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Premises

1) Regional security cooperation in East Asia has
not been substantially institutionalised, while
institution-building has mainly evolved around
policy areas related'to economic integration.

ional gatherings,

2) Summits; the high
hayve been established in these economic
institutions in'Asia; serving as confidence-
building platforms.

3) Accordingly, security:cooperation interests have
been embedded in economic integration™
mechanisms in East Asia; ‘economy” acts as a
buffer against the intensification of “security’.




Question

Why have several regional institutions come to
emerge and co-existed in East Asia?

Approach

Examining factors behind the order of the
establishments:

Old APEC (1989) — ASEAN+3 (1997) —
ASEAN+6 (2005) — new APEC (2006/08)

Old APEC: open regionalism, based on MFN.

New APEC: regional trade bloc, based on
discrimination.

Australia
New Zealand

Canada
Japan Mexico
China Hong Kong
Korea Taiwan

ASEAN (10) § PG
- Cambodia Malaysia, Vietham
- Laos Singapore, Brunei
~ Myanmar Philippines, Thailand
Indonesia :

Multilayered Regional Institutions in Asia




Basic hypothesis (modified analytical eclecticism)

Power, interest and norm are all important, but
more significance is placed on power; an
independent variable against the others.

Powerful states judge that the functions or norms
of an existing regional institution do not accord
with its own interests, and then commit itself to
another institution which would serve its own
interests better.

Powers have both materialistic (hard) and
ideational (soft) dimensions.

1. Old APEC to ASEAN®3 (powerful states: Japan
and China)

*APEC: failing to promote trade/investment
liberalisation and cope with the Asian financial
crisis, subsequently engaged in security agendas
such as counter terrorism after 9/11.

(Japan and China’s commitment to helping
ASEAN to which US paid little attention in
financial crisis).

*ASEAN+3: focus on CMI as a major area of
functional cooperation which APEC and
ASEAN failed to establish.

(The US: benign neglect attitude)




2. ASEANT3to EAS (Japan and'the US)

*ASEAN+3 in 2000s: Anxiety about China’s
growing power that might dominate the agenda-
setting process.

(most of the members were developing countries
and tended to support China’s viewpoints and
agendas).

*EAS in 2005: stressing the importance of
‘common values’ shared with the US and Japan,
such as democracy and human rights

(Australia, NZ and India as those ‘East Asian’
states were urged to join in “+3”).

3. ASEAN6 to new APEC (powerful state: the US)

1) Japan proposed the ASEAN+6 integration (CEPEA) in
2006 that excludes the US.

2) China enjoyed the credit through its effort to promote
“low quality” FTAs in Southeast Asia.

— putting US businesses, which would not benefit from
the abolition of tariffs, at a disadvantage in relation to
East Asian businesses in market competition.

The US has tried to utilize FTAAP to take a symbolic
action to change the regional integration discourse, and
change the expectation of where the trade politics in
East Asia would be headed in the future.




e The US and TPP

Given +3 and +6 FT As are yet to commence, the
US interest in FTAAP through TPP as a direct
way of the challenge to East Asian integration
may make it difficult for Japan to vigorously
promote ASEAN+6 FTA, to a lesser extent for
China’s ASEAN+3 FTA as well.

Key APEC members have developed an interest in
participating in TPP (now 9 participants).
*Japan’s New Growth Strategy (endorsed by the

Cabinet on 18 June 2010): the promotion of
FTAAP, but no mention about TPP.

4. Further Development of ASEANT3 (China and
Japan)

May 2009, ASEAN+3 Finance Ministers’ meeting
saw the agreement :

a) to expand the fund of the Chiang Mai
Initiative (CMI) to US$120 billion (China,
Japan and Korea: 80% contribution)

b) to establish financial surveillance, and
monitoring systems (AMRO in S’pore),
independent from IMF and ASEAN.

¢) to multilateralise bilateral swap
arrangements (CMIM: one time decision
with more substantial funds available).




S. Further development of ASEAN6 (the US)

US engagement in East Asia under the Obama
administration — sustaining a superficial

‘ASEAN Centrality’ claim.

a) Singing of ASEAN’s TAC (July.09): meeting
three conditions for the EAS participation.

b) Obama’s Tokyo (Nov.09) and Clinton’s
Honolulu (Jan.10) speeches: declaring its interest
in officially engaging in EAS.

¢) US-ASEAN Summit: first kind of meeting the US
President joined, including the first encounter
with a Myanmar leader by a US President in 42
years.

0. Trilateral Cooperation in Northeast Asia

The CJK relations had improved, conducive to the
establishment of Trilateral Summit, leading to
more functional cooperation including
investment treaty and FTA in NEA with the 2011
establishment of the Secretariat in Seoul,
representing Korea’s initiative role.

Development of trans-governmental and intra-
governmental networks: more ministerial and
senior officials’ meetings in finance, foreign
affairs, economy and trade, environment, health
culture and tourism in Northeast Asia.




7. CIKCs analytical implications

1) Discontent: political instability in Southeast Asia,
which has hampered the development of East
Asian cooperation, is a common concern.

2) Norm: Japan and Korea have a shared interest
in a more efficient trade/investment norms and
jointly urged China to deal with ‘the behind the
border’ issues due to the growing triangle
independence: the ASEAN way’s irrelevance.

