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Abstract

This thesis investigates Sino-Japanese relations and the post-Cold War security order in
Northeast Asia. In particular, it asks whether a ‘security regime’ now exists in the
region. Security analysis of Northeast Asia has often focussed upon the likely effects of
changes in material power. This has led to predictions of a ‘Back to the future’ scenario
of rivalry and possible war. While acknowledging the value of this approach, | question
whether it is sufficient; other approaches, notably an investigation of normative
changes, are required. In considering both material and non-material factors, | follow
the precepts of RSCT — which view RSCs as essentially social constructions. Thus, |
employ RSCT’s eclectic posture, exploring three distinctive approaches to the
possibility of structural change — Waltz and neorealism, Wendt and social
constructivism, and Buzan and the English school. Thus, while not ignoring the impact
of shifts in the balance of power on security practices, | also investigate ideational
variables — that is the kinds of values, norms and institutions that are shared by the
members of the East Asian RSC. | go on to ask why they are shared, how their identities
and interests evolve over time and how these changes influence securitisation and
desecuritisation practices.

By examining these variables through societal, economic and military-political sectors,
and locating them at domestic, regional, interregional and global levels, | conclude that,
together with Southeast Asia, Northeast Asia has formed a single ‘East Asian security
regime’. This conclusion is based upon my interpretation of domestic normative
constructions in Japan and in China; the growing regional identity/society in East Asia
(especially after the Asian financial crisis); and the increased willingness and ability of
regional actors to deal with security challenges. But challenges remain, with recurrent
tensions and crises as well as continuing historical mistrust. | believe that, as yet,
ideational factors, the shared norms and institutions in the East Asian RSC, are still
associated with acceptance of a pluralist Westphalian international society, and these are
shared largely instrumentally rather than by genuine belief. Thus, despite enthusiasm for
community building, progress has been limited in collective identity formation; and
balancing behaviour is still common. This means that, while East Asia has reached at
least the lower or middle stages of a ‘security regime’, it is still far away from becoming
a ‘security community’.
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1 Introduction: RSCs and Northeast Asia in Theoretical Perspective

1.1 Introduction

If anything, concerns about security and stability in Northeast Asia have increased
rather than diminished in the new post-Cold War era. In particular, much attention has
been devoted to the problems of the relationship between China and Japan in recent
years. Whatever may have happened in Europe or elsewhere, the end of the Cold War
has not freed this region from dispute, conflict or crisis. Unresolved territorial disputes —
between Japan and South Korea, China and Japan, and Japan and Russia — are still far
from solution. From time to time, tensions over sovereignty and status rivalries between
two Koreas and between China and Taiwan have intensified and resulted in crises in
which war became a distinct possibility. These crises included:

e The 1993/4 crisis over the North Korean nuclear weapons programme. This came
much closer to war than was generally realised.

e The 1995/96 crisis over the Taiwanese presidential elections, coinciding with
Beijing’s missile tests near Taiwan and the deployment of US aircraft carriers to the
area.

e The 1998 missile crisis, when the North Korean Taepodong-1 flew over Japanese
airspace and landed in the western part of the Pacific Ocean — thus greatly alarming
Japan, South Korea, and the United States.

e The 1999 crisis over the Taiwanese President Lee Teng-hui’s interview on German
radio in which he referred to PRC-ROC relations as ‘state-to-state’ or at least
‘nation-to-nation’. In response, Beijing threatened the possible use of force if
Taiwan declared independence.

e The 2002 crisis when Pyongyang reportedly admitted the existence of a secret
highly enriched uranium nuclear programme.

e The 2005 crisis over strong anti-Japanese demonstrations in China and South

Korea.

Security concerns have been further intensified both by the rapid rise of China and by
the perceived possibility of Japanese remilitarisation. Particularly in the aftermath of the

end of the Cold War, in the context of a declining Russia, a stagnant Japan and a
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retreating US hegemony, the rise of China appeared to constitute the most serious
problem (Kristof 1993; Segal 1993; and Roy 1994). Thus, in the 1990s, and to some
extent today, debates about security in Asia and in Northeast Asia have been dominated
by speculations about the impact of the distribution / redistribution of material power
within the international system. The likely — in some cases the only possible — outcome
seemed to be a “back to the future’ scenario.

Writing in 1993/94, Friedberg argued that the most fundamental impact on Asian
regional security resulting from the end of the Cold War had been a shift from a bipolar
to a multipolar system. He predicted (1993/94) and reasserted (2000) that Asia’s future
would be the same as Europe’s past; in other words, great power rivalries and major
wars were highly likely. Roy (1994) also argued that the rapid rise of China as a major
economic and military power would almost inevitably challenge US interests in the
region and also provoke Japan. Roy (1994:162) portrayed China and Japan as ‘natural
rivals’, because both saw themselves as the rightful leaders of the region. According to
Segal (1993: 27), the root of the problem was that whereas ‘Japan and China used to
operate primarily in different spheres (Japan in the economic and China in the
military)’, now not only was China entering to the economic sphere but Japan was also
moving towards the politico-military sphere. Thus, for the first time in its history, the
region was entering a phase when, it would contain two great powers and this would
result in competition and rivalry. This line of arguments prevailed throughout the 1990s
and still have many adherents.

Christensen (1999) argued that, in this new security environment, the logic of the
security dilemma was still highly relevant and hence there was a strong possibility of
spiralling tension. Faced with such an uncertain future, East Asian states had responded
by building up their armed forces and embarking on programmes of military
modernisation. Their reaction had been all the more predictable because their behaviour
had still been conditioned by historic antagonisms but had not been constrained by high
levels of economic interdependence or by mature security institutions. In a similar vein,
Waltz (2000: 35-6) asserted that, reluctantly or not, ‘Japan and China will follow each
other on the route to becoming great powers’. It is true that, with the waning of Russian
power and uncertainty as to the US role in the region, both Japan and China are likely to

identify each other as their most dangerous potential adversary. Thus, Yahuda (2002)
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claimed that the current, reasonably stable relations between China and Japan, were
‘only possible because of the role played by the United States’. In tune with this
analysis, Taniguchi (2005) still described the security outlook of Northeast Asia as one

of “turbulence ahead’, characterised by acute rivalry between China and Japan.

But should the security dynamics of the region be understood solely in terms of the
distribution of material power? Is there any other variable likely to affect the regional
security order? Is the back to the future scenario the only possible outcome? The answer
put forward in this thesis — that there is the potential for a ‘security regime’ in Northeast
Asia — is challenging and theoretically controversial. It questions the assumption that
acute competition and perhaps war represent the inevitable and permanent feature of the
international system. It does so by examining possible variables both material and

ideational.

Indeed I do not deny the importance of structural conditions or of material impacts on
the security practices. Northeast Asia has certainly faced serious security challenges in
the post-Cold War era. Yet | contend that the realist core assumption and its over
simplified application needs to be balanced by consideration of other factors; this is
essential to achieve a more objective understanding of security relations. Like scholars
such as Katzenstein and Okawara (2001/02); Buzan (1991; 2004a); Buzan and Little
(2001); Buzan and Wever (2003) and Alagappa (1998, 2003), | believe that the
adoption of theoretical pluralism or analytical eclecticism facilitates understanding of
the complexities of security relations in Northeast Asia and elsewhere. Very different
realities are likely to emerge if the same region is viewed through different lenses. In

short, the position in Northeast Asia is more complicated than the realists suppose.

1.2  Northeast Asia: A Multidimensional and Contradictory Case

The presence of China and Japan means that Northeast Asia is the only RSC that
contains two great powers. A combination of long-standing and historically based
antagonism and the experience of the Cold War meant that security relations between
China and Japan and in Northeast Asia were bound to be highly complicated. But the

effects of the ending of the Cold War and accelerated globalisation have actually
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heightened this complexity, as evidenced in many contradictory, paradoxical and

puzzling phenomena.

First, with the end of the Cold War and the growing trend of globalisation, Northeast
Asia has increasingly integrated into the global economic and political system. The
effects have been particularly marked in China, as exemplified in its adoption of free
trade and a market economy and eventual membership of the WTO in 2001. But, in
general, the effects of the end of the Cold War are less clear-cut in Northeast Asia than
elsewhere. Although superpower penetration, particularly Russian/Soviet influence, has
diminished, characteristics of the Cold War period survive. ldeological divisions
between communism and capitalism, once so important in Europe, may have largely
disappeared from the rest of the world, but they are still present in Northeast Asia.
Communist party rule continues in China and in North Korea, even though Communism
in China and Communism in North Korea are now so different that the value of the term
has become questionable. Relations between the divided Koreas and between China and
Taiwan remain difficult, while continuing US engagement exhibits many of the features

of Cold War containment.

Nevertheless, the end of Cold War brought great changes to Sino-Japanese relations. In
particular, the fall of the Soviet Union made the rise of China appear more threatening
and hence complicated its relations with other powers, especially with Japan. Hitherto,
common suspicion of the Soviet Union had provided a basis for relatively harmonious
relations between China and Japan. Perhaps inevitably, once the common enemy
disappeared, China and Japan became more sensitive about the other’s capabilities and
intentions. Given the historical legacy of conflict between the two, these concerns
became central to debates about the ‘China threat’ on the one hand and about Japan’s
possible transition to a ‘normal’ country on the other. Yet, while their relationship has
fluctuated, in economic terms the two great powers of East Asia have become

increasingly interdependent.

Secondly, while there have been many disputes, tensions and crises in Northeast Asia
since the end of the Cold War, these crises never became totally out of control or
resulted in actual war — even in the two flashpoints of the Korean peninsula and the

Taiwan Strait. In the Korean crisis of 1993/4, tensions and the possibility of war were
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contained by numerous negotiations and dialogues, mostly through bilateral dialogues
and especially through talks between North Korea and the United States. Of course, the
Agreed-Framework (1994) between the US and North Korea did not prevent subsequent
tensions or crises. The Korean Energy Development Organisation (KEDO), established
in 1995 (the so-called innovative experiment of multilateral cooperation in Northeast
Asia) was set up to achieve an arms control agreement (to discontinue North Korea’s
nuclear development), but little progress was made. The initiative for KEDO came from
an outside power, the United States, and the organisation did not include China, the
main regional actor. Thus, in a climate of recurrent tensions and in the absence of
institutionalised security mechanism, the security and stability of the region appeared to
depend entirely on the role of the United States as ring-holder. However, towards the
new millennium, neighbouring states made increasing efforts to engage with North
Korea. The historic North-South Summit was held in June 2000, and in July of the same
year, Pyongyang applied for membership of the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF); the
application was accepted. The Six-Party Talks (involving the two Koreas, China, Japan,
Russia and the US), have now become the main mechanism for dealing with Korean
problems. Although progress is slow and huge difficulties remain — as exemplified by
the recent crises over North Korean missile and nuclear tests —, regional actors are

playing increasing roles in maintaining regional security.

