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forum might not evolve into a new battlefield for power competition,
rather than a constructivist security community-building process.

The concept of “East Asian Community”, and perhaps even more so
the concept of “East Asian Security Community”, should be developed 2
step at a time, focusing on the shared goals and the objects of cooperation
rather than on the structures, institutions or membership. Non-traditional
security issues may be prioritized in the agenda of an East Asian security
dialogue (and indeed the Fast Asia Summit is looking at energy, environment
and climate change), but in order to keep the big powers interested and
engaged, as well as to strengthen the efficacy of muldlateralism, discussion

of traditional secutity concerns that greatly affect perceptions among the .

region’s great powers (such as arms build-ups and the role of alliances), can

not completely be avoided.

While agreement on common values and principles (specifically, democratic

values) as the basis for buildinga regional identity might be considered desirable
by some, it is unacceptable to others. It would seem that for the moment
emphasis should be placed on mutual interests and shared goals as the
foundation of security community building, In the absence of common
democratc values among prospective members of a future East Asian security
cornmunity, agreement ofl CELtain nOLms of behavior (notably self-restraint,
peaceful coexistence, and equality and mutual respect) and on certain approaches
(“soft security” emphasis, consensus-building) can help break down the walls
of distrust and nurture the community-building efforts, with the hope that
shared democratic values may gradually evolve.
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Building security commisnities tn Pactfic Asia is no longer the pipedrean
that realists tend to see if, but rather a real possibility that rests on concreie
evidence. The bard guestion for us is to discover the means fo build one without
subseribing to untested polemics or ill-informed policy rhetoric still evident
across rhis region, but also without ignoring rich insights from historical Ecpérience

Jound in realitm and other theoretical traditions,” most notably Kantian
internationalism and constractivism. This chapier develops a thearetical ecleelic
proposition that security community building and naintenance depends on at
least two independent or interdependent variables: demiocratic norms and
democratic community leadership. It advances a perspective called democratic
realist instititionalisn. Liberal democracy will not put an end to .ﬁ.g%sn.?.
for power antong democratic states, but they tend 1o grow into the new realism
that war no longer Serves as the appropriate means for their competifion.

introdustion

BUILDING A SECURITY community in East Asia is no longer the
pipedreamn that realists have tended to see F_ but rather a real possibility
that rests on concrete evidence, The security communities that currently
exist include North America, the European Union (EU), the North Atlantic
Treaty Ohmmampmon (NATO), and both the US.-Japanese and US.-Israeli
security alliances. Regarding North America, Kalevi Holsti observed dudng
the Cold War that, “there is little question that Canada and the United States
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constitute a pluralistic security community. It is difficult to contemplate the
two governments using violence against each other, planning nulitary
operations to w?m north or south, or targeting military capabilities toward
each o&:ﬂ: Ole Wrver describes Western Furope as a “non-war
community”. * Thomas Risse- Hf\n;ummu argues that NATO has become a
Transatlange Security OOED.EEQ Michael Barnett makes the case moH Tsrael

q
and the United States as a security community.

Even realist-inclined pessimists do not rule out the possibility of a security
community in East Asia, but they question whether states in the region will be
able to form one on a regional scale in the near future. Aaron Friedberg, for

instance, famously contends that East Asia is “ripe for rivaley”and that “in che.

long run it is Asia that mmnEm far more likely {than Europe] to be the nonrm:

u

of great power conflict.” “If five hundred years of Huropean history are of
any guide,” we are told, “the prospect of a multipolar system emerging in
Asta cannot _uo an especially comforting one”. Thus, “Europe’s past could be
~ Asin’s future.” >nnonnm5m to his alarming prediction, “twenty-first century
Asia may come to resemble nineteenth century Europe. Asia. .. will probably

contain a group of big powers (including China, India, Russia and Japan, with
 the United States playing a role from across the Pacific) as well as several
~ somewhat less powerful, but still potentially quite capable actors.” A0 However,
this is perhaps more evidence of progress in European history than it is a

prediction that East Asia will never experience such progress.

Although a multilateral security community is nowhere in sight on East
_ Asin’s horizon, it remains a long-term possibility. The hard question for us is
to discover the means to build one without relying on or subscribing to the
untested polemics or hurried policy rhetoric still evident across this region,
but also without ignoring the rich insights from historical experience found
in realism and other theoretical traditions, most notably Kantan
internationalism and constructivism. States can collaborate when facing a
common threat under anarchy, but this alone makes them more of a military
alliance than a security community; shared fundamental democratic norms
and institutions, however, can serve as a powerful non-material force that
helps nurture a sense of community among them. Democratic community
leadership appears to be the second crucial variable. Based on the historical
expetience shared by the security communities that exist today, this chapter
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develops a theoretical proposition that security community building and
maintenance depend on at least these two independent or interdependent
variables: democratic norms and democratic community leadership.
Members of a security community may never completely transcend the
reality of relative power and balance-of-power politics among themselves,
but they seem far more effective than autocratic states in making joint efforts
to manage conflict or form and maintain a community.

This chapter advances a perspective called democratic realist institutionalion
based on the proposition that liberal democracy will not put an ead to
competition for power among contending forces within domestic politics,
nor do democratic states become apolitical by transcending power politics.
Democracies can grow into the new realism that war no longer serves as
the approprate means for their competition.

Security Communities: fi State-ceniric Framewerk

Exactly how states can transform their realist world into one based on
security communities remains 2 matter of debate. Constructivists have so
far offered the best clue. Alexander Wendt’s iypology of anarchy, for instance,
helps us classify three groups of states: Hobbesian, Lockean, and Kantian. "
This paper argues that there exist three broad types of cooperation for
security among states under anarchy: 1) the Hobbesian type of collective-:
defense alliances; 2) the Lockean type of collective- security regimes, and 3)

the Kantian type of democratic-security communities.

According to the realist camp, the perils states face today remain deeply
rooted in irredeemable conditions found in human ambitions, international
anarchy, or both. The international system is anarchical and thus competitive,
since states engage in endemic and unlimited warfare: the strong do what
they have to do, while the weak must accept what they have to accept.
Powerful states conquer and dominate weaker ones and naturally pursue a
militant stratepy of empire building, In this Darwinist world, ‘unfit’ states
become extinct, while the ‘fittest’ survive. States supposedly existin the ‘state
of nature; in which the ‘war of all against all’ applies; they follow the logic
of ‘il or be killed’. States are accustomed into thinking that war is ‘natural,
that ‘power’ is what they aim to maximize, and that self-help is what
international politics is all about. There is thus a high rate of state deaths.
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Military power remains the most important means of national security.
To survive, states must help themselves by arming to the teeth. This does
not imply that states in such Hobbesian cultures are incapable of cooperation.
When threatened by a common enemy, states will form military alliances.
They tend to balance power or threats, but such balancing leaves no room
for neutrality or non-alignment. Military alliances remain durable as long as
states face the same enemy, bur their collective defense ends as soon as the
common threat disappears.

In Lockean culeures, however, states have a more relaxed view of
their security, since they treat each other as rivals rather than enemies. As in
the Hobbesian world, international anarchy still exists, but Lockean anarchy
is one characterized by international ‘rivalry’ based on two basic norms:
self-help and mutual help. States under Lockean anarchy should be seen as

maturing: they become more secure than those stll under Hobbestan®

anarchy. They also tend to become more status quo-oriented and only
respond to others’ threats defensively, although bad states still behave
offensively. States thus grow out of the Hobbesian obsession with seli-
preservation. War is no longer considered ‘natural’, but as something more
manageable. As such states recognize each other’s right to sovereignty,
which is viewed as “an intrinsic property of the s m;nz and “an institution”
that should not be taken away from each other. ~ Lockean states operate
within an international rule-of-law system that remains incomplete and

under the rule of self-restraint.

Military power remains important and balancing behavior stll exists,
because states remain self-interested individuals. As Inis Claude puts it: “the
problem of power is here to stay; it s, wmwmmmmmmun not a problem to be
eliminated but a problem to be managed.”  But power is manaped through
international institutions, which operate differently, from military alliances
associated with the realist concept of balancing, A proponent of collective
security, U.S, President Woodrow Wilson expressed his contempt for
collective defense, using the following words: “The day we left behind us
was a day of alliances. It was a day of balances of power. It was a day of
‘every nation takes care of itself or makes a partnership with some other
nation or group of natdons to hold the peace of the world steady or to
dominate the weaker portions of the world’” After World War 1, Wilson
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asserted that collective security is “not a balance of power, buta communiry
of power; not organized rivalries, but an organized common Hummnm.:_._ As
states still regard one another as rivals, they may even engage in disputes
(territorial or otherwise) and may use force to settle them. This 15 a new
.moﬁ.m of U&mb&:m%smmn the condition known as the preponderance of
international power.  Contrary to the realist logic of power balancing, states
balance against aggression - a type of behavior judged to be bad by

international law, rather than normal or natural by the law of the jungle.

