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(Laurence 2002: 15). President Gloria Macapagal Arroyo of the Philip-

pines recently observed that nmnmmmmgwmm with China has been good for
the Philippines and it has been good for [ASEAN]’ (Greenlees 2006: ).
Other ASEAN state leaders also count on positive economic and com-
mercial relations with China to succeed in community-building and
0 enmesh the Chinese gradually into a benign regional geopalit-
cal framework (Goh 2005b). But questions remain. Does bandw
ning with China for profit help other regional states succeed in build-
ing pharalistic security communities? Are non-liberal hegemons such
as China capable of compelling smaller states to jump on their eco-

nomic bandwagons and to provide adequate leadership for this securiry
enterprise?

ago-

It is argued here thar liberal democracies have the most potenzial o

- succeed in transforming commercial interacrion

into more comprehen-
- \W:J‘IE;.,.I,,,JI]I.\J:.IIII.I;JIJ/.
swe security collaboration over time. The liberal Rorms they promote

among themselves and projece onro others serve as a powerful idearional
force that nurtures a sense of ‘community’.! The bridging of these norms

- with liberally oriented leadership Turfher enhances pluralistic security

community-building in a particular region. The United Stares adopted
this premise in a post-Cold War context — and especially during the

- George W. Bush administration - ro pursue the vision of a more liberal
. international security community binding different regions with common
~-norms and values as its fundamental foreign policy objective. Historians
+have yet 1o make a final judgement on this quest. However, early indica-

tors are that Asia-Pacific stares have joined other groups of states around

~the world in condemning Washington for overstepping its liberal prerog-

-ative by applying force and raw power in lieu of more gradual normative

~Instrumentalities to achieve its version of a liberal world order.

While some reference will be made in this chapter to US global aspira-

“tions 1o shape an internationat security community, most of the following

analysis focuses on the Asia-Pacific dimension, Initially, commentary will

be offered on how state ‘typologies’ - particularly those with democratic
-~ characteristics — link to facrors of stability and peace that facilitare security
-community-building. The roles of liberal democratic norms and com-
‘munity leadership as key independent variables will be underscored and
- the “liberal democratic peace’ thesis will be assessed. The chaprer then

employs a ‘case study’ of whart it argues is a potential ‘Northeast Asian

! Democrasic ‘identity’ may not be as strong as democratic ‘norms’. Germany under Adoll
Hitler, an elected and highly popular national leader well inio the second World War,

did not share a sense of democraric identity with other Western democracies

and then
" went to war against them.
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security community’ of democratic .mSHmw _ummmm_ ona mmeoEEmd_mm%,m
democratic principles and community _mmmwnmg@ — the US-Japan ._”
eral security relationship. Although U:Emﬂ_ ina .moDdE sense, the mmnﬁm%
community-building aspects of this relationship have become Emnwﬂ.mc -
ingly ‘regionalised’ since the mba. of the Cold g.m;.. A.U.Q %oﬁmnoﬂ Qw .
a potensially significant foundation mo« Eo.ﬁonsm P,m_m- .mn_u cs "
if it is managed in ways that avoid alienating Japan’s neighbours
i ina) during the interim. .
awwwnﬁﬁww ,,mwwmow flows WDE this premise. Unless .>me-wQOn meonu
cies such as the Unired States and Japan can Ewnm@. more .mﬂmn.nzm .Smj
1o shape and lead in implementing a modus ewesiﬂ on nzgmm MW@SDM
security issues with Beijing, the Korean munEn.mEm mDQ.P. m an
until other major states become more democratic, ﬁﬂmmm is lirtle mﬂmﬂ..um
that a truly credibie and enduring HEQHRB_ security n.o.EEsEQ GM
emerge in this region along the lines envisioned by Qm@aobm_ mm.nc.s M
community proponents. It is appropriate to apply what is mwmwmﬂmﬁmn
here as ‘democratic realist institutionalism’ ~ Ummma.cs rcmmm_.n_mmd.o-
cratic norms (as opposed to national mdﬁmmmmﬁm. determined by BEES.EM
state actors) and community leadership (provided by the Eo.mﬁ ﬁ.oéﬁw:
democraric state within a security community, but E.uﬁc.ﬁﬁwam it or for
'non-democratic states) — as a preferred m@@nomm: moﬂ..mzzm:w mnn.oﬂdnm_o,
dating and evenrually integrating more autocraric political forces into the

¢ security community-building process.
|

Security communities

Before discussing how security community-building may relate to the

Asia-Pacific and global security politics, the namre of those security

actors most relevant to that process must be briefly identified MEM dis-
: ¥ 2 =
cussed. A growing lirerature on ‘transnational security’ has emerged over

the past decade to complement the understandably strong obsesston -
with international terrorism in a post-11 wm@ﬁmavwﬂ ,.aoa.n_. mﬁm.ﬁmuu _woé-
ever, continue 1o be the most critical unit of analysis in discussion about

i it - isi ulated. Neither al-
how security communities are envisicned and form

Qaeda’s vision of a transnational caliphate nor the perils of global cli- -
mate change or pandemics that have generated m.HmmﬁE. nm.:_m. for n.mo:w .
coherent pan-regional policy responses by the United Nations or o amuﬁ

inter-governmental organisations have yet matched the appeal o.w power
of the state as an agent for affecting change in the nonﬁmamowmn% interna--
tional environment. Accordingly, the type of nmﬁ.uﬁmwnmmﬁn. groups that ;
collaborate to form regional security communities is a critical aspect of

overall international security politics.

regime rests upon the preponderance of _collecrive -
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Iz this context, the concept of anarchy as a core element of interna-
tional security politics embodies three distiner groups of states that may
bind for security cooperation: Hobbesian, Lockean and Kanrian {Wendt
1999). States conforming to the Hobbesian scenario of anarchy are prone
to forge alliances of ‘collective-defence’. The security challenges srates
face in this scenario remain deeply rooted in human ambitions and inter-
national anarchy; states supposedly exist in the ‘state of nature’, in which
the *war of all against all’ applies. In this Darwinist world, only the
fittest” states survive. Military power remains the mostimportant means
of national security and balance-of-power or milirary-alliance sysrems
the basic mechanism for ensuring national survival (Mearsheimer 1998:
3306). Alliances thus remain viable and intact as long as sovereign states
still face the same enemy (Wendt 1999: 301).

States may alternatively form Lockean collective-security regimes. In
Lockean arrangements, states have a moré Telaxed view of their national

security. They do not trear each other as enemies, but as parters who

- are capable of entering into social contracts with each other to enhance

the interests and prosperity of their respective sovereign populaces.
As in the Hobbesian world, anarchy still exists. Lockean anarchy, how-
ever, is one characterised by international relations based on two basic
norms: self~hefp and mutual help. In this model, states are seen as grow-
ing marure and Egcm withour conflict. They are less anx-
ious about their national survival and thus more secure than those under
Hobbesian anarchy. They also tend to be pro-status quo and only respond
to others’ threats defensively. State behaviour rests largely on the logic of
‘live and let live’ based on the premise that srates are legitimare actors.