3) Powerfulness: 80% of the total amount of CMIM
($12 billion) is provided by CJK, while their
combined GDP account for 87% of the total
East Asian one: massive power imbalance.

8. Towards a process of “institutional Darwinism”?

e Possible independent variables

1) Whether will each powerful initiator, supported
by followers, strive to maintain its interest in

maintaining APEC, APT, EAS or CJK?

2) How will the China-Japan confrontations affect
the leader-follower (mainly Korea and ASEAN)
matrix?

3) Whether will the US take an encirclement
approach or recreate a Cold-War type of “two

plus one” formula, in a battle between the
Washington and Beijing consensuses?
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Security Communities”

Alastair lain Johnston

Harvard University, Department of Government
Peking University, School of International Studies

The 4th International Symposium on "Security Cooperation and Regional Integration in Asia”
December 3, 2010

The Characteristics of Security Communities

Deutsch et al (1957) — geographical space where states have “dependable
expectations of peaceful change”

— unimaginability of violence in resolving disputes

— dyadic or multilateral
Dependable expectations of peaceful change rest on “mutually successful predictions
of behavior”

— predictability comes when people “came to feel that they could understand their
countrymen in the neighboring political units by expecting them, by and large, to behave
as they themselves would behave in a similar fashion”

examples
— North America (the US and Canada),
— in the Southwest Pacific (Australia and New Zealand), in
— Western Europe
— Scandinavia
What about East Asia? 2
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s there an emerging security community?

Frequency of International Crises
(source: International Crisis Behavior dataset)

3
Frequency of armed conflicts (starts and ongoing)
(source: Peace Research Institute of Oslo)
2 | ——trend (polynomial)
g A | ——trend (linear)
4
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Crisis management
behavior during the
# East Asian crises Cold War

B non-East Asian crises

& 8

s

percent of cases
8 8

0
no violence violence minor violence violence
important preeminent

B East Asian crises
M non-East Asian crises

Crisis management
behavior after the
Cold War

no violence  violence minor  violence 'violence
important preeminent

Military spending in East Asia

‘$US (constant 2008)
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% of states with Polity score >6
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Percentage of East Asian polities that are liberal

democracies
(using the Polity IV dataset criteria)
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ldentity differences

% choosing Asian identity in addition to national identity

percent

100

(AsiaBarometer 2006-7)

Vietnam

Cambodia

Laos

Taiwan

Philippines

Thailand
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China
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Myanmar
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Singapore

ROK

Japan




Japan’s influence

(source: AsiaBarometer)

Japan's influence is rather bad or bad

W China
W Korea

2003 2006

|dentity difference:
Views of Japan’s influence and identification with Asia

(source: AsiaBarometer)

70

W identification with Asia
M no identification with Asia

positive neutral negative
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Unimaginability of violence in East Asia?

% of subregional directed dyads where violence is “imaginable” (exdudes
US)

— NEA dyads (N=30) ~ 70%

— SEAdyads (N=110) ~ 48%

% of a polity’s dyadic relationships where violence is “imaginable”
— Taiwan ~50%

— Russia ~75%
— Japan ~80%
— ROK ~80%
— PRC ~100%
— DPRK ~100%

11

Obstacles to Security community

identity difference: perceptions of difference in the essential
traits held by one’s own people and those held by people of
other countries in other words, how different is my group
from your group?

identity difference predicts to realpolitik practices (e.g.
arming, opposition to free trade)

the wider the perceived difference, the more realpolitik one’s
foreign policy preferences are (social identity theory)

12
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What is the relationship between social contact and the

importance of territory?

security communities require the resolution of territorial disputes

violence is very imaginable as long as territorial disputes persist

the persistence of territorial disputes likely enhances perceptions of
identity difference

territory is seen as an indivisible symbol of national difference and
uniqueness.

national identities are framed in the discourses of kinship (the country as
motherlands/fatherlands, the people as brothers/sisters/children) and
sovereignty.

kinship and sovereignty are defined, in part, by geographical space.

powerful source of identity difference is the institutionalization of
territorial disputes

13

Security communities and identity change

dependable expectations of peaceful change rest on “mutually
successful predictions of behavior” (Deutsch et al 1957)

predictability comes when people “ came to feel that they could
understand their countrymen in the neighboring political units by
expecting them, by and large, to behave as they themselves would
behave in a similar fashion” (Deutsch et al 1957)

predictability comes when people have a sense of shared identity

a security community requires a reduction in perceived differences in
ingroup-outgroup identity traits

how do perceived differences in identity traits dissipate?

14
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Contact theory

personal contact

— provides new information about outgroup

— requires behavioral change toward outgroup
— leads to increased affective relationships

— challenges ingroup stereotypes

— outgroup is eventually salient, even though initial contact is with
individual

— actual friendship is possible
— leads to improved moral assessment of the other

15

Forms of social contact and identity change

foreign travel

consumption of popular culture
workplace contact

epistemic communities

virtual (online) contact

16
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Foreign travel and identity change

often tourism is short term and aimed at enjoying what is
considered unique about another country.

— brief, organized, sometimes state-controlled tourism can reinforces
stereotypes

tourism that allows extended opportunities for empathetic contact
may counter stereotyping.

