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Message from the Co-Chairs of PECC

This publication is the Pacific Economic Cooperation Council’s fourth State of the Region report. It includes the key findings of a
PECC task force on the global economic crisis, the results of a survey of close to 400 opinion-leaders from twenty-one Asia-Pacific
economies, and an update of our index of economic integration in the region.

Although this is the fourth State of the Region report, this work has a much longer history which traces back to 1988 and the decision
taken at the Sixth PECC General Meeting in Osaka to publish an annual economic forecast for the region. However, this year, we
have decided to discontinue the forecast element as we felt that there are many more frequent and in-depth forecasts now publicly
available. We also felt that there was a need for a broader analysis of developments in the region. Forecasts alone cannot tell the
story of how a region is developing and the prospects the future holds for it. Moreover, they cannot tell what needs to be done.

We would like to take this opportunity to express our deepest gratitude to those who had been involved with the Pacific Economic
Outlook over the past 20 years. They are: Lawrence Krause, Ross Garnaut, and Yuen Pau Woo who served as coordinators of the
forecast; and the team of forecasters that tirelessly contributed their thoughts on the outlook for the region. We would especially like
to acknowledge Saul Hymans and Chikashi Moriguchi who served as the anchors for the forecast group throughout much of its
history. The forecasts would not have been possible without the strong support of the PECC member committees who have hosted
the regular meetings of the forecast group; especially the Japan PECC committee through the Kansai Institute for Social and Economic
Research, the host of the Japan Committee for PEO (Pacific Economic Qutlook).

A constant theme of recent forecasts has been the need for the region to address the transpacific imbalances that have characterized
the regional economy for the past few years. The unwinding of these imbalances is once again a major issue for the work undertaken
by the PECC task force on the global economic crisis. We would like to thank Peter Petri and his team for his contribution to this
report contained in Chapter 1.

This report also includes the results of a survey conducted by PECC of regional opinion-leaders on issues confronting the region.
This survey was conducted in October 2009 and we believe its findings represent the views of the community most actively engaged
in the regional cooperation process.

The final component of this report is an index of regional economic integration. The basic finding of this index is that the Asia-Pacific
region has become more integrated over the past twenty years. However, while flows of trade, investment and people have increased,
it has not meant a convergence in terms of the key indicators of standard of living. Indeed, development gaps among the region’s
economies seem to be increasing. This points to a need to refocus work in the region towards strengthening the ability of economies
to compete in the global economy.

There are many people we need to thank who have contributed to this report, Mr Yuen Pau Woo, coordinator of the project, as well
as the editorial committee who have guided the report’s development. We would also like to express our appreciation to our member
committees on whom we depend to identify the respondents to our survey and to solicit their responses.

We view this report as work in progress. It is very much a community effort and we look forward to hearing your views on the issues
it addresses and we can make this report more useful in your day-to-day work.

Ol & Wl i]t!*“

Charles E. Morrison Jusuf Wanandi
Co-Chair Co-Chair



Executive Summary

The worst of the global economic downturn which began in late 2008 now appears to be behind us. Yet, the outlook for 2010 and
for a sustained recovery in the Asia-Pacific region remains uncertain. While economic growth has returned to most major economies,
the rebound has been weak, and there are serious concerns about the ability of governments to continue providing fiscal and monetary
stimulus to their economies. The downside risks to growth are large and these risks will likely persist for the foreseeable future.

The most important of these risks is the problem of so-called “global imbalances”, which in practice boils down to an imbalance
between on the one hand the United States — which is saving too little and carrying too much debt — and on the other hand the Asian
economies — which have relied too much on US consumer spending and on holdings of US debt. The resolution of the “global
imbalance” problem in effect requires the rebalancing of growth in the Asia-Pacific region.

Chapter 1 of this report is based on the work of a PECC task force set up to look at the issue of rebalancing Asia-Pacific growth,
and to identify new long-term growth strategies that are inclusive and sustainable. The task force was led by Professor Peter Petri
of Brandeis University. His team of researchers from around the region have concluded that the US-Asia imbalance is not an
insurmountable challenge in terms of dollar value, but that a long-term solution will require major structural changes in economies
on both sides of the Pacific, and that this will require regional cooperation and domestic political will.

Our annual survey of opinion leaders also dealt with the issue of rebalancing growth in the Asia-Pacific region, as reported in Chapter
2. Respondents broadly agreed with the PECC task force on the need for more emphasis on domestic demand growth in Asia, and
that the most important engines of growth in the next five years should be expenditures on social priorities (health, education,
pensions); the liberalization and development of the services sector in Asia; and measures to promote a green economy.

Opinion leaders were much more optimistic about the economic outlook than they had been in the previous year’s survey, but admitted
to a concern about downside risks in the near-term outlook. While respondents were generally satisfied with the crisis responses of
major economies, they were much less satisfied with the performance of regional and global institutions, with the exception of the
newly established G20.

In Chapter 3, we present an update to our index of economic integration in the Asia-Pacific region. First launched in 2008, the index
tracks the extent to which the economies are becoming more alike in their economic characteristics (i.e. “convergence” measures)
as well as the relative importance of regional trade, investment and human flows compared to economic relations with the rest of
the world. To the extent that APEC and the Bogor targets are fundamentally about deepening regional economic integration, this
index provides one measure of APEC’s success in the last 20 years.

The latest results for our integration index suggest that the Asia-Pacific region as a whole is more integrated at the end of 2006 than
it was in 1990. The index shows that there has been a definite trend towards deeper regional integration of trade, investment and
people flows. However, the measures of “convergence” show a widening of the gap since 1998 in terms of GDP per capita, life
expectancy, level of urbanization, and educational investments. The growing development gaps within the region (not to mention within
economies) should be a cause for concern not only because of the welfare of the populations that are left behind, but also because
widening inequality could undermine the continued deepening of trade, investment, and human flows in the Asia-Pacific region.

W o F—

Yuen Pau Woo
Coordinator



Crisis to Growth:
Strategies for Recovery in the Asia-Pacific

The recovery of the Asia-Pacific from the global economic crisis of 2008-09 is underway, but the region still faces considerable
unemployment and the twin challenges of exiting interventions adopted in the crisis and implementing new structural policies to drive
growth. This will be a difficult transition and there is still ample risk of slow growth and persistent unemployment, reemerging global
imbalances, and financial volatility.

This chapter is based on the report of a task force commissioned by the Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (PECC) in March
2009 to see what the Asia-Pacific should do in response to the global economic crisis.”

Chart 1-1: Real GDP Growth Projections (IMF, October 2009)
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The policies that stopped the economic freefall — huge stimulus packages in China, the United States and even small economies
like Singapore, and massive financial bailouts in the West — were urgent, relatively easy to sell politically, and to a large extent forced
by circumstances (particularly the fall of Lehman Brothers). They were deployed under extraordinary time pressures and have proved
remarkably successful.

But sustained recovery will require tackling different problems, including international imbalances between the United States, China,
and other economies. U.S. consumers are not likely to drive world demand in the medium term, and the slack will have to be taken
up in part by Asian consumption and investment. The early responses to the crisis were not designed to address these issues, and
some are even counterproductive from that perspective.

The best outcomes — inclusive, balanced, sustained growth — will require structural reforms that change economic relationships within
economies and among them. The policies required to achieve such a path are complicated and varied, addressing household and
government finances, investment incentives, risk management, infrastructure, productivity, social and environmental priorities, and
other fundamental aspects of growth.

* The members of the task force members are: Yongfu Cao, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, Wendy Dobson, University of Toronto, Yiping
Huang, Peking University, Peter A. Petri (coordinator) Brandeis University & East West Center, Michael Plummer, Johns Hopkins University & East
West Center, Raimundo Soto, Catholic University of Chile, and Shinji Takagi, Osaka University. The taskforce would like to also acknowledge the
valuable feedback from an international panel of advisors. The report of the taskforce will be published in 2010.
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Crisis, recovery and risks

The crisis originated, as is now well known, in the highly leveraged financial sector of the United States. It simmered from early 2007
until the collapse of Lehman Brothers in September 2008, and then spread swiftly through the Asia-Pacific and the world. Because
Asian financial systems survived the early phases of the crisis relatively well, some observers had hoped that the region was
“decoupled” from North American business cycles. But the crisis did hit Asia, and very forcefully so through the trade channel. Most
Asia-Pacific economies experienced sharp declines in exports, output and employment, and plummeting asset prices. A few — China,
Indonesia — continued to grow even at the bottom of the crisis, but others, notably Asian exporters of advanced manufactured
products, became its most severely affected casualties.