~War is no longer considered ‘natural’, but as somerhing that is avoid-
- able or ar least manageable. States onty balance against aggression, a

behaviour judged ‘bad’ by international law. Power remains censral to
collective security, but is managed through internarional instirutions,
which operate differently from military alliances. The collective-securiry

by members of-the_international community (Iupchan and Kupchin
19098).

Kantian states can go beyond forming collecrive-defence and
n@gzﬁmﬁ\amm S\mmﬁmﬁ.:mﬁ ‘security communities’. States
instead see one another ab ‘friends’ or ‘team players’ whose collec-
tive norms — namely, Dacuv.orn.mnm and altruism - guide their muraal
relations, Such communities ally emerge in one of two forms:
‘amalgamated’ or ‘pluralistic’. States wishing to build an amalgamated

security community develop a vision for common government. Members

of such a security community forfeir their sovereignty in an effort to unify
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themselves through the establishment of a formal .mcmammmﬁosa organi-

sation. According to Iar] Deursch and his academic asspciates, an amal-

gamated security communiry results from Em ‘formal merger m.um Wo 9.,.

more previously independent unirs into a mE.m_mu_mﬁ.mQ unit, é&._umogm.

type of common government after mEmHmmEmc.ou mUncwmnF Wﬂﬁ.ﬁr an _

Kann 1957: 6). Proponents of this communiry Qnm cite the historica

example of how the Unired States came muwo existence and expect Mmrn

European Union (EU) to become the ﬂuzm& States of MEoHum. et

amalgamarion is less frequent than pluralism as a core .E.m; of security

community-building because the act of conceding sovereign ﬁamnommﬂéﬁw
calls for a greater degree of power relinquishment by m.r.m.ﬁ.mm mmncwﬁoam
to being the final arbirers of authority and accountability in modern
internarional sysiems.

The basic feature of a-pluralisti at s :
begs retain their soversigney but develop a sense of no.:mnﬂsw identity
mmgjdﬁ ty that makes war Getween them untl thable. Obm.om
the positive signposts indicating mutual trust among security community
members is Eﬁ&n&%@éocmr this process aomm not
necessarily require.complete &mmﬁzmgmsﬁ. It on:.\ ends aﬁ:wmg. prepara-
fions for war between neighBo gnals m.ﬁ:.. non-aggressive nten-
rions towards each other. They also reduce material resources 10 amm.m.ngnm
against each other (Shore 1998: 344), Kma_umnm of such noﬁamnmm_._mm. ]
are not set completely free from pursuing any autonomy ﬂbﬁmcux
a@oémn or leadership among E.wuwm.m ves. 1 this nouﬁnwm—u r.ﬁmw_w
‘pluralistic military security community’ is a more accurate mmnadn s
because srares mainly develop reliable expecrations for peaceful change
¥ ilitary context.

a_ B M_MH.HMMM ww mean that such communities are bound to _.mmﬁ unless at
least two important condirions are met. These are, I mmmm@u.rghﬁubﬁo-
cratic norms and community EVH?Q noDm.Eﬂ.hm the .?c.u key
independent variables for shaping an enduring ﬁ:.;.m.:wun security noﬁ“x
munity. A cultural identity shared by non-democratic or :Eumﬂm_. statres
may be helpful in facilitating a sense of nEEﬁ& noEEﬁEQ mmcbﬁmmﬁow,
Em.v@m Kang 2003/04), but this expeciaton by :mmmmamm.mmEm far from suf-
ficient. The question remains as to Erm&mw mrwwmm Eumwm_. norms meet
the requiremenss for stares 1o build and maintain &mmnq viable securiry
communities. Alexander Wendt, among others, remains agnostic about
whether Kantian or republican states are the only rypes of state m,Eoﬁ can

?Emgm:mn liberal norms of the democratic peace Qx\.mﬂaﬁ .Gm@.” Lodnm
For him, ‘seif~restraint is the ultimaie basis for coilective ‘HQQEQ m.z
friendship [and] that the latter are rooted fundamentally. . . in respecting
each other’s difference’ (Wendt 1999: 360).

munity is that its mem-
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But it remains difficult to sustain the argument that non-democratic
states can effectively exercise self-restraing when
ers retid o rely upon repressive means or apply such norms to the
extent thar help transform their institutions, such as milirary alliances,
into security communities. | thus argue. that ‘community’ is based not
only on self-interesr, but also on collective identiiy based on Liberal
norms. Non-liberal democratic §tates may cooper
but their form of cooperation is less likely to last and rends to conform to
the Hobbesian logic of self-interest and self-help. Liberal democraric and

non-democraric states can also enhance their cooperation based on the—._

Lockean logic of muzual inzerest. Yet only liberal democracies can build
and maintain genuine security communities, because of their shared lib-

eral norms. T

Non-democratic states may oy to build ‘pluralistic security commu-
nities’ based on such norms as murual tolerance and non-violence. The
empirical evidence demnonstrates, however, thar these evenrs have not
been very successful, Non-demaocratic srates in the Arab world, for
instance, made efforts 1o form alliances among themselves based on
‘pan-Arabism’, but their collective idenrity was-relatively wealk, Heads of
Arab states ‘routinely mm&\:@ service to the [non-democraric] ideals of
pan-Arabisin while engaging in ower-seeking behavior’ (Burnert 1996:
401). Pan-Arabisii was supposed to givetise-ro-a-political community
that defends Arabs wherever they may reside, works rowards political uni-
fication and strengthens the bonds of Arab unity. Non-democraric states
in the Arab world have sought to build security arrangements based on
their norms of non-violence, consulrarion and compromise. But no ope
has ever considered any of their regional groups, most notably the Gulf
Cooperation Council, as a genuine security comumnuniry.

Concrete examples of security communities whose member states cort-
tain a mixrure of democrartic and non-democratic regimes are still fargely
absent, This az last partially explains why the two types of states may form
security regimes, but do not identify each other as long-lasting or close
friends or members of a security community. The dyadic democraric
model shows that liberal democratic states do not really trust autocratic
states or their military allies thar are not democratic. If both types of stares
are in a major crisis, liberal democracies may not even seek compromise
through negotiation (Rousseau er al. 1996). One obvious reason is thar
liberal democracies are no less PTone to war against non-democratic states
than the latrer, which also have a strong record of waging war against each
other. When disputes between liberal democracies and autocracies arise,
the former may even escalate the ongoing tensions with the latrer and
initiate military hostilities against them (Dixon 1904- 18).