— house-stay tourism, volunteer tourism (working on some social projects
in another country), or extended educational tourism in a host country

dramatic increases intra-East Asian tourism

17

Travel abroad and effect on identity difference
(N=~900, source: BAS 2007)

35

3
25 \

15 4 —toward Americans

identity difference score

no yes

18




Travel and Chinese perceptions of identity difference with Japanese

(BAS 2007)
------------- oo F( 6, 905) = 9.69
Model | 276.980199 6 46.1633665 Prob > F = 0.0000
Residual | 4313.29559 905 4.76607248 R-squared = 0.0603
------------- o e - Adj R-squared = 0.0541
Total | 4590.27579 911 5.03872205 Root MSE = 2.1831
| Coef. Std. Err t  P>|t| [95% Conf. Interval]
_____________ e e Y ettt
gender | -.094038  .1483218 -0.63 0.526 -.3851332 .1970561
age |  .0079024  .0060058 1.32 0.189 -.0038844 .0196893
rural hukou | .7330253  .1852311 3.96  0.000 3694929 1.096558
log income | -.0037371 .0896853 -0.04 0.967 -.1797525 1722782
education years | -.047116  .0232167  -2.03 0.043  -.0926809 -.0015512
foreign travel | -.6495433 .253833 -2.56 0.011 -1.147713  -.1513736
_cons | 3.403411 969631 3.51 0.000 1.500424 5.306398
19
Travel and Asian identity

(AsiaBarometer 2006, Chinese sample)
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Popular culture and Identity

cultural consumption creates an “extraordinary mass
ceremony”, cuing ingroup identification?

content of products are viewed as cross-national, groups
perceive similar shared tastes?

example: “Korean wave” and Taiwanese views of the ROK

selection problem

— people who ‘like’ foreigners are attracted to foreign cultural
products?

— likely to be endogenous/interactive process -- liking cultural
products <= liking foreigners

21

watching foreign-produced
TV and Asian identity

(source: AsiaBarometer 2006)

W frequent forelgn TV viewing
B infrequent foreign TV watching

Asian identity no Aslan identity

60

50

| freque_nt foreign TV viewing
Winfrequent foreign TV watching

watching foreign-produced
TV and Asian identity 10

(source: AsiaBarometer 2007)

Asian identity no Asian identity

98




Workplace contact and identity

globalization in urban centers in Asia has brought people from
different countries together in the work place.

— expat populations have grown throughout the region over the last
couple of decades.

not all of this expat-local contact is likely to reduce perceptions of
identity difference.

— expat endaves and, in some cases, vastly higher or vastly lower

standards of living, political limits etc, all reduce the probability of
social contact with locals

survey data is suggestive, however, that workplace contact help
ameliorates perceptions of “the other”

— associated with higher levels of amity, lower levels of nationalism 23

Frequent work contact with Americans and amity toward the US
(source: BAS 2004)

60

50
E 40 =%
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s 30
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E 20
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0

yes no

24
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Relationship between frequent contact with Americans and agreement with
the statement that “people should support their government even if it is
wrong” (Source: BAS 2004)

61.29

W agree
M disagree

yes no 25

" Work-related

: Contact with foreigners
(source: AsiaBarometer 2006)

20

10

0

Asian identity no Asian identity

70

60

50 |

g e ™ work contact with foreigners

i & M no work contact with forelgners
Work-related
Contact with foreigners
(AsiaBarometer 2007) "

1]

Asian identity no Asian identity
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Epistemic communities and identity change

East Asia has a myriad of cross-national work environments created by
dialogues in the fields of economics, environmentalism, and security
participants are often
— self-selecting
— committed to multilateralism and cooperation
— sharing similar worldviews
the contact is often sustained, long term, and small group
solidarity comes from sharing principles and purposes
— “elite duster of pan-regional cosmopolitans” (Pempel)
conditions ripe for social influence and persuasion
little research on epistemic communities and regional identity in East Asia
— Middle East track Il dialogues allowed people to learn about each other as non-

stereotyped members of another group (Dalia Dassa Kaye) 07

Virtual contact and identity

the internet can be used to express and reinforce stereotyping,
racialist sentiments, or ingroup identities among diaspora populations

experimental research suggests under certain conditions imagining
non-hostile contact with out-groups can also reduce perceptions of
difference (mainly by inducing thinking about the heterogeneity of the
out-group)

online interaction can hide some features of dress, speech,
appearance, social statuses that can highlight status differences

online interaction also allows ‘contact’ from one’s own private sphere,
where there is less peer pressure to conform to in-group norms of
stereotyping.

