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The Leadership in East Asian Cooperation and

Institutional Competition between China and Japan

Huang Dahui, Sun Yi

(School of International Studies,Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872)
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[ Abstract] As the biggest economies in East Asia, China and Japan compete with each other via

international institutions in order to win the regional leadership. Therefore, the two countries

show different preferences when making choices among various regional cooperation institutions

such as “10+3” and “10+6”. To be specific, Sino-Japan relation, as well as the institutional

competition between China and Japan, would intensify as the strengths gap between the two coun-

tries widens, and the involvement of US in East Asia increases. However, with the tendency of

strategic contraction of US, China and Japan should work beyond the traditional competitive log-

ic, and also develop new paths to cooperate while still competing during the process of promoting

integration in East Asia.
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