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Case Study 1: Northeast Asia

The Cold War Period: hegemonic stability theory,
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Case Study 2: Southeast Asia
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Asia
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Conclusions:

Comparing Northeast and Southeast Asia
— Insights from neo-liberal institutionalism

— Northeast Asia

* Big-power interests and rivalries constrain the effectiveness of the Six-
Party Talks in dealing with the North

* Absence of a common strategic vision among the big-powers beyond

the North Korean problem limits the prospects for a permanent
security institution

— Southeast Asia

* ARF has worked well to contain intra-regional conflicts and to deny
dominance by extra-regional big powers

* ASEAN countries’ security concerns and those of extra-regional

powers do not necessarily coincide and this limits the prospects of an
ASEAN-anchored security framework for the whole East Asian region.



Conclusions:

A Common Institutional Framework for Northeast and Southeast Asia?

In the foreseeable future, the further strengthening of security
institutions in the region would require a careful, selective

coordination between ASEAN-driven security agenda and broader East
Asian security agendas.

In the longer term, the currently state-centric security discourse needs
to be replaced by a more people-centric security discourse. This in
turn requires development of robust civil society in both Northeast and
Southeast Asia. Civil society actors can then form transnational
networks and place non-traditional security (including human security)
issues that are common to the entire region on the regional security
agenda, to be addressed by both state and non-state actors.

In short, the realities on the ground need to change and render neo-
liberal institutionalism more relevant.