28
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70

Internet contact and
“ Asian identity

(source: AsiaBarometer 2006)

“ 40
W frequent internet contact
Winfrequent internet contact

perce

Asian |dentity no Asian identity

W frequent internet contact
M infrequent internet centact

Internet contact and 20

Asian identity 10

(source: AsiaBarometer 2007) o
Asian identity no Asian identity
Conclusion

the impact of social contact on identity differences is tentative
— strong theory
— strong experimental evidence
— weaker evidence from East Asia

need much more extensive cross-national surveys, media content
analysis, and elite surveys/interviews, tracked over time

need to examine the roots of cross-national identity difference and
stereotyping -- primary education curricula

* this research is essential if the promotion of regional security
communities (governance) is to be effective

30
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ASEAN and Non-Traditional Security

Introduction

The growing salience of non-traditional security (NTS) problems in Southeast Asia has made it increasingly
difficult for regional states to insist on strict separation between domestic affairs and regional problems. No
regional state can continue to insist that various non-traditional problems within their respective domestic
boundaries can be addressed unilaterally through national response by the state concerned. The magnitude of
the problems, and their impacts beyond national boundaries, render any national response inadequate. In
other words, the nature of non-traditional security problems requires not only national response but also
close regional cooperation to address them.

Indeed, what are now regarded as non-traditional security issues have always been on the agenda of
cooperation of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). Since its inception in August 1967,
ASEAN has always approached security matters in a comprehensive manner. For Southeast Asian countries,
security has always encompassed wide arrays of issues in social, cultural, economic, political, and military
fronts. Problems in those areas —especially within the domestic context-- are seen to have the potential to
destabilise nation-states and regional peace and security. Based on such conception of security, ASEAN has
always distinguished security in terms of what traditional and non-traditional threats. However, until very
recently, ASEAN countries tended to see non-traditional security issues primarily as domestic problems of
member state which required national solution. It was only after the end of the Cold War, and more so after
the 1997 economic crisis, which brought about the growing threats posed by non-traditional security
problems, that ASEAN began to intensify inter-state cooperation in dealing with the problems.

The Merits and Limits of ASEAN’s Cooperation on NTS

Initially, in resolving regional security issues, both at national and regional levels, ASEAN from the outset
undertook two interrelated approaches. First, threats from non-traditional security problems were left to
individual member state to resolve, especially through nation-building measures. Second, to enable
individual states resolving those problems, regional cooperation is necessary to create a peaceful external
environment so that states would not be distracted from domestic priorities. These approaches later evolved
into a strategy of building regional resilience, a conception influenced by Indonesia’s thinking of ketahanan
nasional (national resilience). Such thinking postulates that “if each member nation can accomplish an
overall national development and overcome internal threats, regional resilience will automatically result
much in the same way as a chain derives its overall strength from the strength of its constituent parts”. In
other words, ASEAN believed that the management of inter-state relations in the region should be founded
on the sanctity of national sovereignty of its member states. Regional cooperation was sought in order to
reinforce, not erode, that sovereignty.

With the end of the Cold War, however, ASEAN’s approach to regional security began to change. ASEAN
countries continue to face security challenges in multiple forms, especially in non-traditional forms. For most
Southeast Asian countries, the threat of terrorism is but one problem alongside other security problems such
as extreme poverty, trans-national crimes, natural disaster, maritime pollution, environmental problems,
piracy, human trafficking, and communal violence. ASEAN began to recognise the imperative for
cooperation among member states to resolve domestic problems with cross-border effects.

It was the implication of economic crisis of 1997 on human suffering that demonstrated further the
significance of non-traditional security problems in the region. In 2003, the health crisis triggered by the
problem of Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS), and then the Avian flu, clearly showed how
security threats in Southeast Asia has increasingly become trans-national, and therefore blurred the
distinction between internal and external security. The SARS epidemic clearly reinforced the permeability of

1 Jusuf Wanandi, “Security Issues in the ASEAN Region,” in Karl D. Jackson and M. Hadi
Soesastro, eds., ASEAN Security and Economic Development, Research Papers and Policy Studies
no. 11 (Berkeley, CA: Institute of East Asian Studies, University of California, 1984), p. 305.
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state boundaries and highlighted the growing imperative for transnational cooperation. The fact that the
spread of SARS could be checked by close regional and international cooperation sent a strong lesson that
the containment and resolution to such problems would require close inter-state cooperation. Without a
coordinated cooperation, which will be much more effective if it is done within a multilateral institution,
this kind of threat could lead to a global catastrophe. Indeed, these problems serve as the latest reminder to
all regional states that security interdependence has become an undeniable reality in Southeast Asia.

While the depth and scope of NTS cooperation in ASEAN remain subject to criticism, it does have its merits.

For one, the focus of cooperation on non-traditional security issues does provide an additional platform for

developing the habit of cooperation among ASEAN states within a formal multilateral setting. Within this

setting, states could institutionalise the notion of “security with” rather than “security against” as the
dominant paradigm for inter-state relations. As ASEAN’s experience has shown, the process is also important,
especially for the institution to mature and induce a level of comfort among the participating states.

Addressing NTS problems, however, still constitutes a formidable challenge for ASEAN for a number of
reasons. First, NTS issues do not necessarily mean “non-sensitive” problems. For example, the problem in
Burma --which led to the displacement of people and refugees-- has also reinforced the point that human
rights is a security issue for the region. The same can also be said regarding the problem of trans-boundary
pollution. In other words, NTS problems do relate closely to the issue of national sensitivity. In this regards,
the cliché problem of non-interference should not be overlooked.

The second constraint is the continuing problem of limited state capacity to address the NTS challenges. The
financial crisis of 1997, for example, clearly reduced the capacity of some states —such as Indonesia-- to push
through some policy measures and allocate the needed fund for addressing the problem. As most ASEAN
countries are facing multiple NTS problems at the same time, there is a competition for limited state
resources, thus making it difficult to prioritise.