In the case of Taiwan, tensions are also high and questions of security and survival still
remain. However, there are striking differences between the crisis of 1995/6 and
subsequent ones. In 1995/6 China resorted to military intimidation. Yet there has been
no Chinese military response to such things as the growth of a distinctly Taiwanese
identity, to the passage of the Referendum Law and the general elections of 2000 and
2004. Rather, China has confined itself to strong verbal protests. Of course, China has
not given up its claim to be entitled to use force if necessary — that is in the event of a
unilateral Taiwanese declaration of independence — but stresses that its real objective is
peaceful re-unification. Although China has passed an anti-secession law, it has also
made it clear that it looks to the US to restrain Taipei.

Thirdly, the complexity does not end there. Many of the tensions and disputes in
Northeast Asia have deep roots in the past. To take one example, the division of Korea

cannot be attributed solely to the effects of the Cold War. Cummings (1998) argues that,
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in part, the Korean War (1950-53) was a civil war whose roots lay in the colonial
period. If he is right, it follows that a proper understanding of both the War itself and

the present division requires an investigation of the years of Japanese rule.

Many of the problems of Northeast Asia are not susceptible to any single explanation.
As Cha observes (1999; 2000), the realist approach cannot provide a satisfactory
explanation of the apparently puzzling relations between Japan and South Korea in the
Cold War era. Even after ‘normalization’ in June 1965, relations remained at a negative
or enmity level, despite shared threats from the Soviet Union, China, and North Korea.
One might have expected that geographical proximity and the tense Cold War
environment would have led Japan and South Korea to conclude at least a bilateral
defence treaty, but this did not happen. This is not an isolated example and historically
generated enmity relationships are common throughout Asia. Recent anti-Japanese
demonstrations (April 2005) suggest that, in China and Korea, self-identities are still
largely constructed in opposition to Japan. In China and in North and South Korea alike,

nationalism is by definition anti-Japanese.

Yet relations between Japan and South Korea have been improving, and even in the post
war period they sometimes co-operated to achieve foreign policy objectives, often in
concert with the US — in what Cha (1999) calls a ‘quasi-alliance’. Cha sees this outcome
as a result of material factors, especially common fear of US abandonment. Cha is thus
certainly right to point out that, while ideational influences have led Japan and South
Korea to antagonism, material calculations have led them to a degree of cooperation.
Yet more complex factors may be present. After its defeat in the Second World War,
during the period of Occupation Authority, Japan accepted liberal concepts such as
freedom, democracy and human rights. However, until the democratisation of South
Korea and Taiwan began in the 1980s, Japan had no close neighbour sharing the same
key values (Bessho 1999: 17). South Korea and Taiwan were also the two most
successful imitators of Japan’s economic model, the so-called ‘developmental state’
model. This created some shared economic interests and values. Thus, it will be
interesting to examine how these shared interests and values had begun to ameliorate

historical animosities and hence to facilitate policy cooperation.
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In addition, there can be no doubt that the ‘nuclear dimension’ increases the complexity
of security relations in Northeast Asia. All five of the protagonists in the region have
actual or potential nuclear capacity. China has long been a nuclear weapon state and
many suspect that North Korea also possesses nuclear weapons. Japan, South Korea and
Taiwan are widely regarded as ‘nuclear threshold states’, that is, states with the
capability to develop nuclear weapons quickly if they wished (Buzan and Waver 2003:
93).

Finally, the processes of regionalisation and the emergence of multilateralism compel us
to look beyond power balancing behaviour. Although, in Asia, regionalism and
multilateralism are primarily phenomena of the post-Cold War era, these processes
emerged gradually from post-war rivalry and antagonism. Economic interactions and
the role played by Japan, through its policies of trade, aid and FDI, were especially
significant. After the late 1970s, China’s economic reform and opening policy provided
extra stimulus to the overall process. Yet the processes are not confined to the Northeast
Asian region, but operate on broader levels — in East Asia and in the Asia-Pacific area.

They also extend from the economic to the security realm.

Perhaps the most interesting outcome is that the processes have altered regional
boundaries and brought Northeast Asia and Southeast Asia into what Regional security
complex theory (RSCT) calls a single RSC. But how far have these processes
contributed to collective identity formation in East Asia and have they changed the
normative context of East Asian regional society? As | will argue in the case study
chapters, the processes of regionalisation did not result in an immediate emergence of
an East Asian collective identity. At least before the Asian financial crisis (1997-98),
both material conditions and identity factors worked against an exclusive East Asian
version of regionalism. There was a striking contrast between the failure of the East
Asian attempt to create EAEG / EAEC in the early 1990s and the success of APEC. In
other words, economic regionalism in Asia has developed most strongly in the Asia-
Pacific region; it is open rather than closed and supports policies of non-discriminatory

economic liberalism.

Regionalism and multilateralism in Asia also extended into the security sphere, most
notably in the forms of the ARF and CSCAP, created in 1994 and in 1993 respectively.
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Yet these developments did not follow the European model. Instead, they reflected
earlier experiences in Southeast Asia (Huxley 1996a; Acharya 2003a). In particular, the
so-called “ASEAN Way’ provided much of the practical and normative foundations.
Following the ASEAN model, the ARF, the principal multilateral security organization
in Asia-Pacific, did not have conventional collective defence or collective security
functions. The ARF was founded upon ASEAN norms that included non-interference in
the internal affairs of states, peaceful settlement of disputes, and the *ASEAN Way’ of
consultations and consensus-based decision-making (Leifer 1996; Acharya 2003a;
2003b).

These multilateral institutions have been accused of lacking real substance. The Asian
financial crisis of the late 1990s certainly revealed their limitations when faced with
crises and conflict management. Yet it is striking that the crisis did not lead to the
abandonment of attempts to build multilateral structures or to a return to the balance of
power mechanism. On the contrary, the states of East Asia intensified their efforts to
rectify the defects of existing arrangements and to find more viable ways of
collaboration. Perhaps the most significant responses were ASEAN Plus Three, an
exclusively East Asian initiative, and the eventual holding of an East Asia Summit in
December 2005. Both Japan and China have played significant and positive roles in
these developments. The institutionalisation of the APT suggests that East Asians are

moving towards a new phase of regional community building.

Of course, competition between the various economies and the strength of protectionist
tendencies still creates difficulties. In the political and security areas, Taiwan’s
membership of regional institutions remains highly sensitive. In addition, there remains
the question of whether to include the United States and other Asia-Pacific players, such
as Canada, Australia, and even India. More importantly, as realists stress, Sino-Japanese
rivalry for influence over East Asia constitutes a particularly intractable problem.
Further progress appears to depend on reducing this rivalry and competition. Yet, as
Barry Desker, Director of the Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies, Singapore,
confidently asserted at the time of the first East Asian Summit, East Asians really have
made a major step towards a new era of regional cooperation (Desker 2005). Although
there have been subsequent developments in the direction of further regional

cooperation, this thesis examines events up to the December 2005 Summit.
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1.3 The Application of Regional Security Complex Theory

This survey reveals that the dynamics of security relations in Northeast and East Asia

are by no means straightforward. Their complexities and contradictions invite several

questions:

e What are the main factors that have resulted in so many disputes, conflicts and
crises?

e Why have these crises not escalated into out-right armed conflict on a major scale?

e What are the key variables affecting regional patterns of interaction: changes in
balance of power, historical legacies, and/or changes in patterns of economic and

social relations?

Answers to these questions need a proper theoretical and conceptual framework.
Theories are like lenses that allow us to see things clearer. Of course, there is a danger
that while some ‘lenses’ or theories may bring clearer resolution to some areas, they can
obscure others. A magnifying glass is valuable when trying to read individual words,
but the naked eye will serve better when looking at the whole page. If theories are
imperfect does this mean that they are useless? By no means, reality is always
complicated, not least because while some events may occur randomly or by chance,
others are the product of historical factors whose roots may go back far into the past.
Flawed though they may be, theories are needed to make sense of anything. But if
theories are required, should we use one or many? My answer is that we should use
many, because the distortions of one school of thought are likely to be corrected by the
distortions of another. In this thesis, therefore, | purposely adopt a posture of theoretical
pluralism because | believe that this is the best way to avoid distortion in any particular
direction and hence provides me with the best chance of arriving at a fairly
comprehensive understanding of the security dynamics of Northeast Asia.

For the purpose of this analysis, | find Regional Security Complex Theory (RSCT) the
most valuable and congenial. | believe that RSCT, originally developed by Buzan and
later associated with the Copenhagen school’s approach to security, provides the best
theoretical framework to inform my empirical investigations. RSCT insists that RSCs
are social constructs and hence contends that their inter-subjective processes are highly

relevant to security analysis. RSCs are defined as ‘durable patterns of amity and enmity
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taking the form of subglobal, geographically coherent patterns of security
interdependence’. If this is true, the particular character of a local RSC will often be
affected by historical factors, either negatively by long-standing enmities or positively

by common membership of a civilisational area (Buzan and Waver 2003: 45).

Thus, the future structure of the Northeast Asian RSC — whether it changes or remains
the same — depends on social processes, such as identity building (historically generated
amity/enmity relations), norm setting and their internalisation, rather than upon forces
outside these processes. In other words, while facilitating conditions are accepted as an
important part of securitisation practice, the crucial elements in security analysis are the
ways in which peoples and leaders come to identify — or not identify — matters of
importance as security issues and the effects of these perceptions on security policy-
making. Thus, in Buzan and Waver’s words, ‘it is these definitions that underpin
security policy and behaviour, they, and the processes by which they are made and
unmade, are what must ultimately lie at the heart of security analysis’ (Buzan and
Waever 2003: 37). Thus, the application of RSCT to the Northeast Asian case is useful

in at least three ways.