Lackean states remain less mature than Kantian states, though: the former
are still “afflicted with a possessive individualism stemming from collective
amnesia about their social roots” . In Kantian cultures, states learn to identify
one another as members of a pluralistic security community’ - the way Karl
Deutsch, his associates, and others in recent decades have identified them -
rather than as individuals operating in the self-help international systemn or
international anarchical mOnwmQ.z International anarchy still exists, but states
no longer treat one another as rivals. Their collective tdentty is defined in
terms of friendship, which differs from alliances in Hobbesian-terms and is
not simply built on a Leviathan but on “shared knowledge of each other’s
peaceful intentions and behavior™" Under Kantian anarchy, states also regard
one another as ‘friends’ or ‘team players’, whose collective norms - namely,

nonviolence and other-help or altrujsm - guide their mutual relations.

Conflicts among Kantian states can still arise; however, when they do,
states resort not to war (which is considered illegitimate), but to peaceful
methods of dispute settlement, including negotiation, arbitration, and
adjudication, When threatened by a third party ouside their community,
states are expected to fight as a team, not simply as self-interested allies. Hr.n
durability of their friendships is greater than that of threat-specific temporary
alliances found in Hobbesian cultures. When these norms are viewed as
legitimate, states no longer see each other’s security interests in instrumental
terms but in terms of their own and behave in ways considered altruistic.
Because levels of trust among them are high, their friendships remain based
on the @ facto rule of law by which they agree to abide volunrarily.

The literature on security community studies further tells us that there are -

two basic types: amalgamated and pluralistic. States wishing to build an
amalgamated security community develop a vision for common government
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under which none remains sovereign. Members of such 2 community forfeit
their sovereignty in an effort to unify themselves through the establishment
of a formal supranational organization. According to Deutsch and his
assoclates, an amalgamated security community results from the “formal
merger of two or mare previously independent units into a single Fhm.wn
unit, with some type of common government after amalgamation.”

Proponents of this community type rely on the historical example of how
the United States came into existence and the expectation that the European

Union (EU) will become the United States of Europe.

Realistically, states in today’s world can only hope to build pluralistic

security communities; for most scholars and state leaders, any vision for

éo&a or regional government seems out of reach. The basic feature of
mrﬁiﬁ:n security communities is that their members retain their political

sovereignty. They retain their political independence but develop a sense of.

mutual trust based a sense of collective identity and mumat loyalty. There
are at least two basic types of pluralistic security communities. Both Adler
and Barnett cali the first “loosely-coupled anEQ communities”, whase
members no longer expect any :_umcwmomr activities” from one another and
“consistently practice self-restraint.” The second type is characterized as
“tightly-coupled”, because member states “have a ‘mutual aid’ soclety in
which they construct collective m._.wmnﬁd arrangements.” They “possess a system
of rule that lies somewhere between a sovereign state and a regional,

centralized government.” ﬁm:&rnocmmnm pluralistic security communities

are “transnational communities” with governance structures “linked to

dependable expectations of peaceful change.” B

What are the specific steps states usually take when they engage in the
process of building pluralistic security communities? Ole Waver calls them
“non-war” communitics in that their members do not expect to wage war
against each oﬁrnﬁ As members of a regional security community, for
nstance, Canada and the United States need not form a supranational regional
organization demanding that they forfeit their political sovereignty and submit
themselves to common rute. They may even form military alliances to defend
themselves against a common enemy. Moreover, competition for power
among community members does not cease. Members of NATO have
never been completely set free from balance-of-threat politics, either. Canada
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has traditionally sought to balance the United States within NATO. Even
social constructivists have acknowledged this continuity. According o
Christopher Hemimer and Peter Katzenstein, for instance, “A North Atantic
arrangement would allow Canada to use the European states as a balance
against the GES& States” (“balancing US. preponderance in NATO in the
case of Canada’ _v Although France and the United States have been NATO
members, their differences (since President Chatles de Gaulle was in power
in the late 1960s) at times seemed unbridgeable. French cooperation within
NATO remained tenuous. In more recent years, French leaders have sought
to balance American “hypes-power.” Kenneth Whltz found evidence of
European discontent with American power and expects_ Buropean states,

such as France and Germany, to balance it. As he puts it: *

MNow as earlier, European leaders express discontent with Europe’s
secondary position, chafe at America's making most of the important decisions,
and show a desire to direct their own destiny. French leaders often vent
their frustration and pine for a world, as Foreign Minister Hubert Védrine
recently put it, ‘of several poles, not just a single one’. President ._ungcmm
Chirac and Prime Minister Lionel Jospin call for a mc,m:mﬁrmzﬁm of such
multifateral institutions as the International Zo:man Fund and the United
Nations, although how this would diminish America’s influence is not
explained. More to the point, Védrine complains that since President fohn

Kennedy, Americans have talked of a European pillar for the alliance, a pillar
that is never built,

We still witness counter-hegemonic politics among democratic states, “
and should have no fllusions that the game will ever cease to exist. * Adler
asserts that, “the existence of security communities does not mean that
interest-based behavior by states will end, that matetial factors will cease to
shape interstate praceices, and that the security dilemma will end. o

Constructivists would thus be unwise if they naively ignored balance-of-

power pelitics among security community membezs.

There are concrete signposts that mark clear distinctons beoween securty
communities in the Kantian world and collective-defense alliances in the
Hobbesian world or collective-security coalitions in the Lockean world.
One conspicuous signpost indicating murual trust between or among security
community members is border demilitarization, when states begin to
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demilitarize their joint borders. They end military preparations for war against
each other and signal their con-mmmnmmm?m intentions toward each other.
They reduce materal resources to defense, stop. fortifying their border, and
_unmE to expect peace in their mutual relations.

The next question for us then is whether there are credible alternatives
to state-centric ones. Proponents may wish to remove the state in favor
of other non-state actors, but cannot get far. Even critical theorists do not
reject the role of states in providing for security, although they value non-
state actors. Alex Bellamy and Maet McDonald, for instance, contend that
EEH stance “does not mean that states cannot fulfill a positive role in
pursuing human security”, that states have the responsibility to protect

individual human beings, but that states do not always play a positive role. |
29 ; . . . . i

Neither can we count on the United Nations for regional security based ",
on the concept of collective security, which has so far failed miserably. 1

still defend an argument I made in 1997: “Alchough it will never be in the
position to create a strife-free Utopia, the UN is the only global body
with the best potential to keep its members [and other actors] thinking
collectively about what they can do to prevent hell on earth from breaking

30 . . .
loose.” My point should be treated as a statement of aspiration rather

than a validation of reality. The world organization still serves as the gymbal

of global unity in a disunited world and cannot act freely on its own
initiative without the active support of member states. William Tow and
Russell Trood are still right: “Unfortunately, we cannot presume that the
world’s humanitarians will be left alone to implement their bold agenda
unencumbered by the affairs of states. The coordination of strategies and
resources needed to advance security on a global basis cannot be achieved

by relying solely, ot even primarily, on the present assortment of universalist -
EH .

organizations and regimes.” .

_Inshott, then, pluralistic security communities remain state-centric: they
are made up of independent states assumed to develop dependable
expectations for peaceful change (no longer prepared to resort to war as
the means to settle their disputes). Neither do they need to rely on
supranational institutions. As community members, states trust one another
enough to co-exist peacefully, but the level of their mutual trust may never
completely transcend balance-of-power logic.

REGIONAL SEGURITY IH EAST ASIA:
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i Theoretical Argument: Toward Bemocratic Bealist Instiationaiism

The biggest question is what causes states to collaborate effectively on
pluralistic security community building and maintenance. Neo-liberal or
rational choice institutionalists give us little to go on. At the risk of
oversimplification, the theory assumes that individual actors are egoistic in
the pursuit of self-interest and as such can build institutions that will serve
their individual objectives. Designed and buil¢ through information flows
and ﬁnmnmhmhmnnw ‘chosen’ institutions are instrumental to their fndividual
interests. This type of institutionalism raises some difficult questions: Why
are some institutions weaker than others? Why should epoisric state actors
work together to overcome their collective-action problem when they prefer
someone else to supply the mstitution that will serve a cmwor purpose?