The third constraint comes from ASEAN’s internal working mechanism. Despite recent institutional
adjustments after the adoption of the ASEAN Charter in 2007, ASEAN still lacks a mechanism to enforce
compliance. The trans-national nature of the problem clearly requires a collective effort among affected
states to address and resolve the problems. It is precisely on this imperative that ASEAN has been weak.

The fourth constraint comes from the fact that ASEAN remains an inter-governmental form of regional
cooperation. Despite its declaration to become a people-oriented or people-centred, some governments in the
region remain suspicion of the civil society organisations (CSOs) and reluctant to work them. Meanwhile,
most NTS problems need a strong state-CSOs partnership in addressing them.

Concluding Notes

ASEAN, however, has begun to consolidate its efforts in addressing the NTS problems through a number of
initiative. Two most important steps towards this direction have been the adoption of the ASEAN Political
and Security Community (APSC) in October 2003 and the APSC Blueprint in 2004. Indeed, greater
cooperation has been evident with regards to the management of the problem of terrorism, natural disasters,
and maritime safety. While the extent of the implementation of these measures remain unclear, ASEAN does
have a platform through which NTS cooperation could be intensified.

Regarding the principle of non-interfence, ASEAN should continue to adhere to this principle. However, this
principle should not become an obstacle to greater cooperation in addressing NTS. The principle of
non-interference needs to be employed in a flexible way so that it would allow ASEAN to cooperate on
trans-boundaries issues, internal problems with clear regional implications, and issues with identifiable
humanitarian dimension such as gross violation of human rights, natural disasters, humanitarian crisis,
internally displaced persons (IDP) and other human security problems. In other words, ASEAN needs to
employ the principle of non-interference within the context of interdependence among states.

Despite the growing recognition on the importance of NTS, however, the place of NTS in security discourse
and policy in the region should not be taken for granted. East Asia is at the most important juncture of great
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strategic transformation. While the existing regional security architecture is better equipped to tackle NTS
challenges, it is not so in managing “traditional” or “hard” security problems. Questions are being asked
regarding the viability of the current regional architecture in coping with strategic challenges resulting from
the changing dynamics and power relations among major powers in the Asia-Pacific region. Changes and
strategic re-alignments in the relationship among the major powers, as a result of global transformation and
regional power shift, have begun to galvanise the discourse and studies on the adequacy of the existing
architecture. By nature, this debate brings back the attention to the “traditional” or “hard” security issues.

Indeed, as the discourse on the need for a new regional security architecture intensifies, traditional security
concerns may once again overshadow the attention and preoccupation with NTS issues. Governments could
be easily distracted by the imperative of addressing traditional security problems. In East Asia, there is no
shortage of such problems. In addition to the problem of major power relations and regional security
architecture, there are also unresolved territorial disputes, bilateral tensions, the implications of military
build-up, and nuclear issue in the Korean Peninsula. Government officials and traditional security analysts
might find these issues more “sexy”. The concerns for protecting human beings from sources of threats no
less deadly than wars could be easily lost within the overriding concerns over traditional security concerns.
These traditional security concerns are important, but they should not be allowed to dominate security
discourse and practices in Asia.
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Discussant 3

Thank you. Five minutes is very short, so I’ll ask just a couple of questions even though it’s difficult after
such excellent presentations to come up with some. First, some questions for the first presentation: One of
the points that you mentioned was the lack of powers’ sustained interests in keeping these multi-lateral
security institutions, their willingness to jump ship and support other institutions if they no longer see their
interests fit in the current institution. It seems to me that one of the problems, from this rather non-committal
behavior, is that they don’t fear or assess any severe consequences of leaving the institution. So the question
for me would be, can the Asia-Pacific region develop multi-lateral security institutions that would over time
make it difficult for major powers to leave without really suffering negative consequences? Or do we have to
live with the fact that they will pick and choose as they see fit? The second question is related: what could be
the negative consequences for Asian regional integration from this institutional Darwinism? Could that in the
long run undermine the willingness of Asia-Pacific countries to engage in these efforts?

Three short questions for the second presentation. I was thrilled to hear that we need more money
for these kinds of projects. I would also suggest that we need more money for projects looking at how
Australia could fit into the security community, but that relates already to my first question, namely whether,
in the face of a rising China that will challenge fundamentally the order in East Asia and the Asia-Pacific in
general, does it make sense for us only to look at East Asian security communities, or don’t we have to
broaden the focus here and also look on the prospective for an Asia-Pacific security community, which of
course would complicate the whole endeavour by an order of magnitude.

For the second question, regarding security communities, you’ve mostly focused on interstate
relations. What do you see in terms of the effect of security communities on intrastate affairs in the
Asia-Pacific region? Would development of a security community also affect the way these states would
perceive the violence acceptable in their domestic affairs? This relates to my third question: how should we
talk about the development of an Asia-Pacific or East Asia security community without discussing the nature
of the political system at the same time? Does it make a difference in talking about security communities
whether we have a homogeneous system of countries such as in Europe, or as in the East Asian theater, we
have democratic states working side by side with non-democratic states? Does that make a difference?

