-
nationalism and contemporary historiography have been meaningful to identify some of
mutual knowledge about each other and the accumulated historical data experience.
Specifically, the ‘Trans-Pacific’ migrants from late nineteenth century to now shows the
importance of studying in detail the relation between migration and regionalism during
the first two decades of the twenty-first century. These social dynamics have been
unexplored in Social Sciences and it will require further investigation in order to
analyse regionalisation processes at global and glocal levels.

Additionally, whether the configuration of regional scenarios by a broad range of social
actors aims to the strength of multidimensional linkages among the population in two or
more larger geographical zones, thereupon the idea about regional community-building
gain traction on the early twenty-first century international system. Beyond the
possibilities and limitations for a ‘Pacific Community’, the social construction of a
region in the Pacific Rim has had its distinctive characteristics and East Asia and Latin
America count on FEALAC as the only and current scenario to consider the feasibility
of this ‘trans-national’ project. Despite its low maturity, FEALAC could design and
implement its regional agenda and find ‘its own way’ searching complementarities with
PA, ASEAN, the Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP),
the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC), among
other regional organisations, citizen networks and CSO.
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