@ir autocratic lead-

T eacl other; -
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The “liberal democratic peace’ thesis has captured the artention of
internarional relations theorists as an explanation for war avoidance and
state-centric collaboration (Doyle 1997; Maoz and Russett 1993; Russett
19964, 1996Db), based on such liberal norms as mutual tolerance, non-
violence and peaceful confiict resolution. Jack Levy (1989: 270} asserts
thart this theory is ‘as close as anything we have to an empirical law in
internarional relations’. Fven some leading realists acknowledge that it
has a positive impact on liberal democracy. Stephen Walt (1995: 220),
for instance, concurs that ‘the exiraordinary absence of warfare berween
democratic or republican regimes suggests that their domestic orders help
reduce conflicts hetween them as well’, Barry Buzan (1991a; 50-1) also
views the norm of consensus on the need to avoid war and on economic
liberalism as giving rise to security communities. The main strength of
liberal internationalism lies in its empirical ability to prove that members
of regional security communities have adopted liberal democracy and
that non-democratic states have so far failed to form such 855_.5.58
or maintain them. _

Various studies show thar “alliances Gmﬂamns democracies . . . appear 1o
be more durable’ (Gaubaiz 1996: 135), while others demonstrate that
international security regimes with non-liberal members are less robust
than those with liberal democratic members (Slaughter 1995; Slaugh-
ter Burley 1993). Democracies ‘perceive each other as peaceful because
of the democratic norms governing their domestic decision-making pro-
cesses’ (Risse-Iappen 1996: 371) and thus tend to resolve their disputes
in a manner short of war (Doyle 1986; Maoz and Abdolali 1989; Maoz

and Russett 1992). Two of the most important mechanisms for doing

this are peaceful dispute settlement (non-recourse 1o wag, negotiation
and compromise) and legal equality (voting equality and certain egali-
tarian rights to human dignity) (Dixon 1994; Raymond 1994). Among
themselves, liberal states that adopt the norm of self-restraint and non-
violence tend to favour negotiation and compromise. They are highly
instirutionalised and thus tend to rely on legal means as the way to resolve
conflict (Raymond 1994: 24).

Liberal democratic norms per s do not mcmoamﬁnm:% turn states inie
owever. Indeed, there & that demo-

mmncﬁam\l}bmalmrflll(

cratic states have almost goné Yo war against each other (Layne 1994).

Some constructivists have added another variable: liberal-social processes
of murual recognition and respect among democracies (William 2001).
From this author’s perspective, the liberal norms of self-restraint and
non-violence may prove important in the process of security community-
building among democracies, but norms relatively more capable of pro-
morting murual trust among democratic states are the liberal values
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of political and racial equality (major elements of modern liberalism}.
Democratic state leaders who treat other states, inchuding democracies,
as politically or racially inferior do not have a clean record of self-restraint
and non-violence.

For democratic norms to be observed effectvely, they must also
enjoy the support of powerful states that are democratic. This peint
goes beyond hegemonic stability theory proposed by neo-classical real-
ists (Gilpin 1981; Wollforth 1999). John Ikenberry \hmf%;%hmﬁnm!
that liberal hegemonies help institutionalise and stabilise international

politics, Other 1 ﬂgﬂ:ng:mﬂm\wﬁ% mi_fwoémm IIATETS,

although they mwsmwmmﬁnm[ ositive images of pewerful states, which

helps explain The existence of Kantian communities. Fiey View ‘the
development of a security community’ as ‘not antagonistic to the lan-
guage of power; indeed, it is dependent on i’ {Adler and Barnert 1998:
52, emphasis added). Another constructivist, Martha Finnemore (1996:
30), further contends that ‘norms, rules and routines. .. will serve the
interests of powerful actors; they will not survive long if they do not’. A
leading politcal realist, Walt (1998: 43), also notes that ‘constructivists
admit that ideas will have greater impact when backed by powerful staies
and reinforced by enduring material forces’.

Because of their shared liberal norms and values (such as self-restraint
and tolerance), democracies — whether powerful or weak ~ may coop-
erate with one another more effectively than aurocracies. A moéoﬁmm_
democracy tends to enjoy more legitimacy with other democracies than
a powerful aurocracy with weaker autocracies. This is because political
leaders within any democracy tend to enjoy political legitimacy from their
populations. Powerful democracies may find it easier to deal with other
democratic states than with non-democratic ones and are thus more will-
ing and able to provide community leadership. Security communities can
be maintained on the basis of such legitimacy.

One may wonder if a security community with more than one great
power 18 less durable than one led by one single power. Reese (2006:
11} contends that ‘the most stable possible situarion for a securicy com-
munity would be to have a single great power among its membership’.
This seems to be a reasonable proposition: security community-building
requires a powerful liberal democracy capable of playing the role of &
regional community leader (Peou 2001). However, security communi-
ties involving multiple great powers and weaker ones may not be as
volatile as Reese surmises and may not implode over the long ruan, if
all of the member states remain democraric. If democracies continue to
engage in the power-balancing game within security communities, they
may help maintain rules of the ‘democratic game’ if none is capable of




152 Security Politics in the Asia-Pacific

defying them. Balance-ol-power politics among democracies may thus
be stabilising (Pecu 2007: 2145 Raymond 1994: 29-30).

Power transition among liberal democracies should also be generally
peaceful. One fundamental liberal norm in electoral politics is peaceful
transfer of power berween the incumbent and challenger. Evidence shows
the same wend of leadership change among liberal democracies. On the
one hand, this might be atrributed to liberal democracies’ orientation
towards supporting the staras quo: namely, they enjoy maore satistaction
with their positons than non-democracies in the contemporary inter-
national system, which tend 1o be revisionist (Brawley 1993; Kacowicz
1995; Rousseau et al. 1996). Other studies show that rising democra-
cies prove less likely to escalate war against leading democracies, or even
less lilely than autocracies to become revisionist, and thus less likely to
use force to chalienge the status guo (Huth and Allee 2003). Even real-
ists who normally regard anarchy and war as the natural stare of things
suspect that this may be the case (Buzan 1991a: 36; Wollforth 1999
34). On the other hand, leading democracies on the decline prove far
less likely than declining autocracies to wage preventive wars (Schweller

1902: 238). Together, leading and rising democracies make their power
transirion less prone to war — contrary to what some realists assume (that
is, when challenged from below, hegemons resort Lo preventive war).>
Several caveats regarding the notion of democratic community leader-
ship must be underscored here. First, the arguments above only apply 10
democraric members within securiry communities. Powerful democra-
cies do not necessarily enjoy peolitical legitimacy among non-demaocratic
states and may be unable ro lead them. Second, democracies may still
pursue different non-military interests when dealing with states outside
their communities. Third, the strongest democratic state within a secu-
rity community may stili invite counter-*hegemonic’ polirics as political
realists rend o suggest (Waltz 1962). However, the exercise of power
by the leading democracy would generate much less of such balancing.
In other words, power-balancing within security communities will not
disappear completely bur are far less prone to war. Adler (1997: 255}

2 According 1o realists, history shows that power transition among great powers appears o
be dangerously prone to war. Robert Gilpin (1981: 209}, for instance, observes that ‘there
do not appear to be any examples of 8 dominant power willingly conceding dominance
over an internaronal system to a rising power ia order t© avoid war. Nor are there
examples of rising powers that have failed to press their advantage und have refrained
from artemprts to restructure the system to accommodate their security and economic
interests.’ However, Gilpin makes a subtle bur profound remmark abour the difference
between ihe United States, viewed as ‘tolerant’ and ‘un-oppressive’ and Germany. Great
powers that operate on the basis of ‘shared values and interests’ account tor peaceful

change.