Finally, I have one question for the third presentation on a very concrete non-traditional security
challenge that you didn’t mention in your talk: cyber-security. I think this is a topic that is not only very sexy,
but it also has a high potential of becoming not only a non-traditional security issue, but also a
non-traditional threat issue. How does ASEAN look at cyber-security, and what do you assess are the
abilities of ASEAN to deal effectively with it? Quite clearly, it does affect the national security of each
individual country to a very significant degree. Thank you.
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Presenter 4

Thank you very much, I think the first discussant raises two very interesting and very difficult questions. One
concerns the consequences of different institutions’ existences supported by different superpowers. I think
this question is quite similar to what the second discussant also raised just now. The second question seems
to be related to some negative impact arising from institutional Darwinism. Let met touch on the second
issue first. First of all, as I mentioned in my presentation, I don’t support institutional Darwinism. Also, I
think the two questions are related, so I won’t necessarily answer each of them. Rather, my comments are
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generally based on the two questions.

It’s a future-oriented question, so therefore difficult to answer. However, at the moment, different
leaders from powerful nations have different interests, especially in terms of regional integration frameworks.
The classical example is the TPP—Trans Pacific Partnership. According to APEC Yokohama declarations,
FTAP—Free Trade in the Asia Pacific—can be pursued by developing three different frameworks,
ASEAN+3, ASEAN+6, and the TPP, but the TPP currently has nine member countries, but only a couple of
ASEAN member states. FTAP is based on APEC, but doesn’t include Myanmar, Laos, or Cambodia as
official members. This is why ASEAN is not happy with the APEC-wide FTA and has prioritized including
these three Indo-China nations into APEC.

If the United States continuous to promote the TPP to achieve FTAP, that would be a big concern
to ASEAN, and the ASEAN+3 and ASEAN+6 frameworks. Also, some nations, like Japan, which are putting
a priority on these frameworks to achieve regional integration, would be faced with very difficult policy
questions. For example, if Japan tries to pursue the TPP or FTAP, how can Japan pursue its policy of ASEAN
and Mekong River development when ASEAN member countries would be quite disappointed?

This is just one example of how different institutions supported by different countries are actually
developing. These complex regional politics will probably continue, and from the Japanese viewpoint this is
a big concern because China might be able to take advantage of its most favorable frameworks, ASEAN+3
and the Mekong River development. This is something that Japan would like to avoid in the future. Again, I
don’t know how these different institutions’ problems can be solved, particularly since Japan has decided to
join the TPP next year.

I think the second discussant also asked about some of the examples of economic cooperation that
are keeping tensions from escalating. There is a lot of historical and territorial tension in this region: between
Japan and China, between Japan and Korea, and even between Korea and China. South East Asian countries
still have some territory disputes. However, economic integration has continued despite these disputes. The
question is whether integration could have proceeded faster without these disputes. In other words, are
territorial disputes or bilateral tensions acting as a hindrance to regional integration? My observation is no.
The causation is very difficult to demonstrate, but as I mentioned in my presentation, we have a huge
territorial dispute between Japan and China. However, talks among China, Japan, and Korea are going on
this week. They don’t mentioning anything about the Senkaku or Daioyu problems. They simply focus on
regional integration. How can we explain that if hindrance exists? Why would the Chinese trade official say
that the CJKFTA could be commenced in 2012? I think that’s probably enough. Thank you so much.

Presenter 5

The advantage of having a short amount of time to answer lots of questions is that I can pick the easy
question to answer. They’re all hard, but I’'m going to pick the easiest of the hard. That is, the impact of
security community building on intrastate affairs rather than interstate affairs. I was thinking it’s a really
important question because what it underscores is a fundamental tension between building a security
community and maintaining domestic legitimacy. For a lot of countries the maintenance of domestic
legitimacy requires accentuating differences between self and other, accentuating and stressing the
uniqueness of your own cultural ethnocentric traits, and characteristics precisely opposite, which you need to
see for the construction of an interstate security community.

For example, American exceptionalism, Chinese exceptionalism, Japanese exceptionalism, French
exceptionalism, all these exceptionalisms emphasize the value superiority of their traits and characteristics.
Americans believe they’re the most democratic country in the world, the Chinese believe they’re the most
peaceful people in the world, and the construction of a security community requires actually deemphasizing
uniqueness and emphasizing similarities or traits or characteristics that are shared across boundaries. This
raises a problem for states that worry about their legitimacy because emphasizing your uniqueness through
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nationalism is an important source of legitimacy for regimes that worry about support from their population.
It may be that the implication here is that building a cross-national security community necessarily requires
challenging the uniqueness of national identities, and this is difficult particularly for authoritarian regimes,
whose legitimacy does not rest on electoral processes, and it’s particularly difficult for nationalist
democracies, such as the United States. Interstate security community construction may require
democratization, or at least regimes whose legitimacy does not rest on emphasizing the uniqueness of their
own traits and characteristics, which is a much more pessimistic conclusion about security communities than
I thought I would arrive at.

Presenter 6

Thank you for all the questions. Let me begin by answering the questions from the first discussant. I actually
don’t really know what ASEAN is doing on cyber-security, but to the best of my knowledge they are
beginning to address the issue within the transnational crimes network of the ASEAN police.