Histotcal institutionalism explains continuity or stability better than neo-
liberal institationalism, but does not explain change well. Ontologically, it assumes
that there is a reality ‘out there’ that can be explained. Epistemologically, it
agrees with positivism as far as cansal effects on actors’ behavior are concerned.
Unlike positivism, however, deep and unobservable structures(such as
structured inequality) mumﬂ can determine behavior or efet decision-making cannot
be directly observed.” Institutions are treated as hitarioal products that exist
anterior and g prior to any agent operating with them. Regardless of who the
actors are, the existing institutions remain unchanged because they constrain
Amn:ﬁm and produce path-dependent policy-making, Change is possible _ucﬁ
only in incremental fashion, when responding to changing demands by gmnnm
But if institutional change is subject to demands, historical institutionalism
sounds more like rational-choice or neo-liberal institutionalism emphasizing
the role of agency and rationality.

Neo-liberal/rational choice and historical institutionalisms aze in m_nﬁ,
different in that “historical institutionalists did not need to explain stability as
much as they needed to explain change. They were fine on why things n_E
not change all that much, but tended to be rather surprised when they did. .
Mark Blyth offers a useful solution to the problem by adding ideas to help
explain change. Ideas do not violate the ontological claitn of historical
institutionalism as much as they violate the ontological claim of rationalism,
which tends to assume that ideas are instrumental of rather than determine
agents’ preferences. Based on foundadonalism as its ontological posidon
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but realism as its epistemological position, historical institutionalism p/esideas
; ) . 36
can be regarded as more if not “truly progressive.”

Normative or cultural instiutionalism proves more helpful in terms of

its ontological ability to allow for the possibility of explaining change through
‘norm creation. Cultural norms are treated as determining ‘appropriate’

wn:m&oﬁﬂ but remaining dynamic: they allow room for individuals or groups
considered to have some power of independent thinking to challenge and
change existing norms through such actions as campaigning and persuasion.
The norm of humanitarian intervention, for instance, has its roots in the
campaign of advocates involved in humanitarian affairs. Prior to that, the
norm of non-intervention reigned supreme, as it still does in various regions
of the world. The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)

mnmmmq..&,:u the campaign to protect people during wartime and its advocacy
_gave rise to international hurnanitarian law Efforts to ban anti-personnel
landmines led to the Ottawa Convention, ratified by 137 states in the eatly

2000s, but it was the ICRC that made the first call for a landmine ban.

‘Other states and non-state actors subsequently became involved. As a result,

. . 38
negotations on landmines began and the Ottawa process got underway.

The same can also be said about global efforts to eliminate small arms and

light weapons around the world. Multilateral diplomacy and non-

governmental actors have played crucial roles in advocating and creating
. . . ki
new norms that have shaped states’ interests on human security issues.

Still, there are limits to what norms can do to bring about change, such
as better security communities. The norms banning small arms, light weapons,
and landmines have succeeded to the extent that they do not threaten states’

- security interests protected by stratepic weapons. The new norms advocated
 to govern conventional arms today remain as ineffective as they were in the
. past, as “every state [still] has a right to defend itself by manufacturing,
-exporting, and importing any weapon it deems fit in the name of national

44)

‘defense”  Also, when it comes to national security, the norm of secrecy
“still prevails over that of transparency.

As an alternative perspective, the democratic realist institutionalism
advanced as this study’s analytical purpose builds on both historical and

‘ normative institutionalisms by adding two variables: liberal democratic

norms and material power. These variables, which can be epistemologically
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assumed to have wwsal effacts on actors’ behavior, are both normative or
non-material structures (such as democratic norms, whick must be
interpreted) and material structures (such as capabilities that can be quantified
to help us measure power differential or distribution among actors), which
dztermine behavior or affert decision-maling,

It may be helpful to clarify first what I mean by liberal democratic norms.
They do not exist just because elections are held on a regular basis and on a
free and fair fashion, nor do they imply that only democratic states pesform
better than autocratic states in economic ﬁnﬁam.: People and leaders in
democracies can learn to respect the norms of equality among themselves
in the political and racial sense. The argument that liberal democracy is an
evil form of government ot that multiethnic socteties do not need it ignores
the fact that palitical and raciat tolerance remains a key liberal norm. Liberal

democracies practice such tolerance.

There still exists the question of whether liberal democratic norms help
states meet the requirements for community building. Alexander Wendt
remains agnostic about whether Immaneel Kant’s republican:states are the
only type of states that can internalize demeocratic norms of the liberal
peace. Others contend that states cannot build security communities if
they do not share a strong view of the status quo and do not have a regional
culture and well-developed institutions, but downplay the role of democracy
by making the following qualification. In their words: “Democracy may
not be a necessary condition but, as suggested by the democracy and peace

. . P 43
literature (and by the empirical cases to date), it 1s a huge asset.”

But it remains difficult to sustain the argument that non-democratic states
can internalize and apply liberal democratic norms to the extent that they
help transform their institutions, such as security alliances or regimes, into
security communities. We have now learned that non-democratic states may
have tded to build pluralistic security communities, but evidence works against
their political vision. Michael Barnett, for instance, advances the argument
that non-democratic states in the Arab repion did make efforts to form
alliances among themselves based on pan-Arabism, but their collective identicy
was weaker than collective identities among democratic states. Heads of
Arab states “routinely paid lip service to the To:-amhdownmm& ideals of
pan-Arabism while engaging in power-seeking behavior” Pan-Arabism
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was supposed to give rise to a regional political community that defends
Mbnmvm wherever they may reside, works toward political unification among
them, and strengthens the bonds of Arab vnity. Arab states even sought to
build security arrangements based on the liberal norms of nonviolence,
consultation, and compromise. But none of their groups, most notably the
Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), has been considered a regional security
community. The GCC remains based on a certain shared Arab identity,
HBEE. than on shared liberal democratic norms: its member “states were all

._m
monarchies” and remain undemocratic,

We also have no concrete examples of security communities whose

members contain a mixture of democratic and non-democratic regimes.

This further helps explain why the two different types of states may form
security institutions, but do not identify each other as long-lasting or close
friends or members of a security community. Based on the democratic
.M&Enr.n model, evidence suggests that democratic states do not trust autocratic
states. If both types of states are in a major crisis, democracies may not secl

46
compromise through negotiation.

The “democratic peace’ thesis further demonstrates that democratic and
non-democratic states may attempt to build security communities together
in their regions, but these projects tend to fail, sooner or later. One obvious
reason is that democratic states are not less prone to war against non-
democratic states than the latter, which also have a strong record of waging
war against each other. Kantian Hnﬁomngno:mrmnm mo not argue that ltberal
democracies are pacific toward non-liberal states.” In fact, they say, liberal
states have waged wars against non-liberal states and may be even more
war-prone than the latter, Liberal states, for instance, have a strong record
of invading weak non-liberal states in different parts of the world (for
example, colonial wars and US intervention in Third World states). When
disputes between democratic and non-democratic states arise, the former
may also escalate ongoing tensions and initiate military hostilities.” This
explains the dangers of war posed by powerful democractes, but saill validates
the liberal peace thesis.

Among themselves, however, democracies tend to be Pro-siatus qHo,
tend to share liberal cultural values that promote the norms of nonviolence
and mutual respect, and tend to develop more stable institutions. First and
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foremost, empirical studies strongly show that democratic durability may
have more to do with the fact that liberal democracies tend to be pro-stafus
guo: they enjoy more satisfacion with their moﬂc.ommgim-w-im each ather
than non-democracies, which tend to be revisionist. Other studies also
show that rising democracies prove less likely to escalate war against leading
democracies or less likely than autocracies to become revisionist and thus

. 50
less likely to use force to challenge the statir guo.

Second, democracies share a set of liberal cultural norms that promote
peaceful conflict resolution on the basis of mumal tolerance and respect.
Democratic powers tend resolve their mutual disputes in a manner short of
war, Democtacies tend to perceive each other as peaceful because of Hmm
democratic norms governing their dormestic decision-making processes.
What, then, are the democratic norms most conducive to the process of
trust building? Some of the most important ate peaceful dispute settlement
(non-recourse to war, negotiation, and corpromise) and _mm,m equality (voting

equality and certain egalitarian rights to human n:mEJo

Liberal state leaders who adopt the norm of nonviolence tend to favor
negotiation and compromise. According to-one study, “democracies are
unlikely to initiate crises with all other types of states, but once in a crisis,
democracies are clearly less likely to inidate violence only against other
democracies”” Levels of mutual trust among them are high enough that,
even in crisis times, their leaders are less likely to initiate violence against each
other. France and the United States, for instance, had their differences soon
after NATO came into existence, but “in no instance did one party conceive
of, or threaten to, employ force against the other; no military capabilities
were mobilized to signify total commitment to an objective, and

uu

communication between Paris and Washington did not break down.”