Securiry community-building in the Asia-Pacific 153
Bm_ﬁw clear thar ‘the existence of security communiries doas 1 2
that inferest-based behavior by states SE. end, that material ,Hc e .EE:
cease to shape interstate practices, and that mum i ile : : Aunﬁ.owm ,Smm
o H ices, ecurity dilenunas will end’.
cither s hould anyone else believe that members of security communitie
gw be noaﬁ_wﬁm_w set free from balance-of-power/threar politics e
o HM m%mom.gp adm.nsm_unmm mom.nmnm MD:mn.mH realism by ifcorporating insights
om c_n_.imzn (or Hﬂm.dum:.c liberalism and social constructivism, bur
ME mmﬂwbwmm wm .Eoﬂw .H..ma_n& Qﬁm:om construcrivism thar rejects liberal-
i | celebrates ifference (Mdller 2003). As discussed in the follow-
ing section, radical constructivism (or postmodernism) proves unhelpfuf
é:mm. contending that pluralistic security comrmuniries can be establi Mu ww
evern mm states and societies do not share any liberal democratic :o:dwwhm d
even if there are no core liberal states to provide community mmmaﬁ.mEUr

Japan and the United States: a dyadic
security community?

MM uny_m mnmm.ﬁlm discussed above are applied censistently, it may be
¢ EM M :mmanmww.n_.%m Hmmmn.wﬂm mmnzmﬂ alliance has now evolved into
HSTC military-securlly community. Sceptics may find this thesis
unconvincing, because they siill regard the US-Japan security Hmmmmosw
ship as more of a traditional military alliance 99.“ a security communi
In their view, the bilateral military alliance is maintained because jeis Mﬁﬁ.ﬂ
U.ummnm on a shared perception of a common threat to their smaobﬂ_ . ;ﬁ
rity and @: collapse when the threat disappears. David wmﬁinﬁ Mmmﬁm-
mom.o s for instance, argues thar *US and Japanese interests have Dfﬁ,ﬁl—u cen
mzﬁ:.&uw harmonious, but the security exigencies of the Cold War Emmwm
M MR@ME on mmEuEmm"Em parochial interests to ensure cooperative solu-
ue mﬂﬂd% mmnmam that, mw.ummn; m.cnr Bomcmaﬂ.u: to subordinate conflicts
ni » the cooperative basis of the relationship — and thus also the
political foundations for any sort of shared leadership - has anﬂoiwmmﬁmaw
O.Emw.m also argue that Japan has now actively sought to enhance :.
national mcn.cboge by hedging American no:mm.m.msﬁm cﬂ ifs moﬂ.n.mﬁw nc:.n.,w
or by Hmﬂcoﬁm the risks of US entrapment within the contex: :m E:.:E.M
_z.Hum.mmm:mB. According to T' J. Pempel (2004: 29), ‘after Eﬂw :wm:é Smm./
frictions of the mid- to late-1 980s, Japan was mn.ﬁ.mcm to reduce jts mm umzm
a.msnw on .%n United States and also on those global multilateral oﬂn?ﬂa
nizations in which US influence was overwhelming’. Both mra,ﬁo wn-
H.Hcmem and Akiko Fukushima (2004: 60) observe that Japanese _ﬂt _HQ
EREEE clearly serves as an option that proves nnmmmz.m mm no:::ur.u. zw
nmm_.:mmqm security dependence on the United Srares’. Japanese EE_MM__.MF
eralism thus seems to further ensure greater Japanese E&mﬂm_ﬂ..n_msna mﬁw_w
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the Unired Srates, which tends to favour multilateralism in the context
of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC).

A counter-argument to those who insist US and Japan bilateral rela-
ilons are only an alliance as opposed to a security community does exist.
A ‘community’ does not require multilateralism as one of its precondi-
tions if a single great power interacts with another state in ways consistent
with other security community characteristics. Japan can be regarded as
a new, if nor a mature, security community parmer of the United States
because: (1} it is evolving towards ‘normal power’ status in the after-
math of the Cold War; and (2) its interactions with the United States
spill over to have borh regional and global ramifications on their own
merits rather than as primarily a response to a murtually perceived threar,
Even realist-inclined scholars have now acknowledged the presence of
a bilateral security community in which Japan and the United States
are members, although they tend to couple the US-Japan dyad into a
larger transregional context to include Furope. Barry Buzan and Gerald
Segal (1998: 109), for instance, have observed that ‘the Atlantic commu-
nity and fapan have established an interdependent security community’
(see also Reese 2006: 29-32). The US-Japan security dyad constitutes
a powerful component of what was originally known as the “Trilareral
Commission’ but which has more recently found expression with Japan
as a key Pacific contact country in the North Adanric Treaty Organiza-
trion’s (INAT'Q) consulrative mechanisms for managing its approaches to
contemporary global security challenges (Daalder and Goldgeier 2006:
106; Zoellick, Sutherland and Owada 1990),

Although Japan and the United States arguably twansferred this
alliance to a pluralistic military-security commurity in recent years, it
does not mean that ir is now a mature one. Although a democracy,
Japan has become noticeably more ‘liberal’ only in the 1990s and is
still not as liberal as the United States. Japan is known for having
embraced *developmental statism’, which is not compatible with the
type of laissez-faire capitalism found in the United States, and Tokye
even sought to block trade and investment liberalisation in the East
Asian region (Rapkin 2001). Divergent or competing economic inter-
ests may still continue among members of a pluralistic military-security
community, of course, and such a community still exists as long as
the member states do not engage in military competition against one
another. .

A recent trend in US~Japan security comumnunity-building is the incre-
mental or low-key expansion of the dyadic core to include a wider
spectrum of strategic parmerships based on commonly held democratic
values. The Ausiralia-Japan—US Trilateral Security Dialogue (TSD) is
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an ?Mn oﬁ.q m.,amm&.oa and Prosperity (although ir did not marterialise).
Japan’s b.,%@:ﬁmn Bluebook 2007 in particular calls for the strengthenin

of mqmmo.mﬁ partnerships with other libera] democracies, such as >cmﬁ.i_.m

.mzm India (Japan, Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2007). When he took cmn.._nm
in September 2007, Prime Minister Yasuo Fukuda further sought ro
m.ﬂmsmﬁwmm the US-TJapan alliance. All this runs contrary to the predie-
tion by mﬁ..cQE.a realists that Japan is more likely 1o balance against US
bower by joining other [egs powerful states such 25 China because of their
shared perception of a commuon threar from the mosr powerful state in
the international system.

