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The changing security mechanisms of the Association of South East Asian Nations
(ASEAN) can be theoretically analyzed on the basis of the “incremental growth
model” and the “managed interdependence model” proposed by Ernst B. Haas.
Under the multilateral frameworks and mechanisms, ASEAN is able to create norms
universally accepted by its member states in order to facilitate the establishment and
evolution of security institutions via adaptation through incremental growth or
learning to manage interdependence.

This research finds out that it is both endogenous and exogenous factors that cause a
slow change in ASEAN’s institution on security cooperation. Based on the
foregoing theoretical research approach and interviews in some of the Southeast Asian
countries, this research argues that the endogenous factors may be influential but
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those alone such as the socially constructed consensua knowledge resulting from the
socialization of ASEAN member states and increasingly enlarged “epistemic
community” do not seem able to explain the birth of the ASEAN Security Community
(ASC) effectively. One till hasto look at exogenous factors resulting possibly in
theidea of a security community in Southeast Asia.  Through the careful
examination of these exogenous factors, one can better understand ASEAN seeking
autonomy and independence has adapted to changesin regional security in a
deliberately progressive way. Moreover, ASEAN has learned from other regions’
experiences and tried to establish a security community by persisting in the definition
and proclamation of national sovereignty and avoiding any challenge targeting
ASEAN’s basic value, in order to create an ASC (called the ASEAN Political and
Security Community after the signing of the ASEAN Charter) with Southeast Asian
characteristics.

Having tested the validity of these assumptions, this research expects avery slow
changein theingtitutional form and norms of ASEAN. On the one hand, ASEAN
will use the “incremental growth” approach to deal with dramatic changes of its
external environment and prevent its existing values from being affected; on the
other hand, it will move through the “managed interdependence” approach to review
the suitability of its policies and values in order to strengthen cohesion among
member states.
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I nterviews One and Two in Singapor e (June 2007):

1. Thepost 9/11 development, the Bali Bombing and the initiative of the
Indonesian government led to a new security agendain ASEAN.

Generaly speaking the idea of the ASEAN Economic Community is more
welcome by ASEAN member states.  Singapore favors an AEC, but Indonesia argues
that the establishment of ASC helps and reassures the growth of AEC.

Some counteractions exist among ASEAN member states.  For instance,
Singapore does not want the peacekeeping operation forces within ASEAN, and
Vietnam seems to hold the view that Indonesiais not the sole leader in the course of
setting up aregional security community.

2. Thereis no consensual knowledge among ASEAN top leaders.  The concept of
ASC isused as a structure calling attention to new security issues, so it isnot very
coherent. Besides, the call for ASC is not for fundamental transformation of the
security structure and framework in Southeast Asia.

3. The excitement of the “epistemic community” does not last very long. The major
objective of ASEAN and its related “epistemic community” is to promote solidarity
and cooperation.

4. Singapore thinks that there should be no refraining measures against states. The
development of those major principles are nothing but to show people that ASEAN
has “one voice.”

It might be dangerous to use “community” to shape the future mechanisms of
ASEAN. Someold ASEAN diplomats keep thinking about those good old days.

The influence of state sovereignty still exists.

Democracy is not avital value for ASEAN.

Interview Threein Singapore (June 2007):

1. There are several reasons explaining the evolution of ASC — various security
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emergencies in Southeast Asia, as well asthe rise of Chinaand India.
The development of the idea of ASC is a consequence of crisis mentality and an
elite-oriented process.

2. There are sharp differences among Thailand, Malaysia, the Philippines..., but such
avague inclusivenessis actually normal in ASEAN. Even ASC will be adopted, the
balance of power will be taken into account.

3. “Epistemic community” does have influence on the evolution of ASC. Its
confluence helps ASEAN scholars and officials exchange ideas and understand one
another better.

ASEAN isaninstitutional, self-help framework for crisis management. Itis
also seen as alast resort (in a more pessimistic viewpoint).

ASC isnot fully fledged yet.

4. There are two major ways of humanitarian intervention in Southeast Asia: the
Japanese ODA version (through economic assistance and education) and the
Norwegian and Canadian version.

Nowadays there have been various forms of interventionsin ASEAN.

I nterviews One and Two in the Philippines (July 2007):

1. The definition of ASC is derived from Karl Deutsch. ASEAN has become a
security community where there is no longer war with each other. The 1992 ASEAN
Free Trade Agreement also helps, but it does not seem to movetoo fast. Barry
Buzan aso argues for the security of states and of governments.

2. The ASEAN Community consists of economic, security, and social-cultura
communities. According to Mahathir, it follows the model of the European Union.

ASEAN wantsto be distinct in East Asia, or ASEAN might lose its value of
being existent. By having the ASEAN Community, ASEAN will be ableto avoid
being influenced or dominated by China and Japan.

ASEAN has always been elite-dominated, not successfully in organizing and
stimulating transnational ties.  On this point some arguments of Ernst Haas can be
critical.

3. “Epistemic community” is very small in ASEAN, basically within ASEAN-ISIS.
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But it isinfluential when governments are going to make decisions.  For the
Philippines, ASCC is very important because lots of Filipinos are overseas, because
the Philippinesis less capable of competing with major ASEAN member statesin
leadership in economic and security communities, and because up to now AEC and
ASC do not seem very likely.

4. After the 1971 ZOPFAN and the 1993 ARF, nothing concrete has happened in
Southeast Asia.  Thusin 2002 ASEAN Summit, national leaders agreed to give it

another try. It isalearning process more than an adaptation one.

5. In general, the Philippines favors peacekeeping operations, but its devotion has not
been very efficient due to poor training and equipments.
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Philippines, ASCC is very important because lots of Filipinos are overseas, because
the Philippinesis less capable of competing with major ASEAN member statesin
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ASC do not seem very likely.
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