Democratic states have a tendency to rely on the need for conflict resolution
because of their shared normative commitment to pesce through respect for
the rule of law Democratic leaders prove better equipped than autocratic
state leaders when it comes to diffusing conflict situations at an early stage,
before they escalate to military violence. When disputes arise, democratic leaders
seek accommodation. They comply with the democratic norm of “bounded
competition” common to all democracies in that they “agree not to employ
physically coercive or violent means to secure 2 winning position on contentious
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- public mmm:nm.:mo Among themselves, liberal democratic states tend to rely on
institutional means to resolve their conflicts. They resort to binding international
arbitration by agreeing to accept arbitrators’ final decisions. According to a
study of 206 dyadic disputes, “The presence of joint democracy in dangerous,
war-prone dyads has a strong positive effect on the probability of referring
.interstate disputes to binding third-party setflement, even when nonﬁnoEDm

for alliance bonds and geographic proximity.” .

The norms of peaceful conflict resolution depend on other liberal norms,
however. If some states regard other states as politically or racially inferior,
“no security community can be formed and effectively maintained. For
instance, the United States and Canada went to war in 1812, despite the fact
- they both were democratic states. The United States was a liberal democracy,
“but not all American leaders adopted the liberal norms of political equality
 vis-3-vis Canada. American leaders with annexationist ambitions saw Canada
‘a5 a British colony, and this perception may have led some of them to
‘regard their neighbor’s parliamentary system as “anti-democratic and
tyrannical.”” According to Sean Shore, “[Americans who then rejected British
systems)...could not accept that British Canada could ever be part of the

58
North gnﬂnmb.mﬁ@nmﬁbnmn in democracy”

Even among some liberal democracies, the threat of racialism to
~ community building may stll pose an enormous challenge. According to E.
"H. Carr, long known as a classical arch-realist in the field of international
relations, racialism can implicitly place a high bar on different nations taking
steps to build a community:

The vividness of his [the Englishman's] picture of ‘foreigners’ will
commonly vary in relation to geographical, racial and linguistic proximity, so
that the ordinary Englishman will be likely to feel that he has something,
howaver slight, in common with the German 9. the Australian and nothing at
all in common with the Chinese or the Turks.” enw__nm added}

Liberal internationalists may thus talk about liberty, but Carr contended

thar the liberal principle of international equality alone would not fully reflect

" the existence of “discrimination” within the “international community” In
his words, “Equality is never absolute, and may pethaps be defined as an
absence of discrimination for reasons which are felt to be irrelevant.” He
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thinks “the principle would be infringed, and the community broken, if
people with blue eyes were less favorably treated than people with brown,
ot people from Surrey than people from Hampshire.” o Germany under
Adolf Hitler may have initially been democratic, but its political elites emerged
as racists who rejected the norms of racial equality and then dragged their
country into war against other democratic states, most notably those in

Europe.

Carr was at the time critical of Western liberal racialism, which did no
initially give tise to the norm of racial equality among nations or states. The
“doctrine of progress” or the “harmony of interests” is disguised in racialis|
terms: liberal states pursued this doctrine “through the elimination of unfx
nations” and “[t]the harmony of interests was established through the sacnfice
of ‘unfit’ Africans and Asiatics™ Liberalism embedded in racialism car
thus perpetuate militarism. According to Michael Mann, “the association o
liberalism, constitutionalism or democracy with pacifism is a compiete anc
utter fabrication.” Western liberal regimes committed terrible atrocities ir
the past. History shows “European racism . .. encouraged-the worst atrocities
Thus the Spanish and Portuguese colonies saw fewer atrocities than the
British, while the democratic American, Canadian, Australian and New
Zealand ex-colonies perpetuated more than had their former colonia

v.—om
masters.

If unmanaged or minimized, racialism can thus hinder the process o
trust building essential to the process of security community building: Some
further contend that “Xenophobia against citizens of neighboring sates. . Jha
no place in a security community, since a regional ESSSJQ demands a senst
of ‘we-ness’ among the members of that community.””  Critical theorie:
also shed light on how racialism exists in liberal democracies and can generate
division within and between Eﬁu Military values in Western libera
democracies still nurture raciatism.”

When leaders and people in demacratic states regard one another on the
basis of equality in political and racial terms, the chance of creating a secutifs
community looks brighter. For instance, NATO as a militacy alliane
transformed into a security community resulted from the United States
commitment to it. From the beginning, US. policymakers saw :Hm_,
Furopean allies “as relatively equal members of a shared community.”
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Race also played a crucial role. Former US. Assistant Secretary of State Will
Clayton, who expressed hopes that NATO would serve as the first step
toward the formation of an Atlantic Federal Union, asserted that, “my idea
would be that in the beginning the union would be compaosed of all countries
that have our ideas and ideals of freedom and that are composed of the
white race”" Liberal democracy, however, makes it possible for state leaders
and their peoples to combat racism openly, as evident in the United States
since the 1960s. In short, liberal democracy based on the norms of political
and racial equality appears to help transform the Lockean society of sovereign
states into a Kantian community.

Third, democracies tend to develop relatively robust, durable, stable,
and effective institutions, when compared with non-democratic states. Other
liberal scholars, such as Anne-Marie Slaughter, have further advanced a fieo-
liberal legal institutionalist propositon that regimes whose members include
liberal and non-liberal states or have only non-liberal Bma_umnm are less robust
than regimes with members that are liberal democracies.” Kurt Gaubatz
argues that, “democracies are no different than nondemocracies when it
comes to relationships with nondemocracies. Hﬁ is only alliances between
democracies that appear to be more durable.” * The durability of military

alliances between or among democratic states, which can subsequently form.

into security communities, further suggests that most realists, who exclusively
stress the system effect of anarchy on state behavior, overlook the pacifying
effect of liberal norms and democratic institutions.

If strong institutions are supposed to help mitigate war-prone behavior
and resolve conflicts peacefully among states (as neo-liberal institutionalists
tend to suggest), we also need to ask if we treat such institutions as completely
separable from the matter of democracy. Bruce Russett makes an important
observation: “individual autonomy and pluralism within democratic states
foster the emergence of transnadonal linkages and institutions — among
individuals, private groups, and government agencies.” He adds that, “Those
linkages can serve to resolve transnational conflicts peacefully and. . .inhibit
their national governments from acting violently toward each other.” In
comparative terms, “Democracies are open to many private and government

N
transnational linkages; autocracies rarely are.”

REGIOMAL SECURITY IN ERST ASIA:
Challenges to Cooperation and Community Building

Democracies, however, do not rely exclusively on liberal-democrati
norms to transform themselves into security communites. Such norm:
themselves prove insafficient for explaining the existence or persistence o
security communities. Bruce Russett acknowledges that democratic :o:m“
“do sometimes break down” {or “may be viclated ,En_ _unm&.. down”
Risse-Kappen similarly admits “norms can be violated. . gor: Tkenberr
argues mﬁ; liberal hegemonies help institutionalize and stabilize internationa
Huorﬁ:“m " Other sodial constructivists have argued that material power st
matters in the process of community building. Powerful states can lea
weak ones, not vice versa. In Wendt’s words: “A Lockean culture with 20t
members will not change just because two of its members acquire a Kantia
identity, unless perhaps they m.mn also its only superpowers, in which cas
other states may follow suit. Still other constructvists believe materiz
power matters, although they emphasize the positive images of powerfl
states. According to some, “power can be a magnet; 2 community forme
around a group of strong powers creates the expectations that weaker state
will be able to enjoy the security and poteatially other benefits that ar
associated with that community.” In other words, “those powerfu/ states wh
belong to the core of strength do not create security per s¢; rather, becaus
of their positive images of security or material progress that are associate:
with muﬂhmnmb and successful states, security communities &n<m~o_.u aroun:
them.”  They view “the development of a security nos.:daEE as “nc
antagonistic to the language of power; indeed, it is dependent on 1t " Marth
Finnemore makes it clear that “norms, rules and routines...will mnﬂ.nsﬁr
interests of powerful actors; they will not survive long if they do not™ .
realist, Stephen Walt further observes that “constructivists admit that idea
will have greater impact when backed by powerful states and reinforced b

. . T
enduting material forces.”

Without democratic leadership, security communities may not k
effectively_maintained. Democratic leadership provides powerful bindin
glue, especially when democratic members of security communities g
involved in crises. The point can be illustrated by the divergence of view
during the 1956 Suez Crisis between the United States on the one hand an
its allies, France, Britain, and Israel, on the other. Apparently, democrat
leadership mattered during the Suez Crisis. According to Risse-Kappe:
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“No longer bound by the norms of appropriate behavior, the US, used its
superior power and prevailed...the US. and British worked hatd to restote
the transatlantic community, suggesting that they did not regard the sort of
confrontations cxperienced during the Suez crisis as appropriate behavior
among democratic allies.” ™ The role of democratic leadership has also
been essential to the maintenance of the US.-Israel security comrmunity. If
the United States was unable to provide Israel with uninterrupted assistance,
their alliance would have been unstable and might not have been transformed

into a security community.