. Why both H.mwmb and the United States can now be considered a secy-
rity non.:.m.zEQ can thus be explained in different ways. Reese suggesis
Emﬁ. material power alone matrers exclusively. For instance, he males a
realist prediction thar when Japan becomes a formal great Humémﬂ its smé
status will alter the US-Japan security community: ‘Japan is _ummmmmmsm
1o assert a new identiry resembling that of a normal grear power. If this
D;mbm”moh.u._m:os does take place, the future of this [securiry noEd.EE.mE
relationship is unlikely to resemble the past’ (Reese 2006: 32). In other
words, ‘this [dyadic security] community will begin to EEE.W (Reese
moom.. 33). Although they do not touch on the two states in the noznmﬁ of
a bilateral securiry community, Buzan and Weever also make the nmmm.ﬁrﬁ
these two stares would have t0 have developed a generalised fear of ‘back
_..m_ the future’ (Buzan and Waver 2003: 353), as well as ‘a strong shared
view of the status quo, a shared culture and/or well-developed insriry-
tons’. In their view, ‘democracy may not be a necessary condirion bur
as suggested by the democracy and peace literature (and by the n_d?.nnmm
cases to date), it is a huge asser’ (Buzan and Waver 2003: 173). Some
social n.onqunn.s.mﬁm also question the effects of democratic :9“:5 on
the social process of security communiry-buitding. They imply thar if the
.Gméwmwmm alliance has indeed become a security community, it is primag-
ily because the rwo states have engaged in the process of socialisarion
They thus stress the importance of informal and format dialogue _umzcomm.
wmmamﬁm of the two states as an effective way 1o change preferences and
mterests (Katzenstein and Okawara 2001/02: 181).

These .memmmmomm have some merit, but st leave open why security
comununity members can effectively develop a strongly shared view of the
m.EE.m quo as well as a shared culrure and/or well-developed instirutions
It this context, democratic states can meet these conditions much UE,.HE..
than non-democratic ones, If the EU and NATO have been transformed
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mto security communities, it is because their member states had first
become demaocratic. Moreover, as explained earlier, democratic srates
also tend to favour the starus quo, to share liberal cultursl values or
norms, and to develop complex state, political and civil society instir-
tions. Socialisation may also help develop a collective sense of commu-
niry, burt socialisation among democracies is likely to achieve this result
far better than thar among autocracies.

Two key independent variables help explain why: namely, demuocracy
and the role of the United States as leader of their security alliance. Both
Japan and the United States initially shared a common perception of the
Soviet threat during the Cold War and the potental threat of China in
more recent years, Bur sharing common perceptions of Sovier, Chinese
and North Korean threats alone would not build a sense of community
between both Japan and the United States. However, liberal democracy
clearly does have pacifying effects on the two democratic states’ mutually
directed policy behaviour. One may observe that Japan has never been a
true liberal democracy. By and large, however, most observers accept the
fact that Japan has (since the end of the Cold War) now become more
liberal in its democratic politics. Recent events, including the Japanese
Opposition Party’s capture of power in the upper house of fapan’s Diet,
artest to the growing robusiness of that country’s political democracy.

There is a qualitative difference of policy behaviour between Japanese
decision-malkers before and after the Second World War, especially after
the end of the Cold War. Before that conflict, Japanese military and civil-
tan leaders may have reached consensus on the need for rotal war (Snyder
1991), but did not share strong democratic norms with American lead-
ers. Since the end of the Second World War, especially after the end of the
Cold War, Japanese and American citizens and their elites have regarded
their countries as friendly allies, rather than strategic rivals or adversaries.
By and large, Americans and Japanese have learned to regard each other
in a positive light. In spite of evidence indicating some Japanese resent-
ment of US externally direcred policies (such as the US war on terrorism,
which enjoyed the support of only 26 per cent of Japanese respondents
in 2006, down from 61 per cent in the summer of 2002), a poll by the
Pew Research Center released in June 2006 still shows thar only 29 per

cent of Japanese respondents perceived the United States as a danger to -
worid peace and 82 per cent of them gave the American people ‘favorable -

3

marks, up from 73 per cent in 2002 (Pew Research Center 2006: 11).

3 According to one Japanese scholar, “The United States has been by far the most favorite
country of the Japanese, except at the heighr of rhe Viemam War when Switzerland, with
a peaceful image, ranked number one’ (Agakimi 2006: 3).
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For their part, 66 per cent of American respondents favoured Japan, up
from 63 in May 2005 and 62 in August 1998 (Pew Research Center
2006: 34).

Japanese and American officials have also maintained close political
and military ties; indeed such ties have been increasingly cordial over the
past decade (with the relarionship between President Bush and Prime
Minister Junichiro Koizumi highly illustrative).* It is now viewed as a
matter of course that Japan’s head of government will atrend and interacr
meaningfully at most imporrant Asia-Pacific and internarionsl summits
and will be among those first consulted when the US initiates military
interventions or other exercises of ‘hard power’, Japan’s support for such
ventures is ‘expected’ by Washington, bur is hardly taken for granted.

Democraric community leadership defined in political, economic and
military terms has also been cridcal to the recent development of the
bilareral US~Japan pluralistic security communirty. The contrast that can
be drawn before and after the Second World War is stark, Japanese mii-
itarism in the 1930s eroded the new liberal democraric norms defined
by Woodrow Wilsen’s Nineteen Points and eventally pushed Japan into
aggressive action and the Second World War. The postwar US occupa-
rion gave rise ro whart both John Ikenberry and Charles Kupchan (1990:
304) eall “internal reconstruction’, helping turn Japanese militarism into
pacifisin and authoritarianism inro democracy through military, pelitical
and social reforms. e

Japan’s military dependence on the United Stares has therefore
remained substantial in the postwar era and into’ the present rime.
This condition, however, actually underwrote the process of security
community-building between these two states, Japan’s mititary depen-
dence on the United States remains indispensable for its security. Takyo
continues to finance the US military presence {over $4 billion per vear)
and spends annually an additional $1.5 billion on other security activities,
such as having deployed its troops in Iraq in support of the US forces.
This does not suggest that Japan’s reliance on the United States is torally
subservient. In 2006, Japan withdrew its troops from Iraq. Tt maintains
positive ties with Iran and tense relations with South Korea {America’s
other main Northeast Asian ally). Buzr Japan continues to be strasegically
dependent on the United States for its own national security.