First, RSCT provides a conceptual framework for security analysis, which is essential in
security studies in Northeast Asia and in Asia as whole. As Alagappa (1998: 10; 2003)
lamented, theoretically informed inquiries in Asian security studies have been few and
often fragmentary. The two volumes edited by Alagappa — Asian Security Practice
(1998) and Asian Security Order (2003) — are valuable works in regional security
analysis, which emphasise both material and ideational factors in security analysis. Yet,
the first volume focuses on individual countries and the second deals with specific
issues, such as sovereignty, balance of power and institutions. To Alagappa’s regret,
despite their effort, a volume that focuses on sub-regional or regional security has not
been materialised. To some extent the omission is made good by Acharya’s (2001)
Constructing a Security Community in Southeast Asia, an excellent attempt to develop
regional security analysis by exploring the concept of ‘security community’. However,
Northeast Asia is still far away from becoming a ‘security community’, and hence,
though it provides a good conceptual framework, the concept of security community
appears not to be ideally suited to an investigation of the current state of the region. Yet

it must be stressed that RSCT assumes that RSCs are based on interactions of a
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cooperative as well as of a conflictual nature. Hence, it may be applied not only to
regions where relations have developed to the level of peaceful interaction and non-use

of force, but also to those where they have not.

Secondly, the theory provides a framework that allows identification of different types
of structural changes, both external (depending on changes in boundaries) and internal
(depending on the degree of amity and enmity and/or distribution of power). The link
between external and internal structural changes is particularly relevant to East Asia. As
| shall argue, external transformation — that is, the emergence of Northeast and
Southeast Asia as an East Asian RSC - has largely contributed to its internal

transformation.

Thirdly, the application of RSCT allows us to look beyond material forces shaping
security outlooks. RSCT is essentially eclectic in approach; its dialogue between the
neorealist structural approach and the constructivist social understanding of
international systems is especially important for my analysis. Thus, in line with RSCT’s
approach to security, | explore three distinctive approaches as to the possibility of
structural change — Waltz and neorealism, Wendt and social constructivism, and Buzan
and the English school. Waltz’s materialistic and ‘systemic’ theory emphasises the
reproductivity of the international system. Changes occur only on the surface level, that
is, through the distribution of capabilities, which are regarded as the most important
forces affecting states’ behaviour. By contrast, constructivism leads to an investigation
of identity and interests of the actors — because these identities and interests are the
ultimate sources of the outcomes. Structural change occurs by changing the identity and
interests of states. Again, the English school formulation leads to an examination of
how international society evolves through the creation and evolution of different norms,
principles and institutions. Since these are not given but are formed through the
processes of intersubjective practices — a point also emphasised by the securitisation
approach — they can change through intersubjective practice, hence the structural
change.

The thesis is thus an attempt to analyse patterns and complexities of security relations in
Northeast Asia by consciously combining material and social approaches (in this case

by combining the above three theoretical approaches in conjunction with the RSCT’s
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conceptual framework, particularly with its securitisation approach). In so doing, it does
not assume, a priori, that Northeast Asian RSC has already become a ‘security regime’,
or claim that ideational / social variables will necessarily lead to this outcome. In other
words, while my analysis goes beyond material forces, it does not overlook them. Yet
neither does it go so far in the direction of eclecticism to become merely a “catch all’
summary of different insights with no reflection on their respective merits and
significance. In essence, my purpose is to locate material factors within a social context

and then to discover how securitising and desecuritising logics work inside this totality.

Thus, | undertake security analysis in relation to intersubjective processes. This includes
mutual perceptions and interpretations among actors. In the course of investigation, |
discover how the logic of balance of power works — in other words, how distribution
and redistribution of power affect states’ perceptions and interpretations and their
behaviour. | also discover changes in the normative context in which actors interrelate:
that is what kind of values, norms and institutions they share, why they are shared, and
how their identity and interests evolve and change over time. | further consider how
these changes influence securitisation and desecuritisation practices. These practices
will ultimately become the sources that determine whether Northeast Asia remains in

conflict formation mode or moves to a level of security regime.

Thus, for the purpose of this analysis, | adopt a holistic approach to East Asian security.
In other words, when investigating the impacts of material and social variables upon
securitising and desecuritising logics, | put these variables into historical contexts.
While | appreciate that the range of issues may seem too broad to be included in a single
academic thesis, 1 am convinced that a proper understanding of securitisation logic in
Northeast/East Asia is impossible without reference to the historical dimension. A
narrower focus would carry a danger of distortion and would leave many features of the
present situation either inadequately explained or not explained at all. It is clear that it
will no be easy task to investigate these various factors and multiple dimensions in a
systematic way. | believe, however, that exploration by levels and sectors of analysis
provides the best way to achieve an appropriate systematic framework. My division of

chapters reflects this schema.
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1.4  The Framework of the Thesis

Chapter 2 provides theoretical frameworks both to inform security analysis and to
assess the possibility of structural change. As the possibility of structural change is
theoretically controversial, 1 explore both sides of the debate: that is theories
emphasising the continuity of the system structure (Waltz and neorealism) and those
arguing for the possibility of structural change (Wendt and social constructivism, and
Buzan and the English school). In particular, I link these analyses to RSC theory’s
distinctive approach to security analysis and its understanding of the nature of structural

change.

The next six chapters are devoted to case studies and are divided into three separate
sections — that is the societal, economic and military-political sectors. Those familiar
with the RSCT approaches to levels and sectors may be surprised by this particular
order, yet it has been adopted deliberately. | certainly do not intend to suggest that any
one sector is more important than others. Rather, my choice of order stems from the fact
that | take a broad and essentially holistic approach to East Asian security. Here, the
best way to begin seems to be through the establishment of a chronological sequence. In
other words, the societal sector comes first, because it sets the overall historical
background and provides the basic context in which current security dynamics of the
region should be understood. | then proceed to the economic sector. Many important
regional developments — such as regionalism and multilateralism, which are so
important in RSC building — have emerged and evolved first through economic
interactions. But their implications extend into the security realm and these will be
examined in the third section, dealing with the military-political sector. After careful
consideration, | believe that the adoption of this order will make it easier for readers to
follow the main arguments and thread of my thesis.

The societal sector (chapter 3, 4 and 5) explains the evolution of the RSC or regional
society in Northeast Asia (sometimes East Asia) from historical and international
society perspectives. In particular, it explains how the traditional and long-lasting Sino-
centric East Asian world order operated, but eventually collapsed as the region became
integrated into a Western dominated international society. Here it is important to note

that, while Sino-Japanese rivalry has deep roots in history, until recently the region has
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never faced a situation in which China and Japan were great powers at the same time. It
also examines the norms and institutions that underpinned the traditional East Asian
world order — how and why they were shared and operated and how they were changed
and replaced by alternatives as international society expanded. Investigation of this
historical process assists understanding of many seemingly puzzling phenomena in
Northeast / East Asia. Not least, why many East Asians subscribe so strongly
sovereignty non-interference norms and why have regionalism and multilateralism
developed both so slowly and along lines so different to their European equivalents?
Yet when these questions are examined in the context of the processes of the expansion
of international society, things become rather clearer. We shall see how these norms,
together with ideas of nationalism, were adopted and sometimes secured by East Asians
as part of their struggle with the Western powers, especially through the processes of
decolonisation and anti-imperialism. Yet it was precisely those experiences underpin

their securitisation behaviour.

The economic sector (Chapters 6 and 7) considers how patterns of security practices are
affected by economic factors and calculations. Here there are many contending views
and contradictory phenomena. Discussion on the possibility of cooperation between
states was particularly lively during the so-called ‘neo-neo’ debates of the 1980s and
early 1990s. Since the new millennium East Asia has been increasingly integrated into
the world economy and there has been clear shift in distribution of power caused by
economic developments. As a result, the debate as to whether economic
interdependence is a force for peace or for conflict acquired renewed urgency. | will

consider both sides of arguments before drawing my conclusion.

Chapter 6 approaches the debate from the realist perspective. It asks why and how, at
least until recently, economic interdependence and international institutions were so
weakly developed in Northeast Asia. It goes on to consider the somewhat alarming fact,
stressed by neorealists, that, even when economic interdependence increased and some
international institutions emerged, there was little sign of reduced rivalry or competition
between the regional actors, especially between the two great powers, China and Japan.
Of course, neorealists are preoccupied by the rapid rise of China and its impact on
economic and security relations. It appears that the rise of China presents a particularly

strong challenge to the mature powers — that is to Japan and the US — and hence some
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analysts argue that the security dilemma is still acute in this region (Christensen 1999;
Friedberg 2005).

Chapter 7 moves on to examine the more positive side of the economics and security
relations. Here the dominant theoretical perspective is that of the liberals — although 1
seek to take their analysis further. There can be little doubt that the emergence of
economic regionalism and multilateralism in Asia and Pacific, represent some of the
most significant developments in the region — particularly when contrasted to the
situation in the early period of the Cold War. While the most obvious reason for the
change is probably the ending of the Cold War and the sweeping globalisation, other
factors have also been important. In part, the recent emergence of economic regionalism
and multilateralism can be linked to the long processes of regional developments. Here,
the most crucial factors were the post-war economic recovery of Japan and the example
of its developmental model and, more recently, China’s reform and its adoption of a free
market economy. But how have these economic interactions affected relations among

the regional actors and above all their security practices?