One positive effect of democratic community leadership is that military
alliznces among demacracies, which are not always equal in material terms
(for example, NATO), tend to prove more durable than those among
autocracies. Realist works confirm that even if a new democracy Unnn..,ﬂmm
powerful and subsequently seeks to balance the incumbent leader in an
effort to become the new hegemon, power transition among them is less
likely to be prone to war. Even some neo-classical realists believe that this
may be the case. Wiliiam C. Wohlforth, for instance, wrote in defense of
a unipolar world, viewing it as more peaceful and durable than either
bipolarity or multipolarity. He contends, for instance, that although Japan
and Germany are rwo prime contenders for polar status by balancing
American power, they are unlikely to do so, because these states “are close
C.m. allies with deeply embedded security dependence on the United States.”
v Why did they remain closc allies after the end of the Cold War and the
Soviet threat? Wohlforth would argue that the preponderance of US.
power became so undisputed that balancing is now a futile game. This
appeats to be the case because “the mﬁanﬁm% suggests that states are only
now coming to terms with unipolarity,” but these three powers are
democratic states sharing the same liberal national identity. Wohlforth seems
to agree when he makes the following remark: “None of the major powers
is balancing [the US power in the post-Cold War era]; most have scaled
back military expenditures faster than the United States has. One reason
may be that democracy and globalization have changed the nature of

.. 8
world politics.”

Contrary to some realists’ assumption that when challenged from below,
. 82 o
hegemons resort to preventive war, powerful democratic states are less
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likely to wage war against non-democratic states in order to prevent th
Iatter’s rise to the top in the intetnational system. The United States, whic
enjoyed a nuclear monopoly during the first four years of the Cold Wa
could have launched a preventive nuclear war on the Soviet Union, whic
did not yet possess nuclear capabilities. Randall Schweller demonstrates tha
since 1665 powerful but declining democracies {whose citizens behave o
the basis of tdealism/pacifism and “liberal complaisance”) waged no wa
against gsing, challenging powers, regardless of the latter’s regime gp
(democratic or autocratic). In his words: “Declining democratic states...d:
not [wage preventive wars against rising opponents]. Instead, when th
challenger is an authoritarian state, declining democratic leaders [unde
domestic constraints] attempt to form [defensive] counterbalancing alliances
when the challenger is another democratic state, they seek accommodation.
* Schweller does not argue “that a faltering democratic hegemon gracious!
concedes its leadership to a democratic aspirant,” but strongly emphasize
“that preventive war is never mmnocmq considered. .. the declining demoecrati

mnpﬁm_mmmnmmmmaﬁﬁrgm:ﬂnﬂmqmmﬁ;mmvmcmcﬁm mﬁ:m zﬁocmr \,nno:ﬁdo&mom
8

with the democratic challenger.”

Leading democracies on the decline m.am:wa far less likely than declinin
autocracies to wage preventive wars against rising democratic powers
According to Barry Buzan, “Britain did not find it snnnwmmé to challenge th
tise of the US. Navy during the late nineteenth century.” After World Wa
I, Great Britain was on the decline,, but did not perceive the growth o
American power with great alarm. Preventive war is thus less likely to happer
when major states involved in power transition are democratic. Leading
democracies are more likely to accept the rise of fellow democracies thar
the rise of autocratic challengers. Schweller, for instance, notes tha
“Germany’s democratic allies to the west and smaller neighbors to the
east...have not expressed great alarm over the anticipated rise in Germar
power and influence.” “ Even realists continue to disagree on how state:
respond to US. power. For some, attempts at balancing power ia the presen
unipolar world are more “rhetorical” than real. Although he does not maks
any distinction between democracies and non-democracies, Wohlforth wrote
“Most of the counterbalancing that has occurred since 1991 has beer
thetorical. Notably absent is any willingness on the part of the other grea
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powers to accept any significant political or economic costs in countering
US. power. Most of the worlds powers are busy trying to climb the
. . . . . 7
‘American bandwagon even as they curtail their military outiays.”

Lieral Demacratis Norms' Serious Implications fer East Asia

The normative aspect of liberal democracy in the process of security
building and maintenance has enormous implications for states in East
Asia. There is no doubt that the region has not been transformed into a
security community. Both Barry Buzan and Ole Weever — both known for
a theoretical inclination toward realism - contend that “the end of the
Cold War opened the way for an external transformation in the regional
security architecture of East Asia, From the 1980s economically, and during
the 1990s also in a military-political sense, the states of Northeast Asia
and Southeast Asia increasingly began to merge into a single RSC ?mmmommw
security noﬁwmm&.:s However, “[t]here seems little prospect that either
East Asia, or Asiaas a whole, will be able to form a security cormnmunity
in the foreseeable future.””

Why states in the region have not been transformed into a security
community is a matter of debate. If a strong shared view of the status quo,
a shared culfure, and/or well-developed institutions are the key variables
for building security communities, as Buzan and Waver contend, we must
ask whether liberal democracies ate better at meeting these conditions. For
instance, if the regional institutions in Fast Asia remain underdeveloped, it is
mainly because they tend to rely on their non-liberal or Asian norms.
Constructivists have long made the case mo._nc the ASEAN Way’ being different
from the so-called “Western [liberal] Way’ ~ The ASEAN Way’ may contain
some liberal norms, but it does not have its roots in a liberal democratic
tradition. In fact, few states in East Asia are liberal democracies.

The US-Japan security alliance helps validate the liberal democratic peace
thesis. Bilateral security relations between the United States and Japan suggest
that their shared democratic norms matter a great deal. Both Barry Buzan
and Gerald Segal also observed that “the Atlantic community and Japan
have established an interdependent security nth:cEQ.:s More specifically,
the United States and Japan have now established themselves as “a security

. 22
community.”

REGIONAL SECURITY 1N EAST ASI:
Challenges to Cooperation and Community Building

As liberal democratic states, the United States and Japan have now learned
to treat each other with more mutual respect for the principle of political
and racial equality. Their leaders used to regard each other in racist terms.
Until the end of World War II, Japanese Asianists saw the benefit to Japan
of a racially justified regional hegemony, foresaw a non.uumu;nm war, and
saw Japan on a “great mission to purify world thought” After World
War I, Japan joined China in a call for a racial equality clause in mww Treaty of
Versailles, but US. President Woodrow Wilson ignored the plea. In recent
years, American leaders have affirmed the principle of such equality, Bur
this bilateral community is unlikely to grow ‘“dght’ as long as Japan continues
to identify itself as an Asian nation with a weak commitment to kberal
values. According to Kenneth Pyle, “Democracy is not an indigenous
phenomenon that Japan has ever sought to export...it is not in their life’s
blood. These were not values the Japanese themselves had struggled for

. 95
and made their own.”

Counterfactual evidence further shows that non-democratic states are
unlikely to turn their temporary military alliances into security: communites.
Evidence suggests that non-democratic (including socialist) states in Hast
Asin have notlong maintained military alliances, let alone security communities.
The military alliances between socialist states in the region — most H%BE%
the Soviet Union, China, and Vietnam - did not oudast the Cold War. The
sodialist Russian-Vietnamese military alliance has Jong ceased to exist. Vietnam
still behaves more or less according to balance-of-threat logic (against China)
by moving closer to the United States rather than according to balance-of-
power logic, which predicts that Vietnam would form a military alliance

with China to balance the preponderance of US. power.

Democratic and non-democratic states may try to build a security
community in East Asia, but their mutual Hes can be easily restrained because
levels of their mutual trust remain low Both non-democratic China and
democratic Taiwan still exhibit a kind of Hobbestan behavior. They have yet
to resolve their sovereignty disputes. Beijing considers Taiwan a rebel province
and has applied constant pressure for it to accept the ‘one-China’ principle. In
1996, Tatwan held a presidential election and China test-fired ballistic missiles
over the Island. Christensen devotes his analytical attention to the Sino-Tatwanese
enmity, which threatens to escalate into an interstate war. China is not a stafus-
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guo power: it does not accept a de faclo ﬁnanmqnm_ conditon associated with
- Taiwan's stance on its political independence. Non-democratic North and
democratic South Korea remain technically at war. The North possesses one
of the five largest armed forces in the world. South Korea, although its armed
forces are quantitatively inferior to the North (with 560,000 ground troops,
about 190 naval vessels, and 490 combat aircraft), “has been devoting its

- . —ye . :cm
efforts to modernizing its military equipment.