Japan may now be on its way o becoming a normal great power, but
the US—Japan security community is likely to remain durable. Reese’s

* Accerding to Jissuro Terashima (2006: 2), honorary chairman of the non-profit Jupan
Research Institute, “The Koizumi Cabinet has been an unprecedented pro-American
administration.’
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prediction - that Japan as a normal great power will cause the Gmlamm.umb
security communiry to disintegrate — could well turn out to be ﬁHm
As noted, balancing behaviour continues mEou.m n._macmn mﬁmﬁm.m within
security communities. It is surmised here that this bilateral mmomnm% noaﬂ
munity may become less stable when ?nmn Unnoawm a norma mﬂmm
power and seeks to enhance a policy moma.on more independent Hoﬂ
that of the United States, but will still survive as _o.nm as the two states
remain democraric. Less asymmetrical power n&mzowm ﬂmtﬁm_mn.n:”m& by
Japan’s gradual emergence as a "59.3& @o.éﬂ.u pursuing explicit mﬁmﬁﬂ
gic interests more independently could SoEnw:% ._mma the dmt.qmﬁm%. : ya
10 become a more explicit security community in the _o.mw run. H_G is
because Japanese defence burden-sharing in future contingencies w gmu.u..
US power is applied to strengthen democrartic norms will become increas

i alued in Washington. .

Eﬂ%ﬂnm guestion here is whether any .?Hmﬁw..mﬁ.mnm.&mﬂﬁm .0m the an%
Japan security community dyad can ‘spill over into neighbouring H.mmo ’
sectors. Whether the United States can bring Scuth Korea on .oMﬁT
to develop a trilateral security cormumunity, for example, Hm.n._E.um me ol ﬁ_u
doubrful given recent South Korean overtures to H.mm.nw out to its North
Korean neighbour and the intensification of nationalism in that aowruﬁ«.
The 2006 missile tests by North Korea put both Japan and South H onM
on different paths, One reason lies in the fact &.mﬁ South .Hﬂanmmum mmsm
10 see North Ioreans as ‘long-lost brethren, objects of pity, sources o

kitsch, or targess of ridicule — but rarely enemies’ (fnternational Herald
3

Tribune, 12 July 2006: 3) and prefer reconciliatory options. Japan, how-

ever, has wanred tougher actions, including the possibility of pre-emptve

strikes on North Korea, which infuriated Seoul.” The recent Sﬁmﬁﬂm to
forge a TSD between Australia, Japan and the US, r.oémﬁr may _mqr
more significant long-term implications for noEBGEQ-UE.EE.mu given
the three affiliates’ common democraric values and marketing interests
{Tow er al. 2007).

An Asia-Pacific security community: possibility
or pipe dream?

That states in the Asia-Pacific have not yet formed a security no.u.E.EEQ
can be explained by the absence of consensus on key democratic norms,

i ed in anger
5 On 11 July 2006, a spokesperson of President Wor.w»{_.oo Hyun HMWMM&M‘%& M._gmﬂ%mmm
ili yo i 2 i 1, “We will strongly react to arrogs F es
assailing Tokyo in the following words, " react fo : k o
remarks of [apanese political lenders who intend ro amplify a n:m_m.cm E.n._H..roH.mu:TwwwnE
sula with dangerous and provocative rhetoric such as pre-empuve striles. ..
exposed Japan’s tendency to invade’ (Choe 2006: 3}
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such as self-restraint, peaceful conflict resolution, equality, consent and
compromise, Evidence exists that the presence of non-democratic srates
and lack of democratic commuity leadership make it extremely difficult
for states to create a Security community,

It would be unfair to make the argument that non-democratic states
in the region have never adopted any liberal norms. Some constructivists
would remind us that ASEAN adopted these norms, even though only
a few of them have become truly ‘democratic’.® Still, they have yer 10
form a genuine security community. This does not undermine the reality
that ASEAN has made some positive moves towards doing so in recent
years, In 2003, the ASEAN leaders adopted the Declaration of ASEAN
Concord II or Bali Concord 11, which includes the concept of an ASEAN
security community. The regional group further adopted the Vientiane
Action Programme 2003-10 to help realise this vision and institution-
alised an annual ASEAN Defence Ministers Meeting to improve cooper-
ation in the field of defence and security. On 9 May 2006, ASEAN held
the inaugural meeting of its defence ministers in Kuala Lumpur and then
convened the first ASEAN Defence Ministers Retreat on 23-25 March
2007, in Bali. An ASEAN Charter, embodying majority voting formulas
and other liberal principles for managing that organisation, was ratfied
by all members during 2008,

Although ASEAN may have become a ‘nascent security communiry’ as
Amitav Acharya (2001) contends, most observers still do not characterise
the regional group as a security community, Kavi Choagkittavorn (2007:
9}, a leading journalist in Thailand (who used to work at the ASEAN
Secretariat), recently made the following observation: ‘It is doubtful if
ASEAN can realize its plan to establish the security community . . . by
2015 as planned.” He offers one major reason for this challenge: the
ASEAN leaders have yet o agree ‘on what kind of dispute sertlement
mechanisms’ will apply. He then adds that, ‘while the dispute settlement
mechanisms in the economic arena are already in place, those relared to
security, social and cultural issues are harder to formulare’.

The lack of optimism regarding the future potential of ASEAN 15 &
genuine regional pluralistic security community has less to do with the
limits of socialisation among the member states within the group, but
more to do with the extreme fragility of what democraric institutions
they have developed. The ‘ASEAN way’ has so far proved inadequate in

% States within APEC, the ASEAN Regional Forum and ASEAN have often been divided
on democratic and human rights issues, Wichin APEC, the democratic members inciude
Australia, Canada, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan
and the United Srates, and, arguably, Thailand. The rest are either semi-democratic or
fully anti-democraric,
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according to balance-of-threat logic (against China) by moving closer 1o
the more powerful democracy {the Unired States) rather than accaord-
mg to _um_m:nm-om.ﬁoéﬁ. logic, which predicts that Viernam would form

a military alliance with China to balance the preponderance of US
power.