Chapter 8 examines the politico-military sector. Much has been written on this area with
studies of the balance of power, arms build ups, crisis points, territorial disputes, etc.
Taking these as a starting point, | proceed to investigate the interplay between forces
among global, regional, and domestic levels. Here | focus mainly on the realist side of
argument, especially on the impact of distribution and redistribution of power in the
system. The rapid rise of a revisionist China seems to challenge the security and
stability of the region the most, above all because it invites rivalry between China and
Japan, and pushes Japan further towards becoming a ‘normal’ country. Already, the
Sino-Japanese rivalry is becoming more open and the rivalry is extending from
Northeast Asia to East Asia as a whole. The regional arms build up and the attendant
danger of nuclearisation has become so serious, that many analysts predicted and
continue to believe that the security of Northeast / East Asia depends upon an external
player — that is with the US as a ring holder (Friedberg 1993/4; Yahuda 2002; Klare
2006). But, even if the US is able and willing to continue with this role, there are

obvious problems in leaving regional security in the hands of an external power.
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But is it true that regional security and stability depend exclusively on the preponderant
power of the US? Are there other variables that work to restrain acute balancing
behaviour and thus mitigate the security dilemma in Northeast Asia? Finally, in the
concluding chapter, chapter 9, | return to the central question posed in this thesis: that
is, whether, as an RSC, Northeast Asia has moved or can move from a level of ‘conflict
formation’ to one of “security regime’. | then evaluate the theoretical implications of

this study.

First, drawing from material discussed in the case studies and from my investigation of
pessimistic and optimistic analyses, | conclude that, though, Northeast Asia has not yet
become a ‘security community’, together with Southeast Asia, it has managed to form
what might be called a single ‘East Asian security regime’. | do not deny that East Asia
still faces security challenges; serious security problems continue to exist. Nor do |
claim that balance of power logic no longer applies to East Asian international relations.
Indeed, balancing behaviour is still quite common in East Asia, and the fluctuating
rivalry between the two great powers, China and Japan, is still at work. | freely
acknowledge that it would be foolish to underestimate the importance of the role of the
US in maintaining security and stability in East Asia. Yet hegemonic stability is not the
only way to maintain stability in East Asia. Balancing behaviour and open competition
are often mitigated by factors such as domestic constraints, economic interdependence
and institutional developments. Moreover, after the Asian financial crisis, important
changes have taken place, notably the growth of a regional consciousness and the
development of multilateral mechanisms to achieve better levels of security. The
survival of an East Asian security regime — and certainly its possible evolution into a
security community — depends on two main factors: a growing awareness of regional
identity / society (especially after the Asian financial crisis) and common interest and

commitment to the preservation of regional security and stability.

One of the most important theoretical implications from this study is that any exclusive
focus on particular factors or levels is not only intellectually unsound but can sometimes
be dangerous in practice. The limitations of such an approach are obvious when
considering the neorealists’ over emphasis on material power balancing. However, the
findings in this thesis also suggest that, properly understood, many of the theories

explored in this study are more complementary than contradictory, depending on which
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levels of analysis they emphasise. | thus conclude that a posture of theoretical pluralism
represents the most realistic and fruitful approach to adopt, and the essence of my thesis

is based upon it.
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2 RSCT: A Theoretical Framework

Introduction

As its subtitle — Sino-Japanese Relations and The Potential for a ‘Security Regime’ in
Northeast Asia — suggests, this thesis seeks both to understand the security order of
Northeast Asia in the post-Cold War era and to investigate the possibility of structural
change in the region. The main features of its approach reflect the premises of regional
security complex theory (RSCT). These regard regional security complexes (RSCs) as
durable substructures and regions as socially constructed entities. On the basis of these
premises, it follows that there is at least a possibility that security complexes can change
and evolve. Yet, it is controversial as to whether structural/substructural transformation

is possible and, if so, how it occurs.

The thesis will examine this issue from a number of perspectives by summarising and
evaluating the work of three distinctive scholars — Waltz, Wendt and Buzan. Waltz’s
materialistic and ‘systemic’ theory emphasises the reproductivity of the international
system. Wendt adopts an ideational and social perspective to argue for the possibility of
structural change. Change occurs by changing identity and interest of states. Buzan’s
conclusions, based on a social structural approach, also maintain the possibility of
change, although he takes a broader view. All three approaches are closely linked to
RSCT.

The Northeast Asian region, with its remarkable history, rich cultural traditions,
diversity of character, long standing unresolved problems, and the complexity of
relations between its peoples and states, is an ideal area to apply and test these
contending theories. The following chapters will attempt to investigate whether this
complexity of security relations is best understood and explained by material factors or

by social factors or by some combination of the two.

If one follows Waltzian materialistic approach, the main focus must be the impact of the
distribution of power on the behaviour of states and their security relations. Issues to be
investigated include: the role of the US, the increasing power of China, Japan’s military

potential and the decline in Russian influence. All clearly have a major impact on the
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security order of Northeast Asia. If we take the Waltzian approach, these will be the
main elements of investigation, rather than ideology or internal factors.

However, the constructivist and English school’s social approach involves a very
different emphasis. Here the central theme is an investigation of how states’ identities
and interests affect their relations, and how the creation and evolution of institutions and
norms not only regulates but also constitutes their behaviour. The historical context,
domestic political change, regional institutional development and the impact of these on

their collective identity formation become the crucial variables.

RSCT is essentially eclectic in its approach. It allows us to explore different approaches
and to examine the impact of both material and social variables on security relations.
Indeed the underlying assumption of this thesis is that analysis of both material and
social factors is necessary to comprehend security relations in Northeast Asia. A
meaningful understanding requires something of a ‘two pronged’ approach, involving
appropriate theoretical support. This chapter begins with an examination of the three
approaches mentioned above in respect of the question of the structural transformation.
Neorealism’s emphasis on material power position may still be highly relevant to
Northeast Asian case. Yet, some phenomena, which cannot be explained by materialist
interpretations, may perhaps be understood by employing constructivist or English
school social approaches. Then, in linking with these three theories, the main features of
RSCT will be outlined. And finally, the chapter explains briefly how these approaches

may be applied to the Northeast Asian case.

2.1 International Structure/Substructure: Reproductive or Transformative?

2.1.1  The Continuity of the System: Waltz’s Neorealism

Waltz’s neorealism is pessimistic about the possibility of deep structural transformation
and is more concerned with continuity and sameness than with change. According to
Waltz, ‘The enduring anarchic character of international politics accounts for the
striking sameness in the quality of international life through the millennia’ (Waltz 1979:
66). He expects what is essentially the same system to endure indefinitely; which
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‘remains highly constant, patterns recur, and events repeat themselves endlessly’ (Waltz
1979: 66). This leads him to ask why in the history of international relations ‘results
achieved seldom correspond to the intentions of actors’, and “‘Why are they repeatedly
thwarted?” Waltz does not believe that the answers are to be found ‘in their individual
characters and motives’ (Waltz 1979: 65); rather, it is the anarchic nature of the system
that thwarted projects for reform in the past and will do so in the future (Linklater 1995:

241). This pessimistic view underlies his Theory of International Politics (1979).

Reductionism v. Systemic Theories

How does Waltz conceive this pattern of international politics as a distinct system? How
do we understand the reproductive logic of his theory? As Burchill says, ‘before
examining exactly what Waltz understands by ‘structure’ and the nature of the
international ‘system’, it is important to consider what he is rejecting’ (Burchill 2001:
90). Waltz distinguishes two types of theories of international politics — reductionist and
systemic theories. He rejects the former on the grounds that they assume a direct link

between the intentions of individual actors (states) and the results of their actions.

Waltz describes reductionist theories as theories ‘about the behavior of parts’, which try
to explain international outcomes — a whole — through elements and combinations of
elements located at national or sub-national levels — that is the study of its parts (Waltz
1979: 60). For example, in terms of change, Waltz says that ‘Nations change in form
and purpose; technological advances are made; weaponry is radically transformed;
alliances are forged and disrupted’ (Waltz 1979: 67). But these are changes within
systems. The argument is that the behaviour of states and statesmen is ‘indeterminate’,
and hence a theory of international politics cannot be constructed by comprehending
indeterminate behaviour. If such a thing were attempted, the system level would become
‘all product’ but not ‘all productive’ (Waltz 1979: 50, 68-9). In short, we cannot
understand world politics simply by looking inside states because the outcomes cannot
be explained reductively (Waltz 1979: 79).

To support his argument, Waltz asks why different units (states) exhibit similar foreign
policy behaviour, even though they may have different political systems and contrasting

ideologies. He attempts to ‘explain’ ‘why patterns of behavior recur’; ‘why events
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repeat themselves’; and ‘why the range of expected outcomes falls within certain limits’
(Waltz 1979: 68, 69). Waltz answers these questions by systemic theory, that is by
exploring the systemic nature, how ‘the organization of a realm’ — the structure of a
system — ‘acts as a constraining and disposing force on the interacting units within it’
(Waltz 1979: 69, 72). Waltz anticipated the obvious objection to his approach: ‘with
both system-level and unit-level forces in play, how can one construct a theory of
international politics without simultaneously constructing a theory of foreign policy?’
His answer is that his emphasis on systems resembles market theory, which explains
‘how firms are pressed by market forces to do certain things in certain ways’ (Waltz
1979: 71).

Waltz proceeds to define a system on two levels — a structure and interacting units, and
argues that in systems theory, the structure ‘is the system-wide component that makes it
possible to think of the system as a whole’. In other words, the “structure is a generative
notion; and the structure of a system is generated by the interactions of its principal
parts’ (Waltz 1979: 72, 79). The advantage of systemic theories, Waltz argues, is that
‘From them, we can infer some things about the expected behaviour and fate of the
units: namely, how they will have to compete with and adjust to one another if they are
to survive and flourish’. Further, the ‘dynamics of a system limit the freedom of its
units, hence their behaviour and the outcomes of their behaviour become predictable’
(Waltz 1979: 72). In the case of Northeast Asia, the perceived limited choice of Japan

against the rise of China can be seen as this kind of systemic constraints.

For Waltz, reductionist theories fail to take proper account of the structural conditions
inherent in the international system. These conditions impose themselves on all the
units, and therefore ultimately determine the outcomes of the interactions between
states. Waltz attempts to clarify these determining properties of the structure of the
international system by distinguishing them from those of domestic political structures.
He attributes three tiers of structure to the system — the ordering principle; the character

of the units; and the distribution of capabilities.
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Three Tiers of System Structure

Waltz suggests that, as far as political systems are concerned, there are only two
ordering principles: hierarchy and anarchy. The ordering principle of domestic political
systems is hierarchic, since power and authority is exerted through the compulsory
jurisdiction of the political and legal processes. But the ordering principle of the
international system is anarchy, since there is no overarching authority regulating the
behaviour of states towards each other (Waltz 1979: 88-93).