Sino-Japanese-U.S. relations have not improved much, either. There have
been incursions of Chinese surveillance ships into Japanese waters and signs
© of China’s reluctance to delineate their territoral waters. This shift of Japanese
policy toward China came after China’s nuclear weapons tests, military threats
against Taiwan, and shows of nationalism. After Chinese President jiang
. Zemin’s disastrous visit to Tokyo in December 1998, the negative Japanese
" view of China was solidified: “In the space of only a few years, Japan’s
~ fundamental thinking on China w.wz.mnmm from a faith in economic
interdependence to a reluctant reatism.”  Beijing then refused to hold bilateral
summits with Japanese leaders. Koizumi’s last visit to the Yasukuni War
Shrine in Octolber 2005 (his fifth since tzking office in 2001) allowed Beijing
to justify its refusal to hold a summit meeting with Tokyo. Japan’s then-
Foreign Minister Taro Aso made a series of provocative statements (such as
calling China “a military threat”) and accused Beijing of “using beautiful
Chinese women as spies to lure Japanese diplomats into revealing classified
information”" According to Thomas Christensen, “Chinese analysts view
TJapan with much less trust and, in many cascs, with a loathing rarely found
in their atdtudes about the United States.”  Beijing reacted with alarm to
the Japan-US. Guidelines (revised in 1997) and joint agreement to research
the Theatre Missile Defense system (TMD). China still worries about Japan’s
future militarization.” The truth is that “China is not responding to the
threat of regional American predominance as much as to its mistrust of
Japan as a military moénn:_ ’ Still, China remains resentful of demﬁmmm
(especially U.S) attempts to promote a “peaceful evoludon” against Beijing,
resistant to democratic values, and suspicious of long-term U.S. intentions.
Fvidence from East Asia suggests that non-democratic states have
militarily challenged powerful democracies, even with little expected benefits
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from war, but democratic states tend to show little tolerance toward
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non-democratic states’ belliperence. If the missile tests by North Korea
provoked anger from other states in the region, it can be sud that Washington
was pactly to blame. President Bush included North Korea in the ‘axis of
evil’. One leading journalist observes that “Bush’s blustery refusal to negouare
led the Dear Leader [Kim Jong-il] to ramp up plutonium production, so
today North Korea has enough plutonium for four o 13 nuclear
énumo:m.asm After the missile tests by North Korea in 1998 and 2006,
Japan (a democracy) began to modify its approach to security. As late as
April 1988, Defense Agency chief Tsutomu Kawara still maintained a pacific
attitude, saying that “possessing offensive weapons would exceed the limits
of the minimum-required level of capability for self-defense and cannot be
allowed under any circumstance. ..the Self-Defense Forces should not be
allowed to possess intercontnental ballistic missiles, long-range steategic
hombers or offensive aircraft carriers®’ In Match 2003, however, then-
Defense Agency Chief Shigeru Ishiba put it differently: “Unlike the past,
ballistic missiles can now arrive in a matter of minutes, so we have o think
about what we can do.” " Less than three years later, following the 2000
North-Korean missile tests, Foreign Minister Taro Asccontended that,
“When missiles are being targeted at Japan, we cannot just stand by and
wait to get hit”"” In July 2006, Chief Cabinet Secretary Shinzo Abe and
Defense Agency Chief Fukushiro Nukaga counsidered the possibility of
reinterpreting the Constitution to permit Japan’s preemptive strikes on North

RRLT:
Ilorea’s nuclear facilities.

Hostility and tension between non-democratic and democratic states in
ASEAN have also hindered them from building a security community. The
group is no longer the “club of dictators” as it has often been labeled by its
crtics, but only two ASEAN states - Indonesia and the Philippines — can
now be considered democracies. Thailand has not been a real democracy
since the military coup in September 2006. Cambodia remains a poor
candidate for consolidated democracy. Malaysia and Singapore are semi-
authoritaran or electoral autocracies. Brunei remains an absolute monarchy.
Burma is under the thumb of its military junta. Laos and Vietnam officially
claim to uphold Marxism-Leninism, With ‘Thaitand (before the coup), the
Philippines, and Indonesia becoming more democratic and a number of

new antidemocratic or autocratic states joining ASEAN, the political nft
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between the two types of states apparently has widened. Theif mutual
distrustand rivalries still exist. The violent crackdowns on peaceful protesters
by Myanmar’s junta leaders in September 2007 further complicated relations
among states in ASEAN.

Since the early 1990s, the regional group has taken the lead in promoting
regional cooperation, including the establishment of the ASEAN Regional
Forum (ARF), but neither ASEAN nor the ARF has proven effective as a
regional institution. According to Kavi Chongkittavorn, “It is doubtful if
ASEAN can realize its plan to establish the security community...by 2015
as planned.” The group established the High Council based on the 1976
Treaty of Amity and Cooperation (TAC), which “is supposed to serveas a
conflict settlement mechanism for Member Countries. However, key ASEAN
members such as Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore preferred to use.the
extra-judicial process — the International Court of Justice [in] The Hague.. .to
settle their disputes.”” The group has not established or strengthened any
other mechanisms for peaceful conflict resolution among themselves, In his
view, “the drafters of the ASEAN Charter have not yet agreed on d,ﬁwn
kind of dispute settlement mechanisms (DSM) ASEAN should adopt.”
The ASEAN Chatter adopted in November 2007 by its members offered
no real institutional breakthroughs.

The negative impact of non-democratic norms on community building
should not be underestimated. Experienced policymakers and journalists
in the region seem to understand this challenge better than intellectual and
diplomatic thetoricians. Indonesia’s former foreign minister AL Alatas,
for instance, has acknowledged that the member states have not developed
an “ASEAN mindset” because they think more-nationally and less
regionally. The national secretariats in the members’ foreign ministries
remain more powerful than the ASEAN Secretariat. The critical challenge
for ASEAN lies in one critical fact - its member states” “different polideal
systems” - and this helps explain why they “never push for political

13
nona‘mnmmﬁnm.:

Another challenge to security community building lies in East Asian states’
unwillingness or inability to accept each other fully as equals in political and
racial terms. Within Southeast Asia, non-liberal democratic states such as

Singapore and Malaysia have promoted racial homogeneity within their
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national borders. Malaysian leaders in particular have made efforts to build
a community of Asians. Former Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad has
relentlessly or consistently defended his vision to build a regional community
whose members are made up of only Asians. In his words, “Austealia and
New Zealand cannot be regarded as Asians and cannot be members of the
Fast Asian mhocwwmm.:_z At the 2005 inaugural East Asian Summit, Prime
Minister Abdullah Badawi further repeated this line of racialisc thinking:
“You are talking about a community of East Asians. I dos’t know how the
Australians could regard themselves as East Asians, or the New Zealanders,

15
for that matter.”

Still, East Asians do not always regard themselves as one harmoniocus
race, thus reflecting the region’s inadequate practice of liberal democratic
norms. Racial and ethnic hatreds have contributed to W.DmSWEQ in the
hm%on."_a In Southeast Asia, xenophobia remains. In an editorial, The fakarta
Porz, for instance, contends that Indonesia “is becoming more and more
xenophobic, if not parancid towards foreigners.. . Neighbours will respect
Indonesia only when we can prove we are able to play a leading role in
improving security and prosperity in the region, while ann:w individual
countries mmcmEﬁ:_: Some state leaders, such as those in Singapore and
Malaysia, often perceive each other in racialist terms. In Northeast Asia,
xenophobia also remains strong, As of mid-2006, Prime Minister Koizumi’s
cabinet contained several racial m:mnoﬁunmmﬁ._; According to Kenneth Pyle,
“Japan remains inhospitable to foreign residents. They tend to be shunned,

and because their status and position are unstable they tend to be ‘shut out

uuv:c

of Japanese society and discriminated against’.”  The Japanese sense of
racial superority vis-a-vis Koreans has not healed the wounds inflicted on
the latter by its colonial rule from 1910 to 1945. Alleged racialism within
Japan (against over one million m_momwm of Chinese and Korean descent)
remains “deep” and “profound”  and often provokes anger from
Koreans. . Korezn racialism also remains strong. Pyongyang has advocated
Korean racial purity. South Koreans regard North Koreans as “long-lost
brethren, objects of pity, sources of kitsch, or targets of ridicule — but
rarely enemies”  and prefer reconciliatory options. Japan, however, wanted
tougher actions, including Qn_mcmmwuwm@ of mnnnammdm.mﬁmﬂmm on North

Korea, which infuriated Seoul.
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In short, then, the absence of a security community in Fast Asia can be
explained by the fact that most states in the region have not become maturely
democratic. Non-democratic states in the region also tend to be revisionist,
rather than pro-siatns gie. Moteover, most states have had difficulty applying

- the liberal norms of peaceful conflict resolution and equal treatment (in
political and racial terms). Most importantly, they have not developed effective
regional institutions. All these factors prove to be key hindrances to the
process of security community building in East Asia. Both historical and
normative/sociological institutionatisms helps explain institutional continuity
in East Asia better than any other type of institationalism because the regional
Institutions remain relatively unchanped.