Asia-Pacific governments led the world in the speed and scale of policy responses. Monetary and financial measures included sharp
reductions in policy interest rates in nearly all economies. Central banks intervened deeply in a wide range of markets; for example,
the Federal Reserve System of the United States more than doubled its balance sheet in just two months in the fall of 2008. Large
fiscal measures followed. Together, Asia-Pacific economies adopted stimulus packages of $1.7 trillion, or 84% of the estimated total
world-wide discretionary stimulus, *including $0.6 trillion in China and $0.8 trillion in the United States. Singapore, Mexico and many
other economies also responded with major stimulus efforts.

Chart 1-2: Fiscal and Monetary Measures

Stimulus Packages Change in Policy Rate

Package as % of 2009 GDP Percentage Points August 2008 - July 2009

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 -10 -8 -6 -4 -2 0

Australia s |
Brunei NA NA
Canada ]
Chile B |

China B |
Colombia NA |
Ecuador NA |
Hong Kong SAR |
Indonesia NA ]
Japan |
Korea mmmm I
Malaysia ]
Mexico |

New Zealand ]
Peru NA ]
Philippines s |
Singapore |
Chinese Taipei ]
Thailand |
United States [
Vietham = |

Sources: IILS (August 2008-July 2009), ADB Asian Economic Monitor (June 2009),
CEIC (accessed 2 October 20009).

" European economies had somewhat stronger automatic stabilizers operating through the crisis.
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Given the severity of the global shock, the first “green shoots” of recovery appeared surprising quickly. In 2009 Q2, the Chinese
economy began to accelerate, and Japan, Korea, Singapore and other economies that were especially hard hit in previous quarters
returned to growth. By the 2009 Q83, the United States had also turned the corner. The reasons for these early successes were large
stimulus programs, recovery from negative stock-adjustments early in crisis, and the basic resilience of Asia-Pacific economies. In
mid-2009, forecasters began to revise projections upward and converged toward describing the crisis as a deep “V” and some
economies such as Australia have begun to raise policy interest rates.

Yet in late 2009 a full recovery is far from assured. Adverse outcomes are especially likely if China and/or the United States are unable
to transition to balanced growth. In the US, this might be due to continued weakness in the financial sector and large government
deficits; in China, it might be caused by excessive bank lending for investment. Poor outcomes could also follow from premature
tightening of monetary or fiscal policies; insufficient demand due to entrenched unemployment and other structural problems;
persistent financial fragility due to the drag of bad assets on the financial sector; and expanding international imbalances that trigger
asset price and/or currency volatility. Since governments have exhausted many policy options in recent months, they have little
ammunition left to fight another setback, should one occur.

Sustained growth beyond the crisis

The term “rebalancing” is widely but imprecisely applied to policies that address some of these threats, and especially global
imbalances. Before the crisis, unsustainable borrowing supported high US consumption, while unprecedented savings — including
more than half of China’s national income — went into unsustainable investments in export industries and dollar assets. These internal
imbalances in expenditures led to large international imbalances in terms of trade and capital flows between the United States and
China, Japan and other economies.

Harsh market adjustments have reduced these imbalances during the crisis. The US current account deficit declined to under 3
percent of GDP, a level widely considered sustainable. U.S. consumers are attempting to rebuild savings, and imports by US and
European consumers are likely to stay sluggish for some time. To compensate for these trends and to orient Asia-Pacific production
toward expenditures that are sustainable in the medium term, producers across the region will need to depend increasingly on Asian
consumption and investment demand, rather than net exports.

Some current forecasts - including by the IMF — foresee US external deficits remaining at sustainable levels, but not all are optimistic.
For example, William Cline (2009) projects lower world growth rates and higher imbalances; in one simulation he sees US current
account deficits rising to 5.2 percent of GDP by 2011 and eventually to 16 percent of GDP by 2030. This scenario is based on the
assumption that the US will not reduce its government deficits and that foreign investors (especially China) will continue to buy US
assets despite growing debt. This would be a risky path. Once markets recognize that imbalances are not under control, currency
and asset markets would likely become volatile, perhaps triggering another downturn.

Avoiding large new imbalances is thus an important prerequisite for a sustained recovery. We find, however, that the arithmetic of
this challenge is manageable. Even at its maximum before 2007, the “excessive” part of the U.S. deficit (the portion above 3 percent
of GDP) amounted to little more than $300 billion. This is a large value, but one that needs to be viewed in the context of the Asia-
Pacific region’s $28.8 trillion economy.
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Chart 1-3: Rebalancing Demand

Expenditure Changes to Rebalance Growth (from 2007 baseline)
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To assess the implications of rebalancing, we used a simple simulation to calculate a pattern of expenditures in 2007 that would have
brought U.S. deficits down to sustainable levels. It turns out that this objective could have been achieved with modest expenditure
changes. In China, consumption would have had to increase by 4% over the 2007 level — a change normally achieved in 6 months
given China’s rapid growth. Somewhat larger percentage increases (5%) would have been required for investment in Southeast Asia
and Latin America, and somewhat smaller (2%) reductions in consumption and government expenditures in the United States. Trade
changes would have been a little larger: 9% for US exports and -6% for US imports. (The results show large changes for Brunei since
that economy's surplus was the region's largest, in relative terms, in 2007. The calculations do not account for special circumstances
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that might suggest different or smaller adjustments in that case.)
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Chart 1-4: Rebalancing Trade

Trade Changes to Rebalance Growth (from 2007 baseline)

Exports Imports
-15%-10% -5% 0% 5% 10% 15% -15%-10% -5% 0% 5% 10% ...20% 30%
Australia 0% 0%
Brunei -10.2% 24.8%
Canada -0.4% 0.4%
Chile -1.3% 1.8%
China -3.8% 1.9%
Colombia 0% 0%
Ecuador -1.4% 1.4%
Hong Kong SAR -0.8% 0.9%
Indonesia -1.1% 1.3%
Japan -3.7% 4.1%
Korea -0.2% 0.2%
Malaysia -1.9% 2.3%
Mexico 0% 0%
New Zealand 0% 0%

Peru -0.5% 0.7%
Philippines -1.6% 1.6%
Singapore -1.4% 1.6%

Chinese Taipei -1.6% 1.8%
Thailand -1.1% 1.2%
United States 9.2% -6.4%
Vietnam 0% 0%

The arithmetic of rebalancing is favorable because imbalances that exert great stress on global financial relations are relatively small compared
to broad categories of domestic expenditures in large economies. But the arithmetic tells only part of the story. The politics of these adjustments
is likely to be more difficult. Some possible policies are discussed below and in greater detail in the PECC Taskforce report.

Structural policies
Achieving solid, balanced growth will require economies to exit their stimulus programs and to adopt complex and varied structural
reforms. These will be difficult to implement technically and politically. For example:

e U.S. policies could impose new disciplines on consumer and government spending by reining in excessive borrowing and by increasing taxes.

e (China’s policies could stimulate domestic demand by improving social safety nets, freeing labor markets in order to raise wages,
and opening capital markets to smaller firms.

e Japan and other advanced Asian economies could free up service sectors and refocus technological capabilities on growth
markets such as aging populations and energy conservation.

e Southeast Asia and South America could accelerate investment through measures that improve productivity and the conditions
for doing business.

Sustained growth will also require changes in supply — resource flows to tradable goods industries in the United States and to non-
tradable sectors, especially services, in Asia. Ultimately, such compositional shifts require significant relative price changes. Exchange
rate flexibility (the appreciation of the currencies of China and other Asian exporters vis-a-vis the United States dollar) is the least
disruptive way to achieve them, cooperative approaches to this may be useful in bringing about this change.