‘Self-help’ is a necessary principle of action in an anarchic order, because the problem
under international anarchy is that, unlike individuals in domestic society, states cannot
look to any higher authority to provide their security. Thus in a condition of anarchy,
units, ‘be they people, corporation, states, or whatever’, must rely on the means they can
generate and the arrangements they can make for themselves in order to maintain their
security and to achieve their objectives (Waltz 1979:111). This does not mean that
states do not collaborate each other, but it does mean that collaboration is conditioned
by anarchic structure, and ‘the acceptability of the means of collaboration takes priority
over the desirability of its ends’ (Waltz 1979: 107-10; Ruggie 1983: 265). This is
because, the international system, like a market, once formed, becomes a force that
constrains states’ behaviour and intervenes between their intentions and the outcomes of
their actions (Waltz 1979: 90-91; Ruggie 1983: 265).

Waltz believes that in a self-help environment, states are compelled to be functionally
alike. They perform or try to perform exactly the same primary function regardless of
their capacity to do so (Waltz 1979: 96). In the process, as Burchill (2001: 91) notes,
they become socialised into behaviour which centres on mutual distrust, self-reliance
and the pursuit of security through the accumulation of power. This is because in an
anarchical order, the security dilemma is common to all states, regardless of their
cultural or ideological complexions. Thus, a refusal to play the political game may
endanger their own survival (Waltz 1979: 128). The implication, as Ruggie points out,
Is that this ‘second component of political structure is not needed at the international
level, because all states are functionally alike (Ruggie 1983: 265).
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While emphasising the similarities and continuities, Waltz accepts that some things do
change. The constraints of the system mean that the character of the units is
undifferentiated, yet states are differentiated in their capabilities. There is an unequal
and constantly shifting distribution of power across the international system. Moreover,
the structure of a system changes with changes in the distribution of capabilities among
its units. Changes in structure change expectations about how the units of the system
will behave and about the outcomes of their interactions. Thus, for Waltz, the key to
understanding the behaviour of states is the distribution of power in the international
system, not ideology or any other internal factor. In this sense, Waltz makes an
important distinction between great and small powers; international change occurs when

great powers rise and fall and the balance of power shifts accordingly (Waltz 2000).

However, the important point here, Waltz insists, is that the distribution of capabilities
‘is not a unit attribute, but rather a system-wide concept because it is the position of the
units in the system relative to one another, not their capabilities as such’ (Waltz 1979:
97-8). Ruggie’s interpretation helps us to clarify this point. While ‘Ordering principles
constitute the “deep structure” of a system, shaping its fundamental social quality’, “The
distribution of capabilities comes closest to the surface level of visible phenomena, but
its impact on outcomes is simply to magnify or modify the opportunities and constraints

generated by the other (two) structural level(s)’ (Ruggie 1983: 265).

Thus, Waltz concludes that ‘international structures vary only through a change of
organizing principle’, that is from anarchy to hierarchy. Or, ‘failing that, through
variations in the capabilities of units’; changes of this nature can occur as a result of a
move from a multipolar to a bipolar structure (Waltz 1979:93). Yet in the history of the
modern state system, ‘a multi-polar configuration endured for three centuries, bipolarity
‘has lasted for more than three decades’. And a hierarchic system has never occurred
(Ruggie 1983:271). Thus, the system has been notable for its lack of change and there is
no reason to suppose that in this respect at least the future will be any different from the
past. The crucial point is that whether the structure is multipolar or bipolar, it remains
anarchic and anarchy reproduces itself. Waltz explains this reproductive logic or process
in two ways: by examining the structure of an anarchic system and by exploring the

respective roles of balancing and bandwagoning.
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First, Waltz argues that states may seek reasonable and worthy ends, but they cannot
figure out how to achieve them. This is because ‘structures cause actions to have
consequences they were not intended to have’. The problem does not lie either in the
stupidity or the ill will of states. When facing global problems, states are ‘like
individual consumers trapped by the “tyranny of small decisions”’, and ‘can get out of
the trap only by changing the structure of their field of activity’ (Waltz 1979: 107, 110-
11).

Then, Waltz goes on to contrast the roles of bandwagoning and balancing in the
domestic and international orders, showing that balancing behaviour prevails in the
international arena and bandwagoning behaviour in the domestic. This is the direct
result of the anarchic nature of the international order and the heirarchical nature of the
domestic order. In a competition for the position of leader, bandwagoning is sensible
behaviour in a hierarchical order. Such an order creates conditions where ‘gains are
possible even for the losers and where losing does not place their security in jeopardy’.
But balancing is sensible behaviour in an anarchical order, where ‘victory of one
coalition over another leaves weaker members of the winning coalition at the mercy of
the strong ones’ (Waltz 1979: 126).

In an anarchical order, security must have the highest priority. Only if survival is
assured can states safely seek other goals such as power or profit with safety. Although
nobody wants anyone else to win, the first concern of states is not to maximise power
but to maintain their positions in the system. Power is a means and not an end and hence
states prefer to join the weaker of two coalitions (Waltz 1979: 126). This ‘Balance-of-
power position prevails whenever two, and only two, requirements are met: the order be
anarchy and that it be populated by units wishing to survive’ (Waltz 1979: 121). Again,
this is because a ‘self-help system is one in which those who do not help themselves, or
who do so less effectively than others, will fail to prosper, will lay themselves open to
dangers, will suffer’. Fear for such unwanted consequences stimulates states to behave
in ways that tend toward the creation of balance of power (Waltz 1979: 118). Whether
states in Asia tend to balancing or bandwagoning has certainly generated interesting

theoretical debates.
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2.1.2  The Possibility of Structural Change I: Wendt’s Social Constructivism

As we have seen, Waltz’s theoretical framework of international politics ‘is designed to
explain why the international system has persisted through time’ (Buzan and Little
2000: 41), and to show how anarchy perpetuates a self-help system and power politics.
But Wendt challenges this “‘deduction of power politics from anarchy’ (Ringmar 1997:
277), and claims that “anarchy is what states make of it (Wendt 1992). In other words,
both implicitly and explicitly, Wendt claims that structural transformation is possible,
though he is well aware of the difficulties. Wendt’s argument is based upon his
reservations about the philosophical and methodological assumptions that underlie

Waltz’s analysis; these are identified as materialism, individualism, and rationalism.

The Agent-Structural Question

Like Waltz, Wendt’s principal aim is to build a structural theory of international
politics, but his methodological and ontological positions are fundamentally different.
Waltz’s systemic theory distinguishes between the ‘structure of the system’ and the
‘structure of its constituent units’, and purposely excludes any reference to the unit level
in formulation of the international system (Buzan and Little 2000: 41, 42). By contrast,
Wendt is deeply interested in questions such as ‘what kind of ‘stuff’ the international
system is made of’ (Wendt 1992; 1999: 35). For Wendt, Waltz’s systemic theory
focuses on only one of the two sides of the agent-structure relationship. He claims that
although, ontologically, agents and structures are distinct entities, conceptually they are
mutually constitutive. Since each is in some sense an effect of the other, they are “co-
determined’ (Ringmar 1997: 271-2). Thus, in the case of a social system, ‘the structure
of the system and the structure of the component units are one and the same thing,
because the system and the units are mutually constituted’. Consequently, it is
impossible ‘to talk about the structure of the international system without
simultaneously talking about the identity and interest of the component units’ (Buzan
and Little 2000: 42). It is clear that Waltz’s Theory of International Politics (1979) and
Wendt’s Social Theory of International Politics (1999), despite the similarity of the

titles, the former represents a materialist approach, while the later is a social one.
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Identities and Interests of Actors

Following these opposing methodological assumptions, while Waltz emphasises
structural conditions and the continuity of the international system, Wendt argues that
the concept and nature of anarchy can change by changing the identity and interests of
the component states. Wendt asks ‘what it means to take identities and interests as
‘given’’, and *how we should think about ‘what’s going on’ when actors interact’
(Wendt 1999: 36). Here, he makes an important distinction between brute facts and
social facts, i.e., whether facts ‘remain true independent of human action’, or ‘depend
for their existence on socially established conventions’ (Brown 2001: 52). This
distinction is crucial, because the methodological assumption raises ontological
implication: that is, ‘whether they are seen themselves as processes that need to be
socially sustained, or as fixed objects that are in some sense outside of social space and
time’ (Wendt 1999: 36). Therefore, for Wendt, the answer affects not only the perceived
nature of international politics, but also the possibilities of structural change.

Wendt claims that the structure should be conceptualised in social rather than in
material terms. It follows that — contrary to the Waltzian structure, where the
distribution of power matters the most — in the Wendtian structure, the identities and
interests of the component units are more important. The reason for this is that ‘states
act differently toward enemies than they do toward friends because enemies are
threatening and friends are not’ (Wendt 1992: 396). This point resembles RSCT’s
emphasis on amity/enmity relations in securitisation practice. Wendt gives us a simple
example: US military power has a different significance for Canada than it does for
Cuba, despite their similar ‘structural’ positions. Hence, anarchy and distribution of
power are insufficient to tell us which is which. The distribution of power may always
affect states’ calculations, but how it does so depends on the inter-subjective
understandings and expectations, on the ‘distribution of knowledge’, that constitute
their conceptions of self and other (Wendt 1992:397). Wendt argues that identities are
inherently relational, in other words, identities and interests are formed through the
processes of inter-subjective practices between actors; but not prior to interaction.
Therefore, “there is no such thing as a ‘logic of anarchy’. Instead, anarchy is ‘an empty
vessel, it can vary depending on what kind of roles — enemy, rival, and friend —
dominate the system’ (Wendt 1999: 247, 249). The implication for the case study is that
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while no one could deny the importance of the rise of China, dynamic changes in the
security outlook in Northeast Asia may be influenced more by the ways in which the

various regional actors identify with each other.