The Vistiee of Commeunity ieadershin: Implicaticns for East fisia

Unless Hast Asia has a powerful democracy to lead other democratic
states, the prospect for security community building and maintenance remains
far from ideal. The crucial role of the United States as the democratic leader
among dermocracies must not be overlooked. Democratic leadership defined
i political, economic, and military terms has made a difference in the Japan-
U.S. Security Community.

The contrast can be seen before and after World War II. Japanese
militarism in the 1930s eroded newly acquired democratic norms and pushed
Japan into World War II. The post-war US. occupation gave rise to what
Ikenberry and Kupchan call “internal reconstruction,” helping turn Japanese
militarism into pacifism and autocracy into democracy through milicary,
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political, and sacial reforms.

Japan’s economic security depended on the Unired States and European -

states before WWIIL, but its economic dependence came to an end by the
late 1930s and re-emerged after the War. Dale Copeland argues that, “Tapan
was almost totally dependent on trade with the US. and European powers:
American for oil and iron ore; British Malaysia, French Indochina, and Dutch
Indies for rubber, oil, tungsten, and other minerals.” Japan decided to
launch a surprise air attack on Pearl Harbar in 1941 because it could no
longer count on the United States for its economic survival. Japan had
nothing to lose when the United States and other European states could no

longer be depended upon, especially after the United States imposed a series
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of embargoes. During the Cold War period, Japan’s economic dependence
on the United States deepened, thus making it vulnerable and highly resenred,
but it has never been severely interrupted. Japan’s economic dependence
can be further explained by the end of the economic miracles it experienced
up until the 1980s (especially after the bustin 1991) and the strange absence
of a bilateral free-trade arrangement between two of the largest, most
industrialized states in the world.

Japan’s military dependence on the United States has since the Cold War

‘period been deep, if stll controversial, and thus largely conducive to their

security community building and maintenance. During the period leading to
the attack on Pearl Harbor, non-democratic Japan’s military power had
grown to the extent that it could pose a real challenge to the United States.
The balance of power among the great powers at the time shifted in favor
of Japan. “British and French forces were drawn home™ as they engaged in
the war against Hitler’s Germany in Europe “__wn_ as “the U.S. fleet was divided
between the Atantic and Pacific theaters”  In late 1940 and early 1941,
Japan enjoyed “temporary military superiority” and its :_.maamf W: they
had to attack soon, before economic decline mﬁomnammna too far”

Duting the Cold War and after, however, Japan’s military dependence
on the United States remains indispensable for its security. Tokyo continues
to finance the US. military presence (over §4 billion per year) and pays
annually an additional §1.5 billion on other security activities, such as its
troops in Iraq in support of the US. forces. This does not suggest that
Japan’s reliance on the United States means that it always does what the
United States would like. In 2006, Japan, for instance, decided to withdraw
its troops from Iraq. Overall, however, Japan has been dependent on the
United States for its security. Scholars like Dale Copeland recognize this. On
the one hand, Copeland asserts that US, hegemony “has allowed Japan to
flourssh since 1945.” On the other hand, he predicts that “one can imagine
the fears that would arise in Tokyo should the United States ever reduce its
naval and military presence in the Far East.” He adds that, “Japan would be
compelled to try to defend its raw material supply routes, setting off a
spiral of hostility with regional mn_mwﬁ powers lilke China, India, Russia, and
pechaps the United States itself” ™ Thomas Berger further contends thac
material factors seem to matter far more significantly than history and culrure
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alone. When faced with a powerful aggressor, he predicts, Japan would
first seek to appease if, but would then look to the United States if this
policy failed. In the back of the Japanese mind, however, the United States
remains the final source of external assurance. Japanese antimilitarism is
thus not a faif accomplit. it rests not on the absolute guarantee that it will never
degenerate. That is, antimilitarism 1s likely to mno_mon “if the United States
allows the Cold War alliance structures to decay”  Tokyo would then be
compelled to consider a dramatic expansion of its military capabilities,

possibly including the acquisition of nuclear weapons.

Japan-US. relations still rest on Japans military dependence. Japanese
antimilitarism keeps Japanese ambiguous about American militarism, but
‘they see the need for the United States to serve as the final guarantor of
their national security. The Japanese remain “satisfied with the existing security
arrangement, a combination of the American security guarantee and the
Japanese self-defense moﬁnmuwrmn is proscribed from going to battle outside
of the Japanese territory”  Americans have over the years grown more
comfortable with Japan as an ally and are even urging the latter to allocate

more budgets for its own national defense.

Less asymmetrical power relations may now male the two security allies

more of partaers, even though bilateral tensions may become more frequent -

or intense at times. The US.-Japan Security Community remains virtually
unchanged and has even become stronger, despite structural changes at the
international level (from Cold War bipolarity to post-Cold War unipolarity
and possibly multipolarity in the future). Democratic norms shared by Japan
(the lesser power) and the United States (the greater power) have made all
the difference: they have stuck together in bad times by balancing the threats
of powerful and weaker non-democratic states and in good times by
successfully maintaining their bilateral tdes, But racialism may have made the

131

“U.S.-Japan community less tight than that of U.S.-Australia.

The United States has no doubt served as 2 positive force for diffusing
tensions between its two democratic Asian allies in Northeast Asia. By sending
Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia Christopher Hill crisscrossing the
region in July 2006 (following the nuclear launches by North Korea), for
instance, Washington helped defuse the growing tensions berween them by

.. . . . 32 . .
emphasizing their need to speak with one voice. Democratic leadership
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has helped prevent mutually hostile democracies as well as democrade and
non-democratic states hostile to each other from going to war. The fact that
territorial disputes between South Korea and Japan did not escalate into
armed conflict may also have had to do with the United States being the
democratic leader of these two Asian democracies. . Powerful democracies
may also have prevented democracies and zutocracies from waging war
against each other. The US. muilitary presence in Northeast Asia has also
done much to prevent autocratic China from launching offensive attacks on

democratic Tarwan,

One reason why the United States may have proved unwilling to take
the lead in building a multitateral security community in Pacific Asia may
have something to do with its treatrnent of Asian nationals in culturally and
racially different (if not inferior) terms, perhaps because they were not as
liberal or democratic as other Western states. American decision-makers
had developed superior attitudes toward >mn5mu§ if less so toward Japanese
in recent years, Both Hemmer and Katzenstein explain why there is no NATO
or a multilateral security community in Asia, arguing that American
policymakers did not treat their Asian allies in equal terms @orunuE\. culturally,
or racially), “America’s potential Asian allies.. ~wete seen as part of an alien
and, in important ways, inferior communicy” i European allies were
identified by U.S. policymakers as trustworthy because of their shared religion,
democratic values, and common race, as noted.”" In contrast, the norms
of cultural, religious, and racial inequalities identified by “condescending”
US. policymakers led many of them not to regard “Asians as ready or
sufficiently sophisticated to enjoy the trust and the same degree of power
that the United States had offered to European states” or not to “take them
very seriously” or even to “regard them as inferiors”” When still US.
Secretary of State, Dean Acheson “visited Europe at least eleven times,”

but &%n& that that he was “too busy to make even a single visit to East

Asia”

It remains unclear whether US. policymakers have changed their attitudes.
Evidence does not provide much encouragement. Robert Gilpin noted
that “despite the Clinton Administration’s rhetoric regarding the importance
of APEC,” the US. president “thinks about Asia on the day before he is

. N . .
scheduled to visit the region.” The US. president continues to make the
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logistical excuse that he cannot make more meﬁ_m:m annual trip to Asia.
According to Ralph Cossa, this is a weak excuse.  According to Kenneth
Pyle, “Thus far, the Americans have remained on the sidelines and have not
committed to a vision of multilateral institution-building that would enhance

- . - 14
regional Integraton and serve Japan’s purposes.”’
28} g P patp

Evidence shows that non-democratic hegemons have never contributed
to security community building in East Asia, either. The nmmwmw has a long
history of alternating between regional anarchy and hegemony.  In ancient
China, there were 3,790 recorded wars from the Western Zhou (c. 1100
BC) to the end of the Qing dynasty (1911). In the Ming period, the average
number of external wars per year was 1.12." After having achieved
unification during the Qin and Han dynasties, China became expansionist
when the first emperor began to incorporate the “barbarans™ of present-
day southern China down to Guangzhou (Canton) and to the northern part.
of contemporary Vietnam. China occupied Korea (108 BC-AD 313) and
Vietnam for about 1,000 yeats (from 111 BC to AD 939). The Chinese
Empire, while maintaining regional stability for hundreds of years (1300-
1900), did so by way of material and non-democratic cultural, racialist forces.
According to Suisheng Zhao, sinocentrism and the Chinese world order
were maintained for centuries by the strength of the Chinese civilization as
welt as by military moHnm:,_,z or “from China’s military strength in East Asia”,
because “China was a ‘world empire’ without rivals” in the region for many
centuries. Chinese racialism was evident throughout its history, as Chinese

. . . R 15
leaders characterized other races as ‘barbarian’ or inferior.