Let me turn to the three points that have been raised specifically on the ASEAN experience by the
second discussant. Number one, what is needed to avoid tension? Institutionally speaking, there are a number
of mechanisms within ASEAN, such as the high council provisions within the Treaty of Amity and
Cooperation and the ARF Chair, which can be utilized when tensions arise. But so far, we have never used
these mechanisms. Instead, ASEAN continues to rely on the personal ties of leaders, which of course has
begun to change. Because of the regular exchanges among the leaders of the ASEAN member states, and
also because of their close personal relationships, they actually talk directly to each other either in an
informal or formal setting, whenever tensions arise. I can tell you that when Indonesia had a problem with
Malaysia it was easy for both leaders to come together and talk about it in order to diffuse tension, especially
on the streets in Jakarta. As we have become a democracy, foreign policy issues are no longer a monopoly of
government officials, and NGOs and NPs take part in the process, but that’s often the first channel we use.

Another mechanism is what I call the restraining effects of institutions, in which by simply
invoking the fact that we are members of ASEAN, that actually helps conflicting countries who are having a
dispute to think twice before they actually escalate tensions.

The second question is on the impact of the involvement of China, the US, and Japan on
non-traditional security cooperation within ASEAN. In general, I can say that ASEAN, through its various
institutions, especially the ASEAN Regional Forum, provides an institutional framework, even though it’s
not perfect, for the three major powers to cooperate under the ASEAN umbrella on those issues. But
unfortunately the activities have been confined to workshops, study groups, and desktop exercises that are
more bilateral: China-ASEAN, ASEAN-Japan, and ASEAN-US.

In fact, different bilateral exercises on NTS serve different purposes. With China, for example,
ASEAN, by bringing in NTS issues as an agenda of cooperation between ASEAN and China, expects to
integrate China further into the web of cooperation, not only with ASEAN, but also with other East Asian
countries. It really helps to achieve the purpose of CBM, and also to strengthen mutual trust between
ASEAN and China.

With the US, I think it would be fair to say that bringing in NTS issues, and also expecting a US
role in this area, will help maintain US engagement in the region. With Japan, basically we want Japan’s
support to ensure the success of ASEAN community building, and this is quite evident from the last 20 years
of ASEAN-Japan cooperation.

The third question is regarding any difference between the so-called ASEAN security community
and the EU? When we came up with the idea of the ASEAN security community, it was not actually a
Deutch security community that we had in mind. It’s basically an ASEAN security community, so ASEAN
serves an objective basically. With the expansion of ASEAN from six to eight and then to ten members, we
worried that with the emergence of new security problems, and also because of the surge of territorial
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disputes among members, that the use of force could actually return to the ASEAN context. In that context,
we were quite modest even though the original proposal from Indonesia for the ASEAN security community
really envisions a full security community. We also brought in the imperative of democracy, human rights,
and the rule of law, and the free movement of people so that we could have a shared regional identity.

The agreement in 2003 to make war, or the use of force, impossible between member states, is the
basic characteristic of the ASEAN security community. In that context, it’s odd to call this kind of
undertaking a security community, especially if you bring in the literature on security communities, because
it deviated from the general understanding of what security communities are. But we hope that as countries
begin to implement those policy measures that can create the conditions where the use of force, or even war,
become impossible among the member states, then in the next step after 2015, we can move in order to
address other requirements before ASEAN can become a real security community.
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The first question to you is, does the ASEAN Way challenge non-traditional security cooperation? The
second question is about new countries that want to join ASEAN, for example, East Timor. What are the
responses from the current member states? It could be that it’s too early for some countries and there are
some arguments that ASEAN started out being very open and is now becoming more closed.
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The first question is about the relations between national identity and regional identity. Many people raised
the question that national identity might be a hindrance to close regional identity assimilation, and several
people raised historical issues and reconciliation issues. Would national identity be an impediment to a
greater regional identity? Some of the questions raised the fact that although there is a regional identity in
Europe it does not mean that German identity, French identity, or British identity have disappeared as a
result.
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What kind of East Asian regional identity should we discuss? In the age of globalization maybe there could
be a regional identity that is different from that in Europe, meaning different from ones based on democracy,
human rights, etc.
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Presenter 6

Let me answer the second question first, on the prospect of East Timor becoming the eleventh member of
ASEAN. Yes, two or three days ago Ramos-Horta gave a speech in Singapore and said that he expected next
year that East Timor could officially become a member of ASEAN. For symbolic reasons because Indonesia
is going to chair ASEAN next year, if East Timor becomes a member when Indonesia is the chair, that could
provide a good image of ASEAN as a whole and also for Indonesia’s and East Timor’s relationship.

But my own guess is that it would not easy for East Timor to become a member next year for a
number of reasons. First, even though East Timor applied a couple of years ago, we have not been able to
reduce the demand of being a member of ASEAN. We still have 617 meetings a year, and there are questions
about the capability and capacity of East Timor to commit is. Also, I don’t think we have reached a
consensus within ASEAN on when East Timor will be admitted as a full member because there are still some
countries that may be more suitable or more appropriate for the expansion of ASEAN because at the moment
the main focus of ASEAN is to consolidate itself and try to implement the ASEAN community blue print.
This is supposed to be completed by 2015.