Within this general framework, each Asia-Pacific economy will face its own challenges - in some, attention will have to focus on
household incomes and expenditures, in others investment and infrastructure, and in still others agriculture, resources, or services.
The complexity of these changes should not be underestimated, but all are within reach of Asia’s pragmatic, successful approaches
to policy. Asia does not need to “throw out the baby with the bathwater;” outward-oriented policies, efficient manufacturing, and
high savings remain powerful assets for growth. The challenge in the post-crisis period is to extend market-oriented reforms to more
sectors within economies and to more transactions among them.
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Growth engines

These demand and supply shifts could be accelerated with high profile Asia-Pacific initiatives. Selected “growth engines” could
address important trends — population aging and other social and environmental priorities — and use government expenditures and
other incentives to stimulate investment. They could be backed by catalytic commitments from the Asian Development Bank and
other international investors. Four important areas for such projects are:

e Economic integration: investments in connectivity and trade agreements that strengthen Asia- Pacific markets.

e Green economy: investments in energy conservation, research and development, efficient irrigation, and energy-saving vehicles
and transport systems.

e Social priorities: investments in education, health care, pensions and social safety nets.

e Knowledge and productivity: investments in research and development and technology, and reforms to drive productivity.

Such regional initiatives could stimulate Asian demand, create markets for Asia’s manufactures, engage American resources and
technology, and put Asia’s savings to productive use.

A role for Asia-Pacific institutions

International cooperation will be essential to a successful policy framework. The G-20 now provides a “board of directors” for the
global system, with substantial Asia-Pacific membership. But the plans of these “directors” will need to be translated into concrete
initiatives and projects. And more inclusive forums will be needed in order to engage economies not in the G-20.

Layered Cooperation

Layer Institutions IES S
Board of directors G-20 Leaders Goals
Corporate staff Ministers Targets

Bretton Woods Institutions

Line divisions Bretton Woods Institutions Projects
Regional Institutions
Individual economies

In the Asia-Pacific region, ASEAN+3 could play an important role in orchestrating a smooth realignment of Asian exchange rates
relative to the dollar. APEC is also in a good position to help. As a trans-Pacific forum, it spans critical economies and dimensions
of rebalancing. It has accumulated expertise on structural reforms and its non-binding format is suited to the complex cooperation
required. APEC’s “pathfinder” approach, for example, could provide a platform for initiatives by groups of economies that support
specific rebalancing objectives. APEC’s workplan could take on packages to address priority “behind the border” barriers to trade,
and engines of growth focused on common social and environmental goals.

Interdependence in the Asia-Pacific region is now often viewed as a source of risk, but it is also a tremendous asset: it connects the
most powerful technological, financial, and productive resources ever assembled in history. Asia-Pacific institutions should not miss
the opportunity to build on these connections to address the crisis. By working together, Asia-Pacific governments could send a
powerful signal to markets that they are committed to cooperation and to holding each other accountable for keeping growth on track.
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Survey of Opinion-Leaders

While economic growth seems to have returned to the region, there remain many questions around an exit strategy from the extraordinary
measures taken in response to the crisis, and how to put in place policies that will generate long-term sustainable growth.

This chapter is based on a survey of close to 400 opinion-leaders from twenty-one Asia-Pacific economies conducted from 29
September to 30 October.

This survey is not one of public opinion, but rather of those who lead opinions. Panelists include senior officials, business leaders,
media commentators, and leading scholars/analysts, reflecting the unique membership of PECC.

The questionnaire consisted of three sections: economic outlook; responses to the economic crisis; and regional cooperation and
integration. On the whole, we believe that respondents selected to participate in the survey broadly represent the community most
actively engaged in policy debates on the Asia-Pacific region.

Rising Optimism on the Economic Outlook

As was discussed in the previous chapter, economic growth has returned to the region. This observation is echoed in the views of
respondents on expectations for growth over the next twelve months. Close to 70 per cent of respondents expected economic growth
for the global economy to be stronger or much stronger over the next 12 months, compared to only 13 percent 6 months ago and
2 percent a year ago.

Chart 2-1: Expectations for growth of the global economy: in October 2008,
May 2009 and October 2009

% respondents who thought economic growth for the global economy would be
weaker to much weaker and stronger to much stronger

Weaker to much weaker Stronger to much stronger

October 2008  -93% 2%

May 2009 -74% 13%

October 2009 -12% 67%

However, opinion-leaders do not expect an even recovery and were much more optimistic about the prospects for growth in developing
economies of the Asia Pacific region. Respondents were most optimistic about the Chinese economy with 84 percent expecting
stronger to much stronger growth.
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Chart 2-2: What are your expectations for economic growth over the next
12 months compared to the last 12?

% respondents who thought economic growth in the following economies/regions
would be stronger to much stronger

[ stronger to much stronger

81%
75% 75%
67%
47% 46%
i I I
ASEAN-10 China India Japan us EU Global

Policy Responses to the Crisis

The economies of the Asia-Pacific region were responsible for 84 percent of the global stimulus packages enacted as a response
to the crisis. Since the last survey, respondents have come to view the economic and stimulus packages of various countries more
favorably, with the exception of the United States.

Chart 2-3: How satisfied are you with the responses of the following economies
to the crisis? (May 2009 compared to October 2009)
% respondents who were satisfied to very satisfied

[ May M October

80%

43% 47% 46%

30% 31%

Own China India Japan us EU
economy

Respondents were less satisfied with the responses from regional and global institutions. The fledgling G20 came out best, with 55
percent of respondents expressing satisfaction with its responses to the crisis. Opinions of institutional responses to the crisis have
improved across the board since our previous survey in May 2009, which likely reflects the continued efforts of these organizations
to address the crisis and the more positive economic outlook in recent months.
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Chart 2-4: How satisfied are you with the responses of the following
international institutions to the crisis? (May 2009 compared to October 2009)
% respondents who were satisfied to very satisfied

[l May [l October

55%

G20 IMF World ADB G7 ASEAN+3 WTO APEC IADB
Bank

Even so, opinion leaders held a rather dim view of the responses of the IADB and the WTO, with only one in five respondents
expressing satisfaction with the crisis responses of these two organizations. However, in the case of the IADB, a significant number
of respondents, 35 percent, did not know what the IADB had done in response to the crisis. This should not be too surprising given
that the IADB’s operations are limited to the Americas and the vast proportion of respondents were from Asian side of the Pacific.

Protectionism

One major concern at the beginning of the crisis was whether governments would resort to protectionism in response to the economic
downturn. Although there was overall agreement with the statement that protectionism has largely been avoided, there was divergence
between sub-regions and sectors. South America was the only sub-region where more respondents disagreed than agreed with the
statement “Economies have largely avoided resorting to protectionist measures in response to the crisis”. Likewise, while respondents
from the government and non-government organizations agreed with the statement, the business sector took a contrary view.

Chart 2-5: Economies have largely avoided resorting to protectionist measures
in response to the crisis
% respondents who agreed with the above statement minus those who disagreed,
by sub-region and sector
Southeast Asia
South America  -6%
Northeast Asia
North America
Oceania 23%
Non-government
Government

Business

All
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Not yet time to exit
Even though there is rising optimism about the economic outlook in the region, opinion leaders were unanimous in their view that it
would be premature to exit from the expansionary fiscal and monetary policies taken in responses to the crisis.

Chart 2-6: It’s time to exit from expansionary fiscal and monetary policies
in the United States, China, and Japan

% respondents who agreed with the above statements minus those who disagreed,
by sub-region

(%)
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S 51% North America
Oceania
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Respondents were asked if it was time to exit from the expansionary fiscal and monetary policies in the region’s three largest economies
— the United States; China; and Japan - the response was a resounding ‘no’. However, there were substantial differences, among
the sub-regions on this issue.

e United States: Northeast Asian respondents led in the view that the United States should not exit from its expansionary policies.

e China: Opinion leaders were in agreement that China should exit from expansionary policies, with the exception of respondents
from Oceania whose views were evenly split.

e Japan: North American respondents were most resistant to the idea that it was time for Japan to exit from its expansionary stance

Views were much more mixed on whether the US economy would recover from the crisis to retain its leading position in the world
economy. While more respondents agreed than disagreed (14 percent net agreement), business respondents were much more
skeptical with net agreement of only 2 percent. In response to a similar question six months ago respondents were much more
confident that the US would recover to retain its leading position in the world economy.
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Chart 2-7: The US economy will recover from the economic crisis to retain
its leading position in the world economy

% respondents who agreed with the statement minus those who disagreed,

by sector

[ mMay [T October

43%

All Business Government  Non-government

Most respondents did not think there was a high risk of the world economy falling back into recession next year. Forty percent of
opinion leaders disagreed with the statement “There is a high risk of the world economy falling back into recession next year” while
27 percent agreed. Reflecting the more uncertain economic outlook in the United States, respondents from North America took the
opposite view, with 44 percent of respondents agreeing with the statement compared to 24 percent who disagreed.