States under Chinese suzerainty did not unconditionally accept Chinese
146 . .
hegemony.  Vietnam and Japan, for instance, sought to escape from the

.Chinese sphete of influence and even waged war to do so (such as Japan in
1895). Japan’s decision to enter the Western world was driven by the need to
. R . . 147
counter the China-centered tobutary system, which was not always benign,

not by the vision to westernize itself as such. Paying tribute to the Chinese

emperor was seen by Japan as a cign of submission. Japan’ absorption of

Western technology and its drve for modernizaton rested on the need to
cope with Chinese influence. According to Takeshi Hamashita, “the course of
Japan’s modernization has been studied as a process of overcoming its

o 14 L .
subordination to Western powers.””  But “the main issues in Japanese
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modernization were how to cope with Chinese dominance over commerciz
relations in Asia™ and “how to reorganize relations among Japan, Q.Em‘w [Kore:
and Liu-chiia (Ryukyu) in a way that put Japan at the center” Chin
dominated East Asia until the late nineteenth century when Japan sought te
dominate the region by force. Japan attempted to take Korea away fron
China in 1867 and dominated others by coercive means: by defeating Chin
in 1895 and forcing it to hand Taiwan over to Japan, by defeating Russia u
1905, and by making Korea its protectorate in 1905 and colonizing it fron
1910 to 1945. Having replaced China as the central power in East Asia, Japas
subsequently attempted to create under its domination a Greater East-Ast
Co-prosperity Sphere in the region. It invaded and brutally occupied Manchur
in the early 1930s and the rest of China as well as almost all of the states L
Southeast Asia during World War II. Japan will not jump on China’
bandwagon, as culturalists or commercial pacifists assert (where Asian state

would follow China because of cultural affinities or nognnn&._%

Overall, most states in the region prefer the United States to Ching
From Tokyo to Jakarta, from Seoul to Singapore, and frem Hanol 1o Manil:
state leaders have put more trust in the preponderance of US. power thai
the dse of non-democratic China. The thesis that the hierarchical regiona
order may become a modern version of the Sino-centric ‘tribute syster
overlooks the fact that a regional equilibrium remains based on th
predominance of US. power. But the alternative thesis that the hierarchica
repional order rests on the relative benignity of US. power (due to its lac!
of territorial ambition in the region and its role as an honest broker) also ha
inadequate explanatory power: it ignores the fact that the United States ha
been a democracy and the only superpower after the Cold War. As notec
liberal democracies tend to be more sfafus-guo-odented than autocracies.

If China were to become democratic, the problem of power transitio
would become more effectively mitigated. A democratc Chinese stat
would not, in all probability, disturb regional peacé as-much as it would i
it were still undemocratic. While we have no concrete evidence to predic
how a democratic Chinese state would behave and how other states wouls
respond, we have better evidence to suggest that democratc leadershi)
would seem more acceptable to democratic states than autocrati
leadership. Taiwan would not follow a Chinese autocracy and will contnu
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to press ahead with democracy, largely in search of an international
democratic guarantee apainst the perceived China threat. In September
2000, for mmstance, Chen Shui-bian declared boldly: “We don’t think
unification is the only principle. There could be two or three or countless
different conclusions. We see Tatwan as a democratic country, with the

. I . uu._m.—
people in a position to decide.

Even if China were to become democratic, there would be no automatic
guarantee that it would help build a multilateral security community, unless
lesser states in the region also became democratic. Autocratic resistance to
its leadership would remain stiff. Evidently the non-existence of a multilateral
security community in Pacific Asia today has resulted from the fact that the
United States has never been regarded as leader by non-democratic states.
Most states in Pacific Asia remain undemocratic and find the United States
potentially threatening. ‘

Conelusion

The lingering weaknesses of domestic democratic institutions in East

Asia have resulted in most of the hindrances to. the process of security.

community building in the region. The evidence shows that non-democratic
states —most notably North Korea and China - tend to be revisionist, rather
than pro-status quo. Regional institutions (including military alliances) that
non-democratic states have attempted to build tend to remain fragile, if not
futile, uniess underpinned by powerful strategic reasons. Democracies tend
not to threaten war against autocratic states but tend to show hostilities
toward them and escalate ongoing tensions with them.

Historical institutionalism helps explain institutional continuity in East Asia
better than rational choice institutionalism, but democratic realist
institutionalism further contends that the lack of institutional change has
much to do with the fact that most states in the region do not embrace
liberal democracy and its norms. As a result, they continue to maintain a
spirit of mutual suspicion and do not regard the most powerful among
them to be the leader. The theory predicts that security community building
remains possible, but only if at least two basic requirements — democratic
norms shared by states and community leadership — are first met.

REGIOHAL SECURITY 1M EAST ASIA:
Challenges to Cooperation and Community Building

Democratic realist institutionalism as a theory proposed in this study offers
a perspective far more progressive than neo-classical realism’ regarding the
subject of security community building. This type of realism takes an approach
to security by drawing insights from Kantian liberalism, constructivism, and
theortes critical of racialism without at the same time completely sacrificing
realism, which tends to converge on the importance of relative power. The
constructivist policy agenda of engagement through socialization can help,
but is likely to have a limited impact on security community building.
Constructivists argue in favor of the need to engage non-democratic states
through deconstructing their reafalitik n&Eﬁ;u but this prescrption will have
no real lasting effect on regional peace unless or undl Russia, China, and North
Korea become truly democratic. Within their orbit, democracies also tend to
regard their leader as legitimate. The United States still has a leadership role to
play. Because of its powerful reach when compared with other states, it should

take effective action to build a multilateral community in Pacific Asiz.

This study thus presents a difficult effort to draw various insights from
theoretical eclecticism. By no means do I suggest that the concept of national
security found in the wisdom of realism has now been kh...&mm“:nm to the
dustbin of history, but I strongly feel the need to suggest that we ‘soften’ it
by learning to listen to critical voices without accepting everything at face
value. A word of caution is necessary, though: just as we must not stretch
any analytical concept too far so as to make it amorphous and meaningless,
so also we must not carelessly combine insights from different theoretical
perspectives to the extent that our arguments become unintelligible. There
are limits to eclecticism.” I mommmzﬁ clear theoretical statements should be
made to allow us to test our insights against empirical evidence or evaluate

* our commitment to policy action on security community building,

I thus propose democratic realist institutionalism as a theory based on
the foundationalist ontology that there is a ‘reality out there’ to be explained
and the realist epistemology that acknowledges causal factors rooted in
deep normative and material structures, which constrain or enable decision-
making, The theory calls for a more eclectic way of promoting regional
security: It is based on the assumption that liberal democracy and material
capabilities in the form of community leadership enable state actors to
build security communities as a realistic policy agenda.
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SUNG CHULL KIM

Collective identity and a culture of cosperation may be exrtablithed
through interactions whereby each feels that the vther restraints Jron:
doing provocative behavior. Repeated interactions with restraints would
Joster a positive understanding of each other and narrow attitudinal gap.
In this regard, the conntries in Northeast Asia are not ro &m&.ﬁ&u&.&x
This paper Inggests bwo pointr that are am&b.,aq Jor the cultivation of u
collective security identity in the region. First, since the isser in the historical
context are volatile at anytime, the conntries should make a negative Jivt
fo prohibii provocative behavior. Thir does not limit to Japan but applies
also to China and the two Korear. Second, since the Six-Party Talks is
the first multilateral attempt in Northeast Asia, the cowntries being
involved in this mechanism should make best efforts to resolve the North
Korean nuctear crisis. The North Korean unclear test has cansed a furiher
conservative tnurn in Japan’s mood, interfered with China’s attenpt to
resolve #is own security dilemma, and tested the diplematic capacily of
China. The Six-Party Talks is an important litmas test, in kind, fo see
cither success or failure of regional cogperation.