Still much evidence from rthe Asgia-P

democratic states have been prone 1o challenge militarily powertul
democracies, even with little expected benefits from war, The Second
World War, the Korean War, the Vietnam War and intermirtent Crises
in the Taiwan scrairs all illusrrate this point. Non-democraric states have
since continued to distrust and resis: democratic ones. The 1996 Taiwan

strait confrontation precipitated by Chinege pressure against narionalise

Taiwanese politicians and the 2006 nuclear launches by North Korea

directed against Japan and irs hostilities towards the United St

acific further suggests thar non-

ates fur-
atic states are ar legst as likely to initiare
crises or the use of military force

particular, remains deeply resentful of Western atternpts 1o promote a

‘peaceful evolution’ within irs sovereign or national boundaries. China's
ongoing support for highly aur

ocratic regimes in Myanmar and North
Korea, serious challenges 1o democratic institutions i1 Thailand and in
the Indochinese states, and even still Strong security dilemmas berween
Malaysia and Singapore — srazes where one political party has long dom-
inared internal politics — all attest 1o the outstanding barriers ‘Hrpéding
en democracy and communiry-building.
Meanwhile, Southeast Asia in particular, and the Asia-Pacific region
in general, continues to show a serious lack of communicy leadership.
ASEAN still has the potential to transform irself into a multilatersi secy-
rity community, if Indonesia proves itself capable of leading the way. A
young but unstable democracy, thar country - the largest ASEAN srate
that used to provide de facto leadership — has begun to move in this direc-
tion, Since iz became more democraric in the lare 1990s, Indonesia has,
through ASEAN auspices, raken the initiative to build a security com-
munity in this region. However, it still faces sertous domestic problems
that prevent it from becoming the leading regional power. In spite of irs
desire to solidify its position in the driver’s sear in the process of regionaf
community-building in East Asia, therefore, ASEAN has proved unable
to provide leadership. As a group of small and middle powers, ASEAN

simply cannot expect to lead other greater powers, most notably China,
Japan, Russia and the United States.

Within the broader Asta-Pacific region,
never made a serious efforr to build a region
from cultivating the aforementioned US

the United States also has
al security cominunity apare
~Japan bilateral relarionship. One

LR Tt T v—
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reason for this may have much to do with its Emﬁ.omnm: and Mﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂmh
trearment of Asian societies (arguably due to the persistent Enﬂ.ﬂ of share
liberal democratic values within this region) (Duffield 2001; mmn:.dma
and Katzenstein 2002). During the late nineteenth and early ﬂanmﬁw h
cencuries, for instance, American anwmwobla.mwmﬁm anqnonum& ﬁmz.”oEmH.nm
atticudes towards Asian polities, many of which were stifl struggling with
the throes of Buropean colonisation until m.mmmm the m.mnona .@oimﬂgm._nw
Cliristopher Hemmer and Peter Hﬂmﬁwmnmﬁﬂb link this sense of HQ_F EE_
superiority to an explanacion of why there 1s no NATQora mu t mww.m.
security community in Asia, arguing persuasively that ruy.ﬁ.ﬁﬂnmu po %%
malers did not treat their Asian allies on equal terms {political, ns_g.:.m. or
racial). ‘America’s potential Asian allies. .. were seen as part of an m:md
and, in important ways, inferior community’ Q.RBBWH and Hﬁmﬁumnmﬂmﬁ
20072: 575; Duffield 2001). European allies were .ma.mmﬁmma by Gm. policy-
makers as trustworthy, because of their shared religion, &wﬂogmso <mE.mm
and common race. In contrast, the norm of na:cﬁm.r religious and racial
inequalities identified by ‘condescending” US vc.rnu\-m._m_ﬁmmm _.m& h.%@
of them not to regard ‘Asians as ready or sufficiently mﬁ.%gmmnmnn# ﬁm
enjoy the trust and the same degree of power that the Gd_.ﬂw& mmﬁnm F:!
offered to European states’ or not to ‘take them very seriously’ or n<mmu
1o ‘regard them as inferiors’ (Hemmer mﬂ& Katzenstein 2002: mmﬁ mm 3.
As a consequence, American leaders until recently took East Asia far less
seriously than Europe. Former US monﬁmﬁmmw of State Um.mz >nrmmomu
for instance, “visited Europe at least eleven times’, UC.H vn_.m:.:ma that he
was ‘Too busy to make even a single visir to East Asia’ (Hemmer and
< stein 2002: 597). )
M/Mwﬂmwwﬁm:msm and oawﬂ. autocratic regimes UnnoH.dw more democratic
and liberal, the United States will be both cn%m:am m.sm unable to
provide leadership for regional security community-building. ..E.E.Wcmwr
administrarion’s 2006 Naiional Security Strategy perhaps cmnws.mnﬂocw.w
demonsrates this: ‘Asian narions that share our values can jom us in
partnership to strengthen new %Boﬁ,mnmmm.mba promote democratic
reforms throughout this region. This instirutional Wmﬁmén&@ rn..émén_
must be built upon a foundadon of sound bilateral Hmmmnomm. with key
states in the region’ {cited in Cossa 2007a: 4). This .momn._m o E,EG a::m
US leadership depends on the sharing of democratic values, as well as
the willingness of other democracies to follow. . .
Evidence further shows that non-liberal democratc rwmmaomm in the
Asia-Pacific have done much worse than liberal m.ﬂﬂonamﬂn ones: ﬁﬂ.w muun-
mer, for instance, have never contribured to security moEEﬁEQ-@d;&bm
in East Asia. The region has a long history of m:mnmmzos. Uﬁémm.s mum.HnE
and {non-democraric) hegemony (Gills 1993). In ancient China, there
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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 (Johnston 1995: 27). After having
achieved unification during the Qin and Han dynasties, China became
expansionist when its emperor began to incorporate the ‘barbarians’ of
present-day southern China down to Guangzhou (Canton) and to the
nerthern part of contemporary Vietnam. China occupied Korea (108
BC~-AD 313) and Vietnam for about 1,000 years (from 111 BC to AD
93%). The Chinese Empire maintained regional stability for hundreds
of years (from approximately 1300 to 1900 AD) and did so by exerting
both material and cultural influence. The Chinese world order was pre-
served for centuries by the strength of the Chinese civilisation as well
as by military force (Zhao 1997: 19, 23). China was a ‘world empire’
without rivals in the region for many centuries, with Chinese leaders
characterising those whom they subjugated as ‘barbarian’ or inferior.”
States under Chinese suzerainty, however, did not uncondirionally
accept Chinese illiberal hegemony and this legacy helps explain why
the idea of a security community in an intra-regional context remains so
elusive.® There is certainly no evidence suggesting that this suzerainty
system helped build a security community. Japan, for instance, sought
to escape from the Chinese sphere of influence and even waged war to
do so in 1895. Irs decision to enter the Western world was driven by
the need to counter the China-cenired tributary system.® Paying tribuce
to the Chinese emperor was seen by Japan as ‘a sign of submission’.
Japan’s absorption of Western technology and its drive for modernisation
rested on the need to cope with Chinese influence. According to Takeshi
Hamashita (1997: 129), ‘the course of Japan’s modernization has been
studied as a process of overcoming its subordination to Western powers’.