International Policy Objectives for Sustained Growth

The previous chapter of this report discussed the underlying issues that need to be addressed to ensure that the recovery is inclusive,
balanced, and sustained. The survey results suggest that there is an emerging consensus among opinion-leaders on what needs to
be done, namely to strengthen the regulation of the financial sector; to rebalance the Chinese and US economies; and to increase
final goods trade among Asian economies.

Table 2-1: Importance of the following policy objectives for achieving sustained
growth in the Asia-Pacific over the next five years.

(Average rating based on a scale from 1= “not at all important” to 5= “very
important”)

Strengthening financial regulations across the globe 4.19

Rebalancing the US economy 4.04

Increasing flexibility of the Chinese Yuan 3.73

Replacing the US dollar with other currencies and/or SDR in 2.69
foreign exchange reserves
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It is worth noting that “replacing the US dollar with other currencies and/or special drawing rights in foreign exchange reserves” — a
popular issue in media commentaries — was seen as the least important policy priority and had an average rating significantly lower
than the other policy choices.

What will drive growth over the next 5 years?

The global economic crisis — and its implications for slower growth in the US economy — have raised some stark questions about
the sources of growth for the region in the foreseeable future. In a list of five potential growth engines, opinion-leaders ranked
expenditures on social priorities (health, education and pensions) as the top engine of growth for the next five years. This was followed
by the liberalization of the service sector; and measures to promote a green economy. Lower in the list but still ranked as important
were trade policy instruments such as regional trade agreements and the WTO Doha Development Round of multilateral trade talks.

All Business  Government Non-government

Expenditures on social priorities (health, 3.98 3.79 4.20 4.00
education, pensions)

Liberalization and development of the 3.93 3.92 3.95 3.93
services sector in Asia

Measures to promote a green economy 3.81 3.76 3.97 3.78

The conclusion of the WTO Doha Round 3.68 3.65 3.92 3.61
Regional trade agreements 3.63 3.85 3.57 3.54

US export growth 3.40 3.36 3.35 3.44

There were differences in views between respondents from business, government, and the non-government sectors.

e Business respondents ranked service sector liberalization and development as the top driver of growth followed by regional trade
agreements and then expenditures on social priorities

e  Government respondents ranked expenditures on social priorities as top followed by measures to promote green economies
and then the liberalization of the service sector

e Respondents from the non-government sector ranked expenditures on social priorities top followed by service sector liberalization
and development and then measures to promote a green economy

Free Trade Agreements

One issue that has been on the regional agenda is large scale plurilateral trade agreements. A variety of combinations of members
have been proposed, including an agreement among the ASEAN Plus Three (APT) grouping, an agreement of the East Asia Summit
(EAS) members, and an agreement among APEC members.
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Chart 2-8: A free trade area for the members of EAS/APEC members should
be negotiated as soon as possible

% respondents who agreed with the statement minus those who disagreed

by sub-region and sector

[l EAS [1] APEC

Southeast Asia
South America 74%
Northeast Asia

North America

Oceania

Non-government
Government
Business

All

e Business respondents were much more enthusiastic about regional trade areas than their counterparts from government and
the non-government sectors

e Northeast Asian respondents were equally enthusiastic about an agreement for EAS and APEC members

e South American respondents were much more interested in an APEC agreement than an EAS agreement

e North American respondents were least enthusiastic about either idea

Regional and International Cooperation

With the designation of the G20 as the premier world forum for economic cooperation or “the steering committee of the global economy”,
the economic crisis may have ushered in a new era for multilateral cooperation. At the Pittsburgh Summit in September 2009, G20
leaders agreed to institutionalize the grouping and committed to a joint meeting of the G8 and G20 in Canada in June 2010, followed
by a G20 Summit in Korea in November of the same year. Regional opinion leaders overwhelmingly support this development with
92 percent of respondents agreeing that “the G20 leaders’ process should be institutionalized even after the crisis is over”.

Respondents also agreed overwhelmingly with the proposition that the Asian economies should have a bigger say in the governance
of the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank.
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Chart 2-9: The G20 Leaders’ process should continue and be institutionalized
even after the economic crisis is over

% respondents who agreed with the above statement minus those who disagreed,
by sub-region

85% 86%
0,
79% 82%
I I I | |
All Oceania North Northeast South Southeast
America Asia America Asia

Regional Architecture

It has been widely noted that while APEC is a useful forum for economic cooperation, the Asia-Pacific region lacks a summit-level
forum to address political and security issues. When asked if the region needs such a forum, close to 70 percent of respondents
agreed, with the most support coming from Oceania.

Chart 2-10: The Asia-Pacific needs a forum for Leaders to discuss political

and security issues
% respondents who agreed/disagreed with the above statement

[ Disagree [l Agree

85%
69% 68% 68% 70% 65%
-89 -5% ~ -7% -69%
8% 8% 0 11%
All Oceania North Northeast South Southeast
America Asia America Asia
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Another issue being debated is the role of Asia-only processes like the ASEAN Plus Three and East Asia Summit vis-a-vis a broader Asia-
Pacific grouping. When asked if “the East Asia Summit will eventually overshadow APEC”, 22 percent agreed while 37 percent disagreed.

There were wide disparities in views from different sub-regions. Southeast Asian respondents, representing the sub-region that has
been at the core of both Asia-Pacific and East Asian initiatives, were equivocal in their assessment with 27 percent disagreeing and
27 percent agreeing with the statement. Interestingly, the sub-regions of the Asia-Pacific left out of Asia-only groupings differed in
their assessments. While North Americans marginally thought that the EAS would overshadow APEC (3 percent net agreement),
South Americans disagreed (17 percent net agreement).

Chart 2-11: The East Asia Summit process will eventually overshadow APEC
% respondents who agreed/disagreed with the above statement

[ Disagree [l Agree

28% 26% 27%
220 0
’ 21% 14%
-28% -25% -27%
-37%
-43%
-52%
All Oceania North Northeast South Southeast
America Asia America Asia
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APEC Leaders Should Focus on the Economic Crisis
By far the most pressing issue that respondents thought APEC Leaders should take up at the Singapore Summit was: “continued
action on the economic crisis”. The top five issues identified by opinion leaders were as follows:

Northeast South Southeast

Oceania America Asia America Asia
Continued Continued Continued Continued Continued Continued
action on the action on the action on the action on the action on the action on the
economic economic economic economic economic economic
crisis crisis crisis crisis crisis crisis
Regulation of Restarting the  Regulation of Climate Restarting the  Regulation of
the financial Doha process  the financial changeandthe Doha process the financial
sector sector Copenhagen sector

Deal

Restarting the  Regulation of Restarting the  Restarting the  Regulation of Reducing the
Doha process  the financial Doha process  Doha process  the financial cost of doing

sector sector business
Climate Improving Correcting Regulation of Reducing the Restarting the
changeandthe governance trans-Pacific the financial cost of doing Doha process
Copenhagen imbalances sector business
Deal
Reducing the Climate Climate Environmental  Environmental ~ Social safety
cost of doing changeandthe changeandthe protection protection nets
business Copenhagen Copenhagen

Deal Deal

There was remarkable consistency among respondents from business, government and non-government sectors, with each group
agreeing on 4 of the top 5 issues.