Three Cultures of Anarchy and Their Internalisation

The inter-subjective view and notions of the importance of identity and norms indicate
the links between Wendt and the English school. According to Wight there are three
traditions of theory: realist, rationalist, and revolutionist, or Machiavellian, Grotian, and
Kantian. Wendt follows Wight, and categorises international systems into three cultures
— Hobbesian, Lockean and Kantian. These categories depend upon what kind of roles —
enemy, rival, or friend — dominate the system (Wendt 1999: 247). All three positions
constitute social structures, based on representations of the Other in terms of which the
posture of the Self is defined. Here, Wendt introduces two key concepts: culture, or the
‘shared ideas that make up the subset of social structure’; and role or role structure, ‘the
configuration of subject positions that shared ideas make available to its holders’.
Wendt says that at the core of each kind of anarchy there is just one subject position
(though this view will be further challenged by Buzan (2004a), see next section): in
Hobbesian cultures it is ‘enemy’, in Lockean ‘rival’, and Kantian ‘friend’ (1999: 249,
257, 258).

Wendt proceeds to interpret these subject positions as follows. Enemies lie at one end of
the spectrum of role relationships, here the Other does not recognise the right of the Self
to exist as an autonomous being, and therefore will not willingly limit its violence
toward the Self. Violence between enemies has no internal limits. This is the kind of
violence found in a state of nature (Wendt 1999: 259-60). Friends are at the other end of
the spectrum of role relationships. Here “disputes will be settled without war or the
threat of war (the rule of non-violence); and they will fight as a team if the security of
any one is threatened by a third party (the rule of mutual aid)’ (Wendt 1999: 298-9). In
the middle of the spectrum, violence between rivals, is self-limiting. Unlike enemies,
rivals are constrained by recognition of each other’s right to exist; therefore they do not
try to conquer or dominate them. However, unlike friends, recognition among rivals

does not extend to the right to be free from violence in disputes (Wendt 1999: 279).
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Wendt identifies the modern, Westphalian state system as Lockean, on the grounds that
inter-state war is limited, small states thrive, territorial boundaries *harden’, and so on.
Thus he criticises realist indifference to such changes, and focuses on continuities
instead: wars still happen, power still matters. But he claims that , in reality, the past
few centuries have seen a qualitative structural change in international politics. ‘The kill
or be killed logic of the Hobbesian state of nature has been replaced by the live and let
live logic of the Lockean anarchical society’ (Wendt 1999:279). Then Wendt goes on to

explore the causes of this change.

Following his identification of three cultures of international systems, Wendt asks how
these cultures are internalised by actors? In other words, why do states comply with the
Hobbesian system at some times and with the Lockean or Kantian cultures at others?
The underlying assumption is that each culture can be internalised to three ‘Degrees’:
force, price, and legitimacy. First, if a cultural norm is internalised only to the first
degree, this means that an actor knows what the norm is, but complies only because he
is forced to. He is neither motivated to comply of his own accord, nor does he think that
doing so is in his self-interest. He does it because he must, because he is coerced or
compelled. In this sense, his behaviour is driven purely by external influences rather
than by internal ones (Wendt 1999: 269).

Secondly, sometimes states follow the norms of a system for reasons of individual self-
interest. For example, when states comply with sovereignty norms, unlike in the First
Degree case, they now have enough social space to do this by choice. In other words,
their respect for the sovereignty of others involves a self-restraint which is absent in the
coercion case: ‘The institution is now achieving effects on states in part from the inside
out, which is what internalisation is all about’ (Wendt 1999: 287-8). Thirdly, sometimes
states follow norms, not because they think this will serve some exogenously given end,
but because they think the norms are legitimate and therefore want to follow them. This
means that an actor fully accepts the claims of the norm on himself. Compared to the
Second Degree case, when actors conform to the norm only for instrumental reasons, in
the Third Degree case ‘actors identify with others’ expectations, relating to them as a
part of themselves... and now ‘Other’ and ‘Me’ become identical’. Wendt emphasises

that it “is only with this degree of internalisation that a norm itself really constructs
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agents; prior to this point their identities and interests are exogenous to it’ (Wendt 1999:
272, 273).

Wendt claims that each culture can be internalised to three different degrees. While the
Hobbesian culture can be held by coercion, it also can be held by belief in warrior
culture. Similarly, the internalisation of Kantian culture may be due to deterrence or
sanctions by status quo states against revisionists; or for reasons of individual self-
interest; or due to belief. Yet the true internalised Kantian culture is the third degree,
where states accept the claims made on their behaviour as legitimate. This means that
states identify with each other, seeing each other’s security not merely as instrumentally
related to their own, but as literally being their own. The cognitive boundaries of the
Self are extended to include the Other; Self and Other form a single ‘cognitive region’.
In this sense, international interests become part of the national interests, not just
interests that states have to advance in order to further their separate national interests.
Friendship is a preference over an outcome, not just a preference over a strategy. Thus,
in the context of the Kantian culture, states must really be friends, not just act as if they
are (Wendt 1999: 305, 306).

The Collective Identity Formation

It follows that collective identity formation is crucial to account for real structural
change, because structural change only occurs when actors redefine who they are and
what they want. For Wendt, “a fully internalised culture is that actors identify with it’;
that means the generalised Other becomes part of their understanding of Self. Wendt
says this identification or ‘sense of being part of a group or ‘we’, is a social or collective
identity’, in turn this gives actors an interest in the preservation of their culture’. Thus,
the structure of any internalised culture is associated with a collective identity. A change
in that structure will involve a change in collective identity, involving the breakdown of
an old identity and the emergence of a new (Wendt 1999: 336-8). But how far have
these processes in the Northeast Asian RSC led to the formation of a collective identity?

Wendt asks how is it possible for states to create a new culture of anarchy when the
structure of the existing culture disposes them to reproduce it? The focus is on how and

why the dominant role in the system can be transformed from that of rival to that of
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friend (Wendt 1999: 338-9). There are two factors that make change difficult.
Internally, there are forces within actors that make them unwilling to change. More
importantly, the internalisation of roles in identities, which generates subjective
commitments to objective positions in society, is liable to produce stability rather than
change. Externally, institutions and concepts, such as sovereignty and the balance of
power — which reward certain practices and punish others — inhibit change even when

actors want it.

Despite the presence of these stabilising influences, Wendt argues that, if identities and
interests are treated as endogenous, it follows that they ‘are always in process, always
contested, always an accomplishment of practice’. Even when their reproduction is
relatively unproblematic and appears as given, this is really part of a process. Although
agents and social structure are mutually constitutive and co-determined, Wendt still
believes that actors’ actions are even more important. He says that “actors can do things
even if they do not already have the identities which those practices will eventually
create. States might initially engage in pro-social policies for egoistic reasons but if
sustained over time such policies will erode egoistic identities and create collective ones
(Wendt 1999:342).

Wendt suggests four master variables that cause collective identity — interdependence,
common fate, homogeneity, and self-restraint. Within these, the first three, are active or
efficient causes of collective identity formation and thus of structural change. As they
become more powerful, actors have greater incentive to engage in pro-social behaviour,
thus eroding egoistic boundaries of the Self and expanding them to include the Other.
However, as Wendt acknowledges, this process can only proceed if actors can overcome
their fear of being engulfed, physically or psychologically, by those with whom they
would identify (Wendt 1999: 357). Thus, self-restraint plays a key role for collective
identity formation to occur, it is necessary to combine one efficient cause with self-
restraint. Jervis (1982) also emphasises that self-restraint must be practised if a region
Is to meet his criteria for the existence of a ‘security regime’. These suggest that the
question of whether states in Northeast Asia have demonstrated willingness or an ability

to exercise self-restraint requires close investigation.
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Yet, as realists insist, the problem is formidable and is rooted in our inability to read
others® minds and thus in our consequent uncertainty as to whether they will actually
restrain themselves in the absence of third party constraints. This problem is especially
acute in a self-help system where the cost of a mistaken and over-optimistic inference
can be fatal (Wendt 1999: 360). However, Wendt argues that, despite our limited
abilities, human beings do manage to make correct inferences about each other’s
intentions. Given the empirical reality that states often know that others will be self-
limiting, the question becomes, ‘how do states acquire this knowledge?’ ‘How do other

states know that they are self-limiting?’ His answer is:

‘[T]hrough repeated compliance states gradually internalise the institution
of the pluralistic security community to the third degree. Even if states
initially comply with this institution for reasons of coercion or self-interest,
continuing adherence over time will tend to produce conceptions of identity
and interest which presupposes its legitimacy, making compliance habitual
or second nature’ (Wendt 1999: 360).

The best example can be found in China’s participation in regional security institutions

and in its changing attitude towards regional affairs.

2.1.3 The Possibility of Structural Change 11: Buzan and the English School

Wendt’s challenge to the Waltzian concept of the ‘logic of anarchy’ stressed the
importance of changes in the identities of component units and hence pointed to the
possibility of structural change. Buzan raises a similar possibility though by a different
route. His scheme of social structure and his account of structural change place more
emphasis on issues such as types of international society and the institutions that reflect
and shape them. Buzan’s approach synthesises English school theory and Wendtian
social constructivism, as revealed in his recent work, From International to World
Society? English School Theory and the Social Structure of Globalisation (Buzan
2004a).

There is clearly a basis for a synthesis of this kind. As Dunne (1995) stresses, many of

the ideas associated with Wendtian social constructivism can also be found in other
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traditions of IR thinking, especially in the works of the English school writers, such as
Bull, Wight and Watson. Dunne cites the English school’s “subjectivist understanding
of the ‘conscious’ common interests and values on the part of states and their
conformity to a wide range of constitutive practices such as sovereignty, diplomacy’,
and their belief that ‘a common culture was a necessary condition for the existence of
international society’. These subjectivist principles mean that both the constructivist and
the English school approaches are ‘engaged in an exploration of a non-rationalist theory
of an international system which does not take the rules, identities and interests of the
units as a given’ (Dunne 1995: 372, 381, 383). Yet, it is important to identify which
elements of Wendt’s constructivism are adopted by Buzan and to see how he modifies
and applies them to English school theory. These can be examined from three
perspectives: Buzan’s social structural interpretation; the debate between pluralism and

solidarism; and the issues of institutions of international society.