? Ming China’s elites (1368-1644), for instance, regarded the Mongols as racially infe-
rior, cailing them ““dogs and sheep™, ““not of our race™, who ‘should be “rejecred as
animals™ (Johnston 1995: 187).
David Kang argues that they did. He cites David Marr: ““This reality [China’s over-
whelming size], together with sincere culrural admiration, led Vietnam's rulers ro accept
the tributary system™ (Kang 2003/04: 174-5), Japan’s leaders, such as *“The Tolugawa
rulers tacitly acknowledged Chinese supremacy and cultural leadership in the East Asian
world™ (I<ang 2003/04: 175, citing Key-Hiuk Kim), Then, however, he provides evi-
dence suggzsting that Japan did seek to balance Chinese power when the latter weakened:
‘Centuries fater, as the Ming dynasty began to weaken, the Japanese peneral Hideyoshi
twice attempted to invade China through Kores {in 1592 and 1308)" (Kang 2003/04:
175-6).
The Sino-centric tributary system was of a mercantilist nature. Tributary states had
resisted Chinese hegermony, long before the Opium War, and subsequently adopted West-

phalian international principles and methods and rurned them against China (Hamushirn
1907 117).

=
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Bur ‘the main issues in Japanese modernization were how Lo cope wirth
Chinese dominance over commercial relations in Asia’ and ‘how to reor-
ganize relations among Japan, China, Korea, and Lin-chi’iu (Ryukyu) in
a way that put Japan art the center’ (Hamashita 1997: 128).

A more democratic China would not challenge regional peace and
stability as does the current undemocratic version. While there is no con-
crete evidence 1o predict how a democratic Chinese state would behave
and how other states would respond, we have betrer evidence 1o suggest
that demoecratic Chinese leadership would be more acceprable to demo-
cratic stares than autocratic leadership, The region-wide shock to events
in Tiananmen Square in June 1989 crushed the widespread hope that
China’s democratic forces might prevail as generational change swept that
country. The old vererans of the Long March and the Chinese civil war
who constituted the front ranks of Chinese military autocracy ultimately
prevailed. Taiwan has made it clear it will not willingly be absorbed by

a Chinese autocracy and conrinues to press ahead with its own version
of liberal democracy, largely in search of an international democraric
guarantee against the China threat. South Korea trades extensively with
China bur still develops a robust liberal democracy for pursuing its owil
political destiny. ASEAN’s increasing impatience with a Chinese-backed
authoritarian military government in Myanmar signals an increasing real-
isation by most Southeast Asian states that economic modernisation will
inevitably lead to political liberalisation in their own societies. China’s
pwn political liberalisation is glacial bur still evident. Only when the Chi-
nese Communist Party acknowledges that such liberalisation must ulti-
mately and inevitably change how politics works inside China, however,
will prospects for a multilateral security comumunity in the Asia-Pacific

become something more than a pipe dream.

Conclusion

This chapter has argued that Asia-Pacific security community-building
is possible, but only if at least two conditions ~ liberal democratic norms
shared by regional states and the expansion of demaocratic community
leadership throughout the region - are met. This does not suggest that the
shared perception of a common threat among democracies matters little,
but this perception alone would only allow regional states to function as
Hobbesian military alliances. This chapter further challenges the thesis
asserting thar security community-building does not necessarily require
liberal democratic vaiues and a core liberal state to provide leadership.
The Asia-Pacific experience shows that neither commen nor compatible
values provide powerful binding glue if they are illiberal or aUTOCIAlic
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orbit, democracies may seek compromise to their differences in ways
that reinforce the notion that war between them is unthinkable and main-
tain faith in the fairness of democratic processes as they are played out
in each other’s political systems. Asian democracies appear to have fol-
lowed a similar trend: Japan and South Korea will hardly fight a war
while both are confronted with a far more threatening and autocratic
North Korean regime armed with weapons of mass destruction and req-
uisite delivery systems. Nor arc Australia and a burgeoning democratic
Indonesia as likely 1o confront each other as to collaborate against forces
of international terrorism that have increasingly threatened both of them.

Given this context, a tentative theoretical proposition formutated for
further empirical testing is as follows: a security community is what
democratic states and their community leaders — democratic states
and their leaders alone — can make of it. If this proposition can be
validated through examining empirical evidence, ‘democratic’ (rather
than politcal) realist institurionalism as an eclectic theory of mmn.E.mQ
community-building can be evenrually operationalised and applied to
reach greater understanding on such communities’ formulation, mainte-
nance and application. Of course there is a remote prospect that a secu-
rity community will come into being but that its member states share
no democratic norms notwithstanding the presence of a powerful demo-
cratic member in their midst. Or democratic states might share norms
and have a powerful state in their midst, but still not realise a true secu-
rity comynunity. Neither outcome seems as likely, however, as mutual
democratic cultures and practices leading to greater trust and affinity
and higher probabilities of a regional security community evolving as
a result of such feelings, Thar scenario still seerns the most visionary
and promising model for Asia-Pacific states to pursue in their quest for
more regional stability and for a grearer standing within the international

system at large.

9 Human security and global governance

Akiko Fukushima and William T Tow

The growing prominence of the individual as a sigaificant factor in inter-
national relarions is a striking characreristic of contemporary world poli-

anm.mN e.1ole i iti i i
et the.role €-state remains critical ro ‘either reducing or exac-

erbating the underlying caiises of threats ro human security’ {Lee 2004:
102}, The extent to which ‘traditional’ state-centric, and ‘non-rraditionzl’
people-oriented, approaches to security politics are being reconciled in
.%m Asia-Pacific is an increasingly central componeni of that region's
international relations.

Long-standing tendencies by elites within the region to favour the
w.HWmmnqmmom of absolute national sovereignty over the well-bieing of the
citizens who Hve within a state’s boundaries and to prioritise the power
of the stare over human rights or ‘good global governance’ are softening

L7

in the aftermath of recent transnational security events such as the Asian

éﬁm acute respiratory syndrome) outbreak,
bird Au epidemics and the Indian Ocean rsunami crisis. ﬂsm.mm events
have threatened human safety and welfare across boundaries withour
.Rmm;a to wraditional security preoccupations by individual srates. The
Importance of external milirary threats, strucrural changes that introduce
new power balances, and competition over resources, ideology and faith
remain critical 1o the ‘regional-global security nexus’. However, they are
increasingly subject to ‘a murually reinforcing dynamic between stare,

societal and individual security’ (Headley 2006: 20; also see Michael

Mand Marshall 2007: 10). If key regional and extra-regional powers fajl

to recognise this dynamic and manage its 1Inplications, the cutloak for
H.w;ww%ga prosperity will deteriorate substanrially, and conflict
will intensify at both the intra-state and inter-state levels, )
This perspective constitutes our chapter’s major argument. It will be
developed in four sections. Recent trends in the Asia-Pacific that have
most affected that region’s states’ and instirutions’ atritudes and policies
towards human security will be assessed inttially. Special emphasis wiil
be assigned in a second section to Japan’s experiences in this context,
because that country has been a spearhead in developing and applying
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