As the APEC Summit takes place only a month before the Copenhagen Conference on Climate Change, opinion-leaders have placed
it high on the Leaders’ agenda. APEC Leaders discussed climate change at their Sydney Summit in 2007, but APEC has not had

any meaningful follow-up since that meeting.

(For detailed survey results, refer to Annex)
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A Composite Index of Economic
Integration in the Asia-Pacific

The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum celebrates its 20th anniversary in 2009 at a time of great stress and change
in the world economy. With the emergence of new global fora such as the G20, and the heightened interest in Asian regional
architecture, the validity and success of APEC’s work in the past two decades is under fresh scrutiny. There will be special attention
in 2010 when APEC reaches the first of its Bogor targets for free and open trade in the developed member economies. Since APEC
has not defined “free and open trade”, there are potentially many different ways to measure its success in achieving this target. It is
important, however, that APEC critically assesses its performance against the 2010 target, and uses it as an opportunity to revive
and reform the organization.

It is in this context that PECC has created a new measure of economic integration across 17 APEC economies (data was not available
for Brunei Darussalam, Papua New Guinea, Peru and Russia). The PECC Composite Index of Asia-Pacific Economic Integration
tracks both the extent to which the economies are becoming more alike in their economic characteristics (i.e. “convergence” measures)
and the relative importance of regional trade, investment and human flows compared to economic relations with the rest of the world.
To the extent that APEC and the Bogor targets are fundamentally about deepening regional economic integration, this index provides
one measure of APEC's success in the last 20 years.

The index was first unveiled in 2008, using data up to 2005, and it has been since been updated to include 2006 data.
Major findings of the 2009 Composite Index of Asia-Pacific Economic Integration include:

e The Asia-Pacific region as a whole is more integrated at the end of 2006 than it was in 1990. Last year’s index shows a steady
upward trend in the economic integration of the region from 1991 through 2000, followed by a slight decline between 2001 and
20083, before a resumption in the trend of greater regional economic integration through 2004-2006.

e Singapore is the economy most highly integrated with the Asia-Pacific region, followed by Hong Kong and Chinese Taipei. These
three economies have held the top positions for most of the period covered by the index.

e The least integrated economy in 2006 was Indonesia, followed by China, the United States and the Philippines. This is consistent
with last year’s findings which ranked both Indonesia and China as the two least integrated economies in the region. The US
index, which has fluctuated within a limited range since 1991, continues on a mild downward trajectory.

e The economies which have seen the biggest movement towards regional economic integration between 1991 and 2006 are Hong
Kong, New Zealand, Viet Nam, and the Republic of Korea.

e  Three economies were less integrated with the Asia-Pacific region in 2006 than in 1991: Indonesia, Mexico, and Singapore. Last
year’s findings showed a total of six economies that were less integrated in 2005 than in 1990.
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Economy

Ranking

Share (100%)

Share (100%)

Singapore
Hong Kong
Chinese Taipei
Rep. of Korea
New Zealand
Malaysia
Australia
Thailand
Chile

Japan
Canada
Phillipines
Mexico

Viet Nam
United States
PRC
Indonesia

AP Region

265.51
114.85
74.95
63.69
61.10
48.55
40.10
39.37
25.07
16.69
11.94
11.65
11.22
8.58
5.97
-2.44
-21.35
€26

1
2
3
5
4
6
7
8
9

2006 (Chained) Ranking
268.68 1
118.51 2
97.91 3
66.97 4
70.58 5
49.08 6
43.76 7
37.56 8
26.18 9
19.39 10
15.09 11

8.39 12
12.22 13
9.4 14
6.03 15
-4.48 16
-20.22 17
9.72 -

Chart 3-1: Intra-regional trade share, Asia-Pacific
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Chart 3-2: Intra-regional FDI share, Asia-Pacific
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Chart 3-3: Intra-regional tourist inflow, Asia-Pacific
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Intra-regional tourism flows continued their upward trend in 2006.

Chart 3-4: Updated Convergence Index: 1991-2006
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The convergence index —based on deviations from GDP per capita, life expectancy
and the level of urbanisation and educational investments—continue to show
growing economic differences, suggesting that gaps in the level of economic
development in the region remain and may in fact be increasing.

Chart 3-5: Updated Composite Index: 1991-2006
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Year

Despite indications of greater economic divergence, the composite index shows
that on the whole regional economic integration continued to deepen in 2006.
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How to Read the PECC Index of Asia-Pacific Economic Integration

The composite index of economic integration is based on a combination of measures that on the one hand looks at the extent to
which the reference economies are becoming more alike in their economic characteristics (“convergence” measures) and on the other
hand at the relative importance of trade, investment and human flows within the region compared to economic relations with the
rest of the world. The convergence measures are premised on the notion that integration will lead to greater uniformity among the
economies. Accordingly, more trade and investment among regional partners may not translate into a higher score on the integration
index if at the same time the partners are diverging in terms of income, education, life expectancy, urbanization, and economic
structure. Furthermore, since the trade, investment, and tourism measures are calculated relative to global transactions, the index
will rise for a given economy only if that economy’s share of trade/investment is growing relative to total trade and investment.

An important feature of the index is that it excludes trade and investment flows among geographically contiguous sub-regional trade
agreements, namely NAFTA, the ASEAN free trade agreement, and Australia-New Zealand Closer Economic Relations. It also excludes
flows — among the People’s Republic of China, Hong Kong, and Chinese Taipei. This is to control for the effect that sub-regional flows
may have on the index, whereby a very high degree of integration among say NAFTA economies could result in a falsely high measure
of integration with the Asia-Pacific region as a whole. The exclusion of intra-regional flows did not affect the positions of Hong Kong
and Chinese Taipei at the top rankings of the index. On the other hand, the People’s Republic of China’s much lower ranking suggests
that a large share of its trade and investment flows with Asia-Pacific partners is with Hong Kong and Chinese Taipei, and that its share
of trade and investment with countries outside of the Asia-Pacific is larger than that of other economies in the region.

Caution should be exercised in the interpretation of these findings. The measures chosen for inclusion in the composite index are
imperfect indicators of “convergence” and trade/investment integration. The rankings in turn should not be read normatively as
"league tables" in the sense that a higher ranking is superior to a lower ranking. Indeed, a low ranking may simply indicate that an
economy is more oriented globally than regionally, as is likely the case for China and the United States.

Nevertheless, the change in index value for a given economy over time can be read as a measure of its changing economic orientation.
The index value for the region as a whole can also be seen as a measure of closer economic ties among Asia-Pacific economies
and as one indicator of APEC’s success. We believe that this finding should be an important — and positive -- factor in assessing
APEC’s 2010 Bogor target.

Technical Note on the Composite Index of Asia-Pacific Economic Integration
The index is constructed in two stages, with weights assigned by “Principal Components Analysis” — which calculates the relative
importance of each sub-component based on its statistical qualities — rather than by subjective assessment.

In the first stage, a convergence index is constructed to measure the dispersion of selected economic indicators among the Asia-
Pacific sample economies. The convergence index is a measure of whether the economies are becoming more alike as a result of
closer interaction and economic development. The indicators included in the convergence index are as follows

e Real GDP per capita

e Share of non-agricultural sector in GDP

e Ratio of urban residents to total population
e Life expectancy

e  Share of education expenditure in GDP
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In the second stage, indicators of trade, investment, and people flows are added to the convergence index and weights are assigned,
again using Principal Components Analysis, resulting in the composite index. A change in this year’s index is the use of time-varying
weights which are used to update the index using a chained weight approach. Time-varying weights ensure than the relative importance
of weights remains accurate from year to year while a chained approach ensures that indices in the composite index are comparable
across the 1991 to 2006 period. The chained weights used in the composite index are as follows:

e Composite = 0.2370

e Share of exports and imports to / from other Asia-Pacific economies = 0.2951

e Share of foreign direct investment flows to / from other Asia-Pacific economies = 0.1094
e Share of Asia-Pacific tourist flows from other Asia-Pacific economies = 0.3585

The economies included in the index are all APEC members, namely Australia, Japan, Republic of Korea, People’s Republic of China,
Hong Kong, Chinese Taipei, Vietnam, Thailand, Philippines, Indonesia, Singapore, Malaysia, United States of America, Canada,
Mexico, Chile, and New Zealand. The stage two components exclude flows among geographically contiguous sub-regional trade
agreements, namely the Association of Southeast Asian Nations Free Trade Area (AFTA), North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA),
and Australia-New Zealand Closer Economic Relations. It also excludes flows among the People’s Republic of China, Hong Kong,
and Chinese Taipei.