Social Structural Interpretation

Buzan’s study of the English school theory leads him to conclude that many of its
insights were valuable because they helped to develop social or ‘societal understandings
of international systems’ and provided ‘powerful grounds for differentiation and
comparison among types of international society, and ways of understanding both what
Westphalian international society evolved from, and what it might be evolving into’
(Buzan 2004a: 1, 4). But Buzan also recognises the weaknesses of the theory and argues
that further development is needed. He notes that, so far, the main sources of progress
have been ‘Wendt-inspired social structural interpretations’ of the theory (2004a: 3).
First, this led Buzan to question the distinction between international system and
international society (or between material and social), made by English school theory.
As Bull and Watson note (1984:1):

A group of states (or, more generally, a group of independent political
communities) which not merely form a system, in the sense that the
behaviour of each is a necessary factor in the calculations of the others, but
also have established by dialogue and consent common rules and
institutions for the conduct of their relations, and recognise their common

interest in maintaining these arrangements.

41



For Buzan, such a distinction rests on ‘a separation of the physical system from the
social one’ in which the system represents ‘the physical mode of interaction’. In other
words, the depiction of the physical system represents a typical ‘mechanistic, realist-
style analyses of the balance of power as an automatic process rooted in the relative
material capabilities of states’, whereas the social element is represented by ‘the
establishment and maintenance of common rules and institutions for the conduct of
interstate relations” (Buzan 2004a: 98, 99). Although this kind of understanding is not
confined to English school — as evident in the treatment of neorealism as ‘material’ and
constructivism as ‘social’ —, Buzan still argues that ‘the distinction between physical
and social is not nearly as interesting as it first appears’. Rather he sees a high degree of
overlap between physical and social systems. For instance, even seemingly mechanistic
operations, as neorealists themselves often concede, such as the balance of power, can
be “interpreted as the behavioural characteristics of a particular type of social structure’
(Buzan 2004a: 100-101).

Buzan (2004a: 99-102) notes that other scholars, including Alan James (1993), have
taken a similar approach. James treats international society as the key concept in Bull’s
theories, while dismissing his treatment of the international system as meaningless.
Even within the English school, writers such as Watson — notably in his pendulum
theory (swings from anarchy to empire) (Watson 1990, 1992) have shown how difficult
it is to separate physical structures from social ones. Yet Buzan (2004a: 102) believes
that it is Wendt who provides the greatest challenge to the idea of “distinction’. Wendt
insists that “anarchy is what states make of it” (Wendt 1992) and hence suggests that

even Hobbesian cultures are ultimately just as “social” as Lockean and Kantian ones.

If this is true, it follows that, like international societies, international systems should be
also treated as social structures. This is why Buzan questions ‘whether English school
theory needs to retain the distinction between international system and international
society’ (Buzan 2004a: 101). In other words, of the three pillars of the English School —
‘international system’, ‘international society’ and ‘world society’—, ‘international
system’ can be removed (Buzan 2004a: 106). Yet, while adopting all international
structures are social, Buzan (2004a: 101, 102) still argues that this “‘does not rule out the

options of materialist theory’, nor does it ‘take the physical out of the analysis
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altogether’. It is merely that “the physical aspect ceases to provide the principal basis for
distinguishing one type of international system from another’. Thus, Buzan can still
maintain that ‘Physical elements such as the distribution of power, and the nature of
interaction capacity remain central to the analysis of all social systems’ (Buzan 2004a:
101-2). It follows that, if an RSC exists, it must be regarded as a social construction —
even if it remains largely at the “‘conflict formation” mode — and hence inter-subjective
processes among its members are important to any security analysis. All three
approaches present here — neorealism, constructivism, and the English school — rest

comfortably within RSCT’s eclectic posture.

Buzan’s reinterpretation of English school theory — involving the abolition or at any rate
the dilution of the distinction between physical and social systems — opens the way to
further reinterpretation of the different types of international society identified by
English school theory. Here in line with Wendt’s scheme of social structures — the
nature of the dominant roles in the system, enemy, rival and friend and their
internalisation —, Buzan separates out the type of international society from the mode /
depth of its internalisation. That is, a shift from ‘what the shared norms, rules and
institutions are, and who shares them, to the means by which these norms are held in
place as a form of social practice’ (Buzan 2004a: 102). For Buzan, applying this scheme
is crucial to understand ‘how international or world societies develop, and how stable or
unstable they might be’ (Buzan 2004a: 105). The questions of what kinds of norms are
shared — and indeed how and why they are shared — are highly relevant to this thesis.

Hence these issues will be investigated thoroughly in the context of Northeast Asia.

However, Buzan has reservations about Wendt’s scheme and sometimes finds it is too
simplistic. Since Wendt sees both his types of social structure and the three components

of the how/why dimension in mutually exclusive terms but not mixture.

Wendt’s assumption that the types of social structure in the what dimension
will always have a sufficiently clear pattern of enemy, rival or friend to give
them clear and mutually exclusive designations is already bordering on
heroic simplification (Buzan and Weaver 2003), though it might just about
be sustainable for analytical purposes. But to assume the same about the

three elements of the Zow/why dimension is not sustainable. ... Almost any
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social structure one can think of will be held together by some mixture of
coercion, calculation and belief. The necessity of mixture, and how to deal
with it, is what defines politics (Buzan 2004a: 130).

The result is a radical reinterpretation of the debates on pluralism and solidarism and on
those institutions of international society. Both are central to English school theory, and
are crucial to an understanding of the various types of international society. Questions
about the constitution of society in terms of what values are shared, zow and why they

are shared, and by whom, are bound to be critical (Buzan 2004a: 161).

Pluralism and Solidarism

In English school literature, a pluralist interstate society is usually identified as one
based on mutual recognition of sovereignty and non-intervention; hence the rule of
coexistence is central to pluralism. In a solidarist international society, however,
relationships between constitutive units (states and non-states actors) go far beyond
considerations the self-preservation and coexistence, because these relationships are
now regulated by a wide range of common values and norms, including universal
human rights. Yet these propositions, so central to the English school, remain
controversial. They have not fully resolved the debate about pluralism and solidarism
and it is still hard to determine whether a given society should be described as a
pluralist or a solidarist one. Buzan’s interpretation and development of the English
school treats the debate about pluralism and solidarism as one about zypes of interstate

society:

[I]f one accepts the argument that all of international relations is social, that
‘enemies’ is just as much a social structure as ‘rivals’ or ‘friends’, then the
term ‘interstate society’ covers a wide spectrum.... In this perspective, the
debate about pluralism and solidarism can be seen largely as a debate about

types of interstate society (Buzan 2004a: 140).

Then, what type of values, if shared, count as solidarist and at what point, and by what
criteria, does an interstate society move from being pluralist to solidarist? Two
principles can be accounted for such moves. The first reflects a Kantian logic of
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convergence; that is, ‘states might abandon the pursuit of difference and exclusivity as
their main raison d’étre, and cultivate becoming more alike as a conscious goal’ (Buzan
2004a: 146). The second relates to Mayall’s idea of an enterprise association. Here,
states might cooperate in joint projects by coordinating their policies and creating
appropriate norms and rules, which go beyond survival and coexistence. The joint
pursuit of human rights provides the best known example and has been extensively
explored in solidarist literature. Yet Buzan insists that ‘the pursuit of joint gain” and “the
pursuit of knowledge’ should also receive adequate attention (Buzan 2004a: 150). The
pursuit of join gain has been an especially important in the economic sector (rather
neglected by the English school), where it has led states to agree on rules for trade,
property rights and banking — in turn resulting in more homogenised domestic
structures. Indeed, for many East Asian countries, growing consciousness of regional
identity / society derives largely from the processes whereby they pursue economic joint

gains.

Finally, the location of pluralism and solidarism along a spectrum of types of interstate
society, does not mean that there are only two types of societies. Rather there are many,
which Buzan describes as ranging from the asocial, power politics, coexistence,
cooperative, convergence, to confederative interstate societies, though in reality the first
and the last maybe rare conditions (see details, Buzan 2004a: 159). These functionally
based types of interstate society are significantly different from those proposed by the
English school and Wendtian traditions.

The Institutions of International Society

Having located international societies along the pluralist-solidarist spectrum, what are
the distinctive characteristics of the various types? Here, it is important to clarify the
relationship between different types of interstate society and the range of institutions
within them. For the purpose, Buzan distinguishes between two kinds of analysis of
institutions — one proposed by English school theory and the other by Regime theory.
Accordingly, the English school deals with primary institutions, because these
institutions reflect something ‘more fundamental’. They are ‘constitutive of both states

and international society in that they define the basic character and purpose of any such
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society’. Regime theory deals with secondary institutions, for the most part ‘consciously
designed by states’ (Buzan 2004a: 161-63, 166-67).

The English school’s idea of institutions in international society provides an important
starting point. Bull’s set of five institutions — diplomacy, international law, the balance
of power, war, and the role of great power — is particularly valuable. Building on this
foundation, and echoing Holsti and others, Buzan postulates a more functionally based
taxonomy of primary institutions (see details Buzan 2004a: 176-90). He then links these
institutions with the types of interstate societies — that is, how institutions operate with
different forms of interstate societies. For the purpose of this thesis, particularly in
respect of the issue of structural change, 1 am particularly interested in links between
primary institutions and different types of interstate / international society. The main

idea can be summarised as follows (Buzan 2004a: 190-95).

In a Power Political interstate society, the existence of primary institutions will be thin
and secondary institutions are unlikely to exist at all — because such a society is based

largely on enmity and the possibility of war.

But in a Coexistence interstate society, core primary institutions emerge — in the shape
of sovereignty, territoriality, diplomacy, great power management, war, international
law, and nationalism. This corresponds to the Westphalian model of interstate society
based upon the balance of power system, or to Bull’s “pluralist international society’.
Historically, the Westphalian model of interstate society first appeared in Europe in the

seventeenth century and subsequently expanded to embrace almost the entire world.

A Cooperative interstate society occupies a level that has moved some way beyond
coexistence, but still falls short of domestic convergence. In such a society, primary
institutions, such as sovereignty, territoriality, nationalism, diplomacy and international
law — originally arising in a Coexistence society — continue to play important role. Yet
they may now be interpreted rather differently. Indeed, in a cooperative society, some
primary institutions, for example the balance of power and war, may be downgraded or
even eliminated. In particular, the role of war as an institution changes and the scope for

its legitimate use becomes more circumscribed and narrowly defined. At the same time,
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the ‘market’ becomes an increasingly important institution — a major feature in the

spread of the liberal model of international society.