On the ASEAN Way and non-traditional security challenges, let me first rehearse what the ASEAN
Way means. I think it usually denotes notions of informality in ASEAN countries dealing with each other,
especially in resolving conflict. It also relates to the question of sovereignty and non-interference as cardinal
principles of interstate relations in South East Asia. Finally, it refers to the primacy of consensus in
policy-making mechanisms.

The need to address non-traditional security issues, I think, erodes the ASEAN Way. If you
continue to invoke these three elements of the ASEAN Way, I don’t think we could go very far in
cooperating and addressing NTS problems. For very obvious reasons, because when you talk about NTS
problems, especially those problems that originate from a domestic domain of a member state but with
trans-boundary implications, you have to compromise about the strict distinction between internal and
external environments, and you have to compromise on the sanctity of the principle of non-interference. In
fact, if you look at ASEAN cooperation in this area over the last ten years, there have been some changes and
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a degree of flexibility when it comes to the invocations of the principle of the ASEAN Way. It’s not that the
ASEAN Way makes it difficult for the non-traditional security cooperation, but I think the imperative of
working together to address NTS actually erodes and also changes the way the ASEAN Way is being
implemented within ASEAN. But of course there is still tension, especially between old members and new
members, with regard to how flexible you can be in order to allow greater cooperation on non-traditional
security issues.

Presenter 5

Thank you very much for the questions. To some degree the questions actually lead me to comments similar
to those I gave earlier. The first question, is national identity a hindrance to the emergence of regional
identity? As I said, in principle, as is evident from the surveys we’ve been doing in Beijing, what matters is
the sense of uniqueness. In other words, when you ask Chinese people to place Chinese people, Japanese
people, and American people, where do they think Chinese people, Japanese people, and American people lie
on scales of peaceful to warlike? Overwhelmingly, Chinese people think that Chinese people are down at the
peaceful end, Americans are somewhere in the middle, and Japanese are down at the warlike end. There’s
obviously a variation across individuals, but the averages work out that way.

What’s interesting is, people who believe that they are peaceful but believe that they are uniquely
peaceful, in other words different from Japanese or Americans, are people who also have strong realpolitik
preferences. In other words, they see their relationship with people who are different from them in a
competitive, potentially conflicting way, even though they see themselves as being peaceful. What’s crucial
here is they see themselves as being unique and different, so even if the content of the identity or the
uniqueness emphasizes their peacefulness, the fact is that what overwhelms that is the sense of differentness
which then leads to a set of specific preferences such as increasing military spending, being more
mercantilist in terms of free trade, that in a sense belie or undermine this notion that you’re peaceful.

Now, unfortunately in the surveys we’ve been doing we have not asked a question about attitudes
toward territory, but my guess is that people who believe they are uniquely different from Japanese and
Americans and believe they are uniquely peaceful as Chinese people, are more likely to believe that territory
matters and are more likely to see high salience in preserving territory. I’'m almost certain that’s what you
would find.

So there’s a relationship between the territorial issue and the historical issue, and that is the more
that you believe you are different the more that you are likely to view this as an important, salient issue in
your relationship with other countries. Apropos of European identity, I think it’s absolutely true that the data
on European identity show that people can hold both a national identity and a regional identity at the same
time, but what appears to have occurred in Europe is that the definition of German-ness, French-ness, or
British-ness has changed such that to be German is also to be European, and so the question is, could you see
in East Asia the emergence of a definition of Chinese identity or of Japanese identity where to be Chinese is
to be Asian, to be Japanese is to be Asian, where the definition Asian-ness is shared?

The second question was about regime type and obstacles to security dilemmas. As in my earlier
answer, it may be that democratization is a requirement for the emergence of a security community based on
shared identity. ASEAN may be an exception because ASEAN clearly has a mixture of regimes, and the
presenter’s very important work that he himself has done and others working with him have done to promote
an ASEAN security community seems to be actually quite positive in the direction it’s moving. But note that
it was a democratic Indonesia that promoted the idea of a security community in the region; it was not a
non-democratic regime in ASEAN. Not all democracies are probably suited for or interested in promoting
security communities, and the obstacle that will run interference here is the degree to which the legitimacy of
that democracy rests on this notion of a unique, different, superior national identity.

The third question, what kind of regional identity can emerge in East Asia, and how different might
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this be from Europe? Again, [ want to come back to the first point that I made, that in some sense the content
of the identity traits that the people believe they share with others is irrelevant; what’s key is the degree of
shared-ness, the degree to which they believe these traits are shared by others. As I mentioned, in these
surveys done in Beijing, people who believed that Chinese people were the most peaceful people in the
world were people who actually tended to have realpolitik preferences and see the world as a threatening and
dangerous place, precisely because they saw themselves as different and others as, in a sense, holding
inferior values.

Basically, when you have an identity relationship where somebody believes that they are uniquely
peaceful and they believe the other group is uniquely warlike, the chances of community for that person are
very, very low compared to the chances of a community between people who see themselves as moderately
peaceful. Namely, what matters there is that they see themselves as having relatively shared traits or values.
Whether shared East Asian traits and an emerging security community is based on a notion of East Asian
values or a notion of democratization—shared democratic values—or shared Confucian values may not
matter as long as these values are perceived to be shared.
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