A full description of the composite index is found in Chen, Bo and Woo, Yuen Pau (2009), A Composite Index of Economic Integration
in the Asia-Pacific Region, available at www.asiapacific.ca
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ANNEX

State of the Region Survey

Respondent Profile:
The panelists were selected by PECC’s member committees from the academe; business; government; civil society on the basis of
their level of knowledge of the Asia-Pacific region. The criteria given for the selection of panelists were as follows:

e Government

Panelists should be either decision-makers or senior advisors to decision-makers. As a guide, the government respondents last year
included a number of former and current Ministers, Deputy and Vice-Ministers, Central Bank Governors and their advisors for Asia
Pacific issues, current APEC Senior Officials, and a number of former APEC Senior Officials.

e Business
Panelists should be from companies who have operations in a number of Asia-Pacific economies or conduct business with a number
of partners from the region, this might include each economy's current ABAC members as well as past ABAC members.

e Research Community/Civil Society/Media
Panelists should be well-versed in Asia-Pacific affairs, being the type of individuals whom the governments, businesses, and the

media would tap into to provide input on issues related to Asia-Pacific cooperation. These included Presidents of institutes concerned
with Asia-Pacific issues, heads of departments, senior professors, and correspondents covering international affairs.

Number of Respondents: 394

Number of respondents by sector:

Business 108
Government 75
Non-government 211

(includes academics, media, and civil society)

The survey analysis includes breakdowns for sub-regional groupings, namely Oceania; North America, Northeast Asia; South America;
and Southeast Asia.

For this survey we define those sub-regions as:

e QOceania: Australia; New Zealand and Papua New Guinea

e North America: Canada; United States; and Mexico

e Northeast Asia: China; Japan, Hong Kong SAR, Korea, and Chinese Taipei

e South America: Chile; Colombia; Ecuador; and Peru

e Southeast Asia: Brunei; Indonesia; Malaysia; the Philippines; Singapore; Thailand; and Vietnam

Number of respondents by sub-region

Oceania 39
Northeast Asia 133
Southeast Asia 96
North America 72
South America 54
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Much Somewhat About the Somewhat Much Don't

WEELGT weaker same stronger stronger know Total
Your own economy 3% 10% 18% 54% 15% 1% 100%
ASEAN-10 economies 1% 6% 16% 65% 10% 3% 100%
China 0% 3% 15% 45% 36% 1% 100%
India 1% 2% 19% 55% 20% 4% 100%
Japan 2% 15% 42% 35% 4% 2% 100%
United States 4% 15% 33% 43% 4% 2% 100%
European Union 2% 13% 37% 44% 2% 2% 100%
The global economy 1% 11% 19% 64% 3% 2% 100%

3 - Neither

1- Very satisfied nor 5 - Very

dissatisfied dissatisfied satisfied
Your own economy 6% 13% 21% 40% 18% 1% 100%
China 0% 3% 13% 45% 35% 3% 100%
India 0% 4% 35% 33% 10% 18% 100%
Japan 3% 16% 45% 28% 3% 6% 100%
United States 4% 19% 28% 37% 9% 2% 100%
European Union 1% 17% 35% 35% 5% 7% 100%

3 - Neither
1- Very satisfied nor 5 - Very
dissatisfied dissatisfied satisfied
International 6% 19% 33% 32% 4% 6% 100%
Monetary Fund
G20 3% 13% 26% 44% 12% 4% 100%
G7/G8 6% 22% 35% 26% 5% 5% 100%
The World Bank 4% 16% 40% 29% 4% 8% 100%
The ADB 2% 10% 37% 30% 6% 16% 100%
The IADB 4% 8% 37% 14% 2% 35% 100%
APEC 6% 17% 41% 23% 3% 10% 100%
ASEAN+3 2% 13% 39% 32% 4% 9% 100%
World Trade Organization 7% 22% 42% 18% 3% 9% 100%
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1- 3 - Neither 5-

Strongly agree nor Strongly Don't
disagree 2 disagree agree know  Total
It’s time to exit from expansionary fiscal and monetary policies in the US 10% 45% 13% 22% 5% 4% 100%
It’s time to exit from expansionary fiscal and monetary policies in China 6% 40% 20% 23% 5% 5% 100%
It's time to exit from expansionary fiscal and monetary policies in Japan 12% 45% 20% 14% 3% 6% 100%
The US economy will recover from the economic crisis to retain its leading 5% 26% 20% 36% 9% 4% 100%
position in the world economy
Slower growth in the Western industrialized countries will encourage a 0% 9% 12% 61% 16% 2% 100%
shift to domestic demand growth in Asian economies
There is a high risk of the world economy falling back into recession 4% 35% 30% 23% 4% 4% 100%
next year
China is doing enough to encourage domestic demand 3% 21% 20% 44% 9% 4% 100%
The global crisis will accelerate the pace of Asian economic integration 1% 11% 18% 55% 13% 2% 100%

and cooperation

The recent election of a new government in Japan will accelerate the 1% 13% 34% 34% 4% 14% 100%
pace of Asian economic integration and cooperation

Economies have largely avoided resorting to protectionist measures in 3% 30% 22% 39% 4% 2% 100%
response to the crisis

Protectionism is likely to increase if the recovery stalls 1% 11% 11% 55% 20% 2% 100%

1 - Not
at all 5 - Very Don't

important important know Total
Rebalancing the US economy (higher savings, lower current 2% 7% 14% 33% 43% 2% 100%
account deficit)
Rebalancing the Chinese economy (higher consumption, lower 0% 2% 14% 41% 41% 2% 100%
current account surplus)
Increasing final goods trade among Asian economies 1% 6% 21% 38% 32% 3% 100%
Strengthening financial regulations across the globe 1% 3% 13% 30% 51% 3% 100%
Increasing flexibility of the Chinese yuan 3% 7% 19% 41% 27% 4% 100%
Coordinating Asian exchange rate policies 5% 11% 28% 38% 14% 3% 100%
Replacing the US dollar with other currencies and/or SDR in 14% 25% 29% 14% 12% 5% 100%

foreign exchange reserves
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1 - Not

at all 5 - Very Don't
important important know Tota
Expenditures on social priorities (health, education, pensions) 0% 7% 23% 30% 39% 1% 100%
Measures to promote a green economy 3% 10% 21% 36% 31% 1% 100%
Liberalization and development of the services sector in Asia 1% 3% 21% 49% 26% 1% 100%
US export growth 2% 10% 38% 34% 14% 3% 100%
Regional trade agreements 3% 10% 25% 37% 24% 2% 100%
The conclusion of the WTO Doha Round 2% 9% 23% 30% 32% 4% 100%

3 - Neither 5-

agree nor Strongly Don't

disagree agree know
The East Asia Summit Process will eventually overshadow APEC 32% 30% 18% 4% 10% 100%
The Asia-Pacific needs a forum for Leaders to discuss political 7% 20% 52% 17% 3% 100%

and security issues

The G20 Leaders’ process should continue and be institutionalized 3% 13% 53% 29% 3% 100%
even after the economic crisis is over

The IMF and World Bank need to be significantly reformed to 2% 9% 47% 39% 2% 100%
increase Asian economies’ role in their governance

A free trade area for East Asia Summit members should be 9% 34% 37% 14% 2% 100%
negotiated as soon as possible

A free trade area for APEC members should be negotiated as 10% 28% 39% 18% 2% 100%
soon as possible
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Don't
2010 2015 2020 2030 Never know Total

An institution to promote financial stability 10% 40% 23% 8% 6% 12% 100%
A secretariat for economic policy coordination 9% 36% 26% 7% 8% 13% 100%
A free trade and investment area 4% 25% 37% 19% 6% 10% 100%
A common currency 0% 2% 12% 25% 38% 22% 100%