Finally, in a Convergence interstate society, there must be strong shared values among
the member states and they adopt similar political, legal and economic forms. Yet, it can
take many forms — liberal democracy, Islamic theocracy, communist totalitarianism, and
etc. Every thing depends on the model of political economy that member states of the
society are converging around. In a liberal (Kantian) version of convergence interstate
society, however, the market, property rights, human rights, and democratic relations

between government and citizens are likely to be important primary institutions.

Thus, norms and institutions can change. Reasons for change include change in the
domestic society of the member states or pressure from Transnational Actors (TNAS).
The interesting point here is that although, to begin with, solidarist evolution will
probably be built on pluralist foundations, further development may involve more than
direct accumulation. In other words, as solidarism thickens, some key pluralist
institutions may be dropped, downgraded or transformed. This provides the basis for
Buzan’s argument, which resembles Hurrell’s (2002), that the overall set of institutions
may contain ‘contradictions / tensions among itself’, and these contradictions and
tensions themselves foster change (Buzan 2004a: 195). War, the market, and
nationalism as institutions offer examples of these tensions and assist understanding of

how change can result.

In a power political interstate society, war is an important institution, perhaps even the
predominant one. In this type of interstate society, there is general acceptance of war
and conquest as legitimate means by which to achieve political objectives. However,
when interstate society moves from a pluralist to solidarist one, war as an institution
becomes more problematic. Buzan contends that this ‘problematisation” of war is not
really a consequence of the development of weapons capable of inflicting tremendous
destruction; such a problem could arise even within a power political interstate society.
Rather, the real ‘problematisation’ of war flows from the fact that, in solidarist interstate
societies, there are contradictions between war as an institution and the other institutions
cultivated by such societies — for example big science or the institutionalisation of the

market (Buzan 2004a: 196). As | will show, war and international law as institutions
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have also become increasingly incompatible with each other; which in turn, have
important implications for states behaviour within Northeast Asian RSC.

In a similar way, the rise of nationalism as a primary institution also brings considerable
change in international society. After the World War I, national self-determination not
only displaced dynasticism as the key to political legitimacy, it also sacralised territory
(Mayall 2000b: 84). Nationalism also undermined colonialism and imposed limitations
on the legitimate uses of war. This concept of the rise or fall of primary institutions and
the resulting impact on international society is particularly useful when investigating
how the East Asian world order was absorbed into an expanding European international

society.

2.2 Regional Security Complex Theory: An Analytical Tool

Traditionally, security studies were regarded as an academic sub-discipline within the
overall area of strategic studies. As a result, approaches tended to be dominated by the
assumptions of realism and hence the basic premise was that issues connected with war
and force formed the core of security studies. The only referent object was the state and
security was to be understood in purely objective terms. In Waver’s words, it is ‘reality
prior to language, is out there... and it is measured in terms of threat or fear’ (Waver
1995: 46). More recently the previous dominance of realism was modified by the
increasing influence of neorealism. Yet even neorealist assumptions still led to a
tendency to concentrate too much on the material forces and constraints generated by
the global structure rather than on the role of regional dynamics. In other words,
developments in a given region were likely to be explained mainly in terms of changes

in global power distribution.

From the 1980s, however, there was increasing dissatisfaction with the old military and
state-centred view of security. As a result, security studies have expanded to embrace a
wider agenda. Some go so far as to propose that the former focus on the security of the
state should be replaced by a new emphasis on the security of people, whether as
individuals or as a global or international collectivity (Booth 1991). There is now also a

widespread desire to relate security to human needs and thus to maximise security as
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positive goals (Galtung 1985). This new outlook has major implications both for the
clarity and coherence of a crucial area of IR theory.

Regional security complex theory (RSCT) was first developed by Buzan in the 1980s.
As its name suggests, it treats security essentially in relational terms. Buzan claims that
adoption and application of this theory would overcome some of the disadvantages of
power theory, particularly its underplay of the importance of the regional level in
international security affairs. In other words, RSCT advocates the regional level as the
appropriate one for a large swath of practical security analysis (Buzan 1991: 186; Buzan
and Wever 2003: 43). Since then the theory has been further developed by Buzan,
Waeever and others, and has become associated with the Copenhagen school’s theoretical
approach to security. Although RSCT has advanced further to embrace a wider security
agenda and a securitisation understanding (Buzan et al. 1998), the original focus
remains unchanged. The following section will consider three main aspects of RSCT:
how does it conceptualise security and the framework of security analysis; how does it
define types of RSC; and how does it approach the possibility of structural /

substructural change?

2.2.1  Conceptual Frameworks: An Intersubjective Approach

What is a security issue and what is not and should security be approached objectively
(a real threat) or subjectively (a perceived threat)? These are the basic questions asked
by RSC theorists (mainly see, Waver 1995; Buzan et al. 1998; Buzan Waver 2003).
For them security should be regarded as “a self-referential practice’, because it is in this
practice that an issue becomes a security issue — not necessarily because a real threat
exists but because the issue is presented as such (Buzan et al. 1998: 24). Following
language theory, Weever (1995: 55) sees security as a speech act. This has two
implications: first, ‘the word *“security” is the act; the utterance is the primary reality’.
In other words, by using the word ‘security’, a state-representative begins to move a
particular development into a specific area, and thereby claims the right to use all
necessary means to counter the threat. Second, the meaning of security must move from
positive to negative, i.e. ‘minimising’ security by narrowing the field to which the
security act is applied. Wever (1995: 55, 57) believes that the dynamics of

securitisation and de-securitisation can never be understood so long as investigation
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proceeds along the normal critical track that treats security as a positive value to be

maximised.

This concept of the speech act, and the associated process of securitisation, facilitates
the development of a new understanding of security that goes beyond issues of force.
Now security is to be regarded as “a particular type of intersubjective politics’ (Buzan et
al. 1998: 26). A simple example is provided by a situation when hostile tanks cross a
border. Here, hostile is not really an attribute of the vehicle but of a socially constituted
relationship, because a foreign tank could be part of a peacekeeping force (Buzan et al.
1998: 30). Thus, RSC theorists propose a definition and criteria of securitisation as
something “constituted by the intersubjective establishment of an existential threat with

a saliency sufficient to have substantial political effects” (Buzan et al. 1998: 25).

Here RSC theorists make important conceptual distinctions between a securitising move
and a successful securitisation; and between referent objects and securitising actors.
First, they distinguish between a securitising move and a successful securitisation.
When something presents an existential threat, that may lead to a securitising move but
by itself it may not create securitisation. An issue is securitised only “if and when the
audience accepts it as such’. To some extent, a North Korean missile test will be seen as
a securitising move by all states in the region. But whether it can be successfully
securitised depends on how its neighbours interpret it. The different Chinese and
Japanese responses to the recent missile and nuclear crises mean that the same
securitising move can result in different levels of securitisation. In other words,
securitisation involves more than the breaking of rules and existential threats. The two
must be combined — that is when cases of existential threats legitimise the breaking of
rules (Buzan et al. 1998: 25). The other distinction is between referent objects and
securitising actors. The former means ‘what is to be secured’, while the latter refers to
those ‘who make claims about this security’ (Buzal et al. 1998: 35-42; Buzan and
Waeever 2003: 71).

This distinction is important and highly relevant to Northeast Asian cases. This general
theory allows identification of the conditions in which ‘an actor successfully
‘securitises’ some threat on behalf of a specific ‘referent object’’. In other words, the

theory’s open analytical framework helps us to ‘catch’ security in its increasing varied
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sectors, levels and units, while avoiding the trap of thinking that ‘everything is security’
(Buzan and Weever 2003: 71). The referent objects of both Taiwan and North Korea
have changed over the years. In both cases, the objectives have become less ambitious,
though perhaps more fundamental. For North Korea earlier aspirations to victory over
the South have changed to a preoccupation with regime survival. Similarly, Taiwan’s
referent object of security has shifted from its re-establishment as the legitimate
government of the whole China to the creation and defence of a distinct Taiwanese
identity. Clearly, therefore, the referent object of security can vary as circumstances
change. The referent objects for security have traditionally been the state and its
survival. Now, however, ‘universal principles’ — such as free trade, human rights, non-

proliferation — are becoming referent objects in the political and economic sectors.

Under this understanding of securitisation, RSC theorists deny that security is given
objectively; rather it is determined by actors, and hence is essentially subjective. But
they also argue that the label ‘subjective’ is inadequate, because it is not individuals
alone who decide whether an issue is a security issue. In other words, a successful
securitisation is not decided by the securitiser but by the audience of the security speech
act. In this sense, securitisation, like politicisation, is ‘intersubjective and socially
constructed’. The process of securitisation, ‘makes the case for understanding security
not just as the use of force but as a particular type of intersubjective politics’ (Buzan et
al. 1998: 26, 29, 30).

Thus, it is important to understand precisely ‘who securitise, on what issues (threat), for
whom (referent objects), why, with what results, and not least, under what conditions
(i.e., what explains when securitisation is successful)’ (Buzan et al. 1998: 31, 32). In
this sense, an objective measure for security can never replace the study of
securitisation, because the security quality is supplied by politics. But this does not
mean that a study of the features of the threat itself is irrelevant. On the contrary, these
features rank high among the ‘facilitating conditions’ — the conditions under which the
speech act works — of the security speech act (Buzan et al. 1998: 32). In short, RSCT
specifies ‘facilitating conditions’ that make securitisation more or less likely, yet it is

‘not causal in a traditional sense’ (Buzan and Waver 2003: 96).
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2.2.2  Types of RSC and The Possibility of Change

Based upon this conceptual framework, RSCT identifies the types and natures of RSCs.
RSCs are to be regarded as substructures of the international system. They are specific
and functionally defined types of security regions, although they may or may not
coincide with more general understandings of what is meant by the region concerned.
This is because such regions are defined by °‘the relative intensity of security
interdependence among a group of units, and security interdependence between that set
and surrounding units’ (Buzan and Weaver 2003: 48). For example, while some analysts
may treat Russia as belonging to Northeast Asia, Russia is not included as a ‘regional
actor’ in this thesis. | believe that the ties of security interdependence are not strong
enough to justify the ‘incorporation’ of Russia as a Northeast Asian actor — although it

will be referred to as necessary.

Within these parameters, the essential structure and character of RSCs are defined by
two kinds of relations 