1- Not

~atall 5-Very

important important
Lack of focus on relevant economic issues 2% 8% 20% 40% 27% 3% 100%
Lack of focus on political and security issues 9% 17% 31% 27% 13% 4% 100%
Lack of commitment from key member economies 1% 3% 13% 38% 41% 4% 100%
Lack of relevance to issues facing ordinary citizens 5% 11% 26% 33% 22% 4% 100%
Annual Leaders' meetings are not effective 2% 9% 30% 31% 23% 5% 100%
Too many members 19% 23% 25% 16% 10% 6% 100%
Limited central budget for APEC activities 4% 15% 29% 27% 15% 10% 100%
Weak international secretariat 4% 11% 26% 32% 16% 11% 100%
Excessive number of meetings 8% 20% 31% 17% 12% 11% 100%
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Percent of total votes
Rank Issue (weighted)

Continued action on the economic crisis 20.9%
Regulation of the financial sector 8.9%
Restarting the Doha process 8.3%
Climate change and the Copenhagen Deal 7.0%
Reducing the cost of doing business 5.5%
Environmental protection 5.0%
Correcting trans-Pacific imbalances 4.5%
The role of the US dollar and other currencies in international reserves 4.0%
Social safety nets 3.8%
Food safety and security 3.7%
Energy security 3.5%
Support for poorest countries 3.4%
Improving governance 3.4%
Corruption 3.3%
Labor mobility 2.9%
APEC reform 2.9%
Exchange rate policies 2.5%
Infrastructure 2.4%
Political instability and terrorism 1.5%
Intellectual property 1.4%
APEC Membership 1.1%
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Member Committees

PECC Co-Chairs

Mr Jusuf WANANDI
and
Dr. Charles MORRISON

Contacts:

c/o Ms. Tevy POLUAN — MASENGI
Executive Officer, INCPEC

Tel: +62 (21) 5365 4601-4

Fax: +62 (21) 56365 4607

c/o Dr. Mark BORTHWICK
Executive Director, USAPC

AUSTRALIA
Australian Pacific Economic Cooperation Committee
(AUSPECC)

Chair:

Mr. lan BUCHANAN

Senior Executive Advisor

Booz Allen Hamilton (Australia) Ltd

Vice-Chair:

Professor Christopher FINDLAY
Head of School

School of Economics

University of Adelaide

Address:

Room 19, JG Crawford Building

Australian National University

Canberra ACT 0200

Australia

Tel: +61 (2) 61250567

Fax: +61 (2) 61250169

Committee Homepage: http://auspecc.anu.edu.au/

BRUNEI DARUSSALAM
Brunei Darussalam National Committee for Pacific Economic
Cooperation (BDCPEC)

Chair:

Dato LIM Jock Hoi

Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Foreign Affairs & Trade

Secretariat:

Mr. Vincent KONG

Director

Ministry of Foreign Affairs & Trade

Address:

Brunei Darussalam National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation
Ministry of Foreign Affairs & Trade

Jalan Subok

Bandar Seri Begawan

BD 2710, Brunei Darussalam

Tel: +673 2383374

CANADA
Canadian National Committee for Pacific Economic
Cooperation (CANCPEC)

Chair:

Mr Donald CAMPBELL
Distinguished Fellow

Asia Pacific Foundation of Canada
and

Senior Strategy Advisor

Davis LLP

Secretariat:
Ms Alexandra HO
Asia Pacific Foundation of Canada

Address:

Canadian National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation
(CANCPEC)

c/o Asia Pacific Foundation of Canada

Suite 220

890 West Pender Street

Vancouver, B.C

Canada , V6C 1J9

Tel: +1 (604) 6845986

Fax: +1 (604) 6811370

Committee Homepage: http://www.asiapacific.ca/en/aboutus/pecc

CHILE
Chilean National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation
(CHILPEC)

Chair:
Dr. Manfred WILHELMY
Executive Director, Chile Pacific Foundation

Address:

CHILPEC

c/o Chile Pacific Foundation

Av. Los Leones 382

Of. 701

Providencia, Santiago

Chile

Tel: +56 (2) 3343200

Fax: +56 (2) 3343201

Committee Homepage: http://www.funpacifico.cl/english/index.htm|

CHINA
China National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation
(CNCPEC)

Chair:
Amb. MEI Ping

Executive Vice Chair:
Amb. ZOU Mingrong

Secretariat:
Amb. WU Zhenglong
Secretary General, CNCPEC

Address:

China National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation (CNCPEC)
China Institute of International Studies

3 Toutiao Taijichang

Beijing

China 100005

Tel: +86 (10) 85119648

Fax: +86 (10) 85119647/65235135

COLOMBIA
Colombia National Committee for Pacific Economic
Cooperation (COLPECC)

Chair:
Mr. Jaime BERMUDEZ Merizalde
Minister of Foreign Affairs

Secretariat:
Dr. Fidel DUQUE
Director Nacional of COLPECC

Mrs. Olga BULA

Director, Asia, Africa & Oceania Bureau
Tel +57 (1) 381 4000 ext. 1509

Fax +57 (1) 381 4077 ext. 1532

Mr Esteban Restrepo URIBE
Advisor, Asia, Africa & Oceania Bureau
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Address:

Colombia National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation
C/o Asia, Africa & Oceania Bureau

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Palacio de San Carlos

Calle 10 No 5-51

Bogota

Colombia

Tel +57 (1) 381 4000 ext. 1509

Fax +57 (1) 381 4077 ext. 1532
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ECUADOR
Ecuadorian Committee for the Pacific Economic Cooperation
Council (ECPECC)

Chair:

Mr. Mauricio DAVALOS-GUEVARA
Executive President

Agroflora

Secretariat:
Ambassador Paulina GARCIA
Executive Secretary

Address:

Ecuadorian Committee for the Pacific Economic Cooperation Council
Sovereignty and Border Under-Secretariat Building

Carrion Str. No 522 @ Paez Str.

4F, Pichincha, Quito

Ecuador

Tel: +593 (2) 2500 654

Fax: +593 (2) 2508937

HONG KONG, CHINA
Hong Kong Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation
(HKCPEC)

Chair:

Prof. SUNG Yun-wing

Chair, Department of Economics
Chinese University of Hong Kong

Secretariat:
Ms. Eva YAM
Secretary General, HKCPEC Secretariat

Address:

HKCPEC Secretariat

Trade and industry Department

17/F, Trade and Industry Department Tower

700 Nathan Road

Kowloon, Hong Kong

Tel: +852 23985305

Fax: +852 27877799

Committee Homepage: http://www.hkcpec.org/

INDONESIA
Indonesian National Committee for Pacific Economic
Cooperation (INCPEC)

Chair:

Mr. Jusuf WANANDI

Member, Board of Trustees

Centre for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS)

Secretariat:
Dr. Hadi SOESASTRO
Executive Director, INCPEC

Ms. Tevy POLUAN - MASENGI
Executive Officer, INCPEC

Address:

Indonesian National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation (INCPEC)
Centre for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS)

The Jakarta Post Building, 3rd Fl.

JI. Palmerah Barat 142-143

Jakarta 10270

Indonesia

Tel: +62 (21) 5365 4601-4

Fax: +62 (21) 5365 4607

Committee Homepage: http://www.csis.or.id/

JAPAN
Japan National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation
(JANCPEC)

Chair:

Ambassador Yoshiji NOGAMI
President

Japan Institute of International Affairs

Secretariat:
Ms. Naoko SAIKI
Executive Director, JANCPEC

Address:

Japan National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation (JANCPEC)
Japan Institute of International Affairs

11F Kasumigaseki Building

3-2-5 Kasumigaseki

Chiyodaku

Tokyo 100-6011

Japan

Tel: +81 (3) 35037744

Fax: +81 (3) 35036707

Committee Homepage: http://www.jiia.or.jp/pecc/

KOREA
Korea National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation
(KOPEC)

Chair:

Dr. Soogil YOUNG

President

National Strategy Institute (NSI)

Secretariat:
Dr. Sangkyom KIM
Executive Director, KOPEC

Address:

Korea National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation (KOPEC)
4F, 300-4, Yomgok-Dong

Seocho-Gu

Seoul 137-747

Korea

Tel: +82 (2) 34601242

Fax: +82 (2) 34601244

Committee Homepage: http://www.kopec.or.kr/

MALAYSIA
Malaysia National Committee for Pacific Economic
Cooperation (MANCPEC)

Chair:

Dato' Dr Mahani Zainal Abidin

CEO

Institute of Strategic and International Studies (ISIS)

Secretariat:

Address:

Malaysia National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation
(MANCPEC)

c/o Institute of Strategic and International Studies (ISIS)
No. 1 Pesiaran Sultan Salahuddin

PO Box 12424

50778 Kuala Lumpur

Malaysia

Tel: +60 (3) 26939366 / 26939439

Fax: +60 (3) 26939430 / 26938485

Committee Homepage: http://www.isis.org.my/
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MEXICO
Mexico National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation
(MXCPEC)

Chair:
Ambassador Patricia ESPINOSA
Minister of Foreign Affairs

Secretariat:
Ambassador Erendira Araceli PAZ CAMPOS
Coordinator, MXCPEC

Mr. Enrique MALDONADO Diaz
Deputy Coordinator, MXCPEC

Address:

Mexico National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation (MXCPEC)
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Plaza Judrez No. 20, Floor 6

Col. Centro, Deleg. Cuauhtémoc, C.P. 06010

Mexico City

Tel: +52 (565) 3686-5382/3686-5371

Fax: +52 (565) 3686-5374

MONGOLIA
Mongolian National Committee on Pacific Economic
Cooperation (MONPECC)

Chair:
Mr. ODKHUU Durzee
Member of Mongolian Parliament

Secretary General:

Mr. Jargalsaikhan DAMBADARJAA
Board Member

Anod Bank

Secretariat:
Ms. Anu NARANKHUU
Executive Director, MONPECC

Address:

Mongolian National Committee on Pacific Economic Cooperation
Suite 303, DCS Building

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Peace Avenue 7B

Ulaanbaatar-48

Mongolia-ZIP 14210

Tel/Fax: +976 (11) 262394

NEW ZEALAND
New Zealand Committee of the Pacific Economic Cooperation
Council (NZPECC)

Chair:

Dr Coral INGLEY

Associate Professor, Department of Management
Faculty of Business AUT University

Address:

Te Whare Wananga o te Upoko o te lka a Maui
P.O. Box 600

Wellington

New Zealand

Tel: +64-(4)-463 5794

Fax: +64-(4)-463 5454

PERU
Peruvian National Committee for Pacific Economic
Cooperation (PERUPEC)

Chair:
Ambassador William BELEVAN-MCBRIDE

Secretariat:
Mr. Gustavo Penha
PERUPEC Secretariat

Address:
Peruvian National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation (PERUPEC)
4th Floor

Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Jr Lampa 545

Lima 1

Peru

Tel: +511 623 3033

Fax: +5611 623 3009

THE PHILIPPINES
Philippine Pacific Economic Cooperation Committee (PPECC)

Chair:

Amb Antonio I. BASILIO

President

Philippine Foundation for Global Concerns, Inc

Secretariat:
Ms. Evelyn Q. MANALOTO
Executive Director, PPECC

Address:

Philippine Pacific Economic Cooperation Committee (PPECC)
c/o Philippine Foundation for Global Concerns, Inc.

43/F, Philamlife Tower

8767 Paseo de Roxas

Makati City 1226, Philippines

Tel: +63 (2) 8436536/8454564

Fax: +63 (2) 8454832

SINGAPORE
Singapore National Committee for Pacific Economic
Cooperation (SINCPEC)

Chair:
Associate Professor TAN Khee Giap

Address:

c/o Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy
National University of Singapore

469C Bukit Timah Road

Oei Tiong Ham Building

Singapore 259772

Tel: +65-6516 3803
Fax: +65-6457 0029

PACIFIC ISLANDS FORUM (PIF)
Chair:

Mr. Tuiloma Neroni SLADE

Secretary General

Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat

Address:

Private Mail Bag
Suva, Fiji

Tel: +679 3312600
Fax: +679 322 0230

CHINESE TAIPEI
Chinese Taipei Pacific Economic Cooperation Committee
(CTPECC)

Chair:

Dr. Jeffrey L S KOO

Chairman

Chinatrust Financial Holding Company

Secretariat:
Dr. David HONG
Vice-Chair & Director General, CTPECC

Address:

Chinese Taipei Pacific Economic Cooperation Committee (CTPECC)
Taiwan Institute of Economic Research (TIER)

7F, 16-8, Dehuei Street

Taipei

Chinese Taipei 10461

Tel: +886 (2) 25865000

Fax: +886 (2) 256956553 / 256946563

Committee Homepage: http://www.ctpecc.org.tw/
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THAILAND
Thailand National Committee for Pacific Economic
Cooperation (TNCPEC)

Chair:

Dr Narongchai AKRASANEE
Chairman

Seranee Holdings

Secretariat:
Ms. Vimon KIDCHOB
Executive Director, TNCPEC

Address:

Thailand National Committee for Pacific Economic Cooperation (TNCPEC)
c/o Department of International Affairs

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Sri Ayudhya Road

Bangkok 10400

Thailand

Tel: +66 (2) 6435248-9

Fax:+66 (2) 6435247

THE UNITED STATES
United States Asia Pacific Council (USAPC)

PECC Representative:
Dr Charles MORRISON
President

East West Center

Secretariat:
Dr. Mark BORTHWICK
Director, USAPC

Address:

United States Asia Pacific Council (USAPC)

2nd Floor

1819 L Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

USA

Tel: +1 (202) 2933995

Fax: +1 (202) 2931402

Committee Homepage: http://www.eastwestcenter.org/ewc-in-
washington/us-asia-pacific-council/

VIET NAM
Viet Nam National Committee for Pacific Economic
Cooperation (VNCPEC)

Chair:

Mr. Vu Tien LOC

Chairman

Viet Nam Chamber of Commerce and Industry (VCCI)

Vice Chair:

Mr. Nguyen Truong SON

Director General

Project Administration Office
Office of the Government (OOG)
Secretariat

Mr. Nguyen Van HAI

Deputy Director

International Relations Department

Address

VNCPEC

c/o Vietnam Chamber of Commerce and Industry (VCCI)
9 Dao Duy Anh Street, Hanoi

Tel: 84-4-35742022 Ext. 241

Fax: 84-4-35742020/35742030

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS:

FRANCE (PACIFIC TERRITORIES)
France Pacific Territories National Committee for Pacific
Economic Cooperation (FPTPEC)

Chair:

Hon. Michel ROCARD

Former Prime Minister, France

c/o Asia-Pacific Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Secretariat:

H.E. Jacques LE BLANC
Secretary General, FPTPEC
Tel: +331 53692495

Fax: +331 53692276

H.E. Bruno GAIN

Permanent Secretary for Pacific Affairs
Deputy Secretary General, FPTPEC
Tel: +331 53692529

Fax: +331 53692276

Address :

Secrétariat du Comité France (Territoires du Pacifique) pour le PECC
c/o Secrétariat Permanent pour le Pacifique, Bureau n°® 176

27, Rue Oudinot

75007 Paris

France

Tel: +331 53692495

Fax: +331 53692276

INSTITUTIONAL MEMBERS:

Pacific Trade and Development Conference (PAFTAD)

Chair:

Dr. Hadi SOESASTRO

Centre for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS)
Jakarta

Address:

PAFTAD Secretariat

Australia-Japan Research Centre

Asia Pacific School of Economics & Management (APSEM)
Australian National University

Canberra ACT 0200

Australia

Tel: +61 (2) 61250161/3780

Fax: +61 (2) 61250767

Committee Homepage:
http://www.eaber.org/intranet/publish/paftad/index.php

Pacific Basin Economic Council (PBEC)

Chair:

Mr. Bernard FUNG
CEO

AON-Asia

Address:

Pacific Basin Economic Council

Unit 1202 ING Tower

No 308 Des Voeux Road Central, Hong Kong
Tel: +852 2815 6550

Fax: +852 2545 0499

Committee Homepage: http://www.pbec.org/
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