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Abstract In some parts of East Asia there is a striking contrast between the dynamics of international economic and international politico-security relations. Whereas economic interdependence is growing, politico-security relations are deteriorating. ‘Optimistic’ analysts of East Asian regional integration tend to argue that economics will trump politics in the region’s international relations, while for integration ‘sceptics’ politics will prevail over economics. Based on an analysis of the post-Second World War history of regional integration in Europe and Asia, this paper sides with the ‘sceptics’ in this debate, arguing that only states that are not fearful of each other for their security integrate. As evidenced by the downward spiral of Sino-Japanese politico-security relations, the hedging strategies pursued by other regional states vis-à-vis China even as they strive to engage it, and China’s own concern to keep a free hand to manage issues relating to its ‘core’ national interests, such as the status of Taiwan, East Asia is not, at least not yet, ripe for much more cooperation or integration than currently exists.    
1. Introduction

In January 2005, China overtook the US to become Japan’s biggest trading partner. In April 2005, with the evident connivance of the government (in a country where free political expression is tightly circumscribed), thousands of Chinese citizens took to the streets in some of the country’s biggest cities to oppose Japan’s claim to become a permanent member of the UN Security Council and to protest against the way in which Japan’s Pacific War record was portrayed in a newly approved school history textbook. The confluence of these two events inspired the present paper.
 Their occurrence, so close to each other, illustrates a striking trait of contemporary East Asia: while the countries in East Asia are rapidly becoming more and more economically interdependent, international politics in the region are volatile. Judgements as to exactly how volatile they are vary and there are in any case wide variations in the degree of their volatility within the region. But most observers of the region’s politics would likely agree that, overall, political relations between East Asian states have not improved commensurately with the intensification of their economic ties and a significant number would not regard wars in East Asia as inconceivable.
For analysts of regional integration, the co-existence of a process of growing economic interdependence and continuing regional political volatility or instability raises two interesting puzzles, the one more theoretical the other more empirical. The first, one of the issues that is at the heart of the disputes between international relations ‘liberals’ and ‘realists’, concerns the nature of the relationship between international economic and international political relations. The second is to what extent continuing political frictions and conflicts in the region, regardless of growing economic interdependence, may prevent closer regional political integration or even undermine that (modest) level of integration that has already been achieved, notably within the ASEAN + 3 (APT) process.

While a voluminous literature is available on the regional integration of broadly economic (in particular trade and monetary) policies – in East Asia as well as elsewhere - and articles and books on security issues in East Asia abound, regional integration scholars in political science have not devoted a lot of attention to analyzing the relationship between political integration and security. This is surprising, at least if one can safely make the assumption that, other things being equal, a country is less likely to be willing to link its fate inextricably with another, the more it fears that (with or without such integration) the other country threatens its own security. This paper represents a preliminary attempt to explore this hitherto relatively uncharted terrain in the analysis of regional integration politics. The following section provides an overview of the current state of regional political integration in East Asia and the scholarly debate over its prospective future. The third section examines the relationship between political integration and security in post-Second World War Western Europe, as the world’s hitherto politically most highly integrated region, to assess in particular whether political integration preceded or succeeded the resolution of politico-security conflicts among the states involved in the integration process. Two subsequent sections sketch the relationship between regional cooperation/integration and security in East Asia during and after the Cold War. In the conclusion, I return to the issue of whether, in the absence of ‘improved’ politico-security relations in East Asia, there is likely to be much progress towards closer political integration in the region.

2. Political integration in East Asia: The current situation & future prognoses
One could long have said of modern East Asia what Bismarck once said disparagingly of Europe, namely that it is no more than a ‘geographical’ concept. In general, political cooperation, let alone integration, between the states within the region was extremely limited.
 The Cold War created similar divisions in East Asia as it did in Europe, although as the Sino-Soviet conflict developed, the Communist ‘bloc’ in East Asia itself split increasingly between allies of China and the Soviet Union respectively. Among the non-Communist states, political cooperation was confined to Southeast Asia, where ASEAN was founded in 1967, but with member states whose governments were extremely jealous of their policy-making prerogatives and certainly did not want to create a strong regional organization. In Northeast Asia, relations between the non-Communist states Japan and South Korea remained particularly ‘under-institutionalized’. The construction of East Asia as a political region is a process that has really gathered momentum during the last decade, specifically since the 1997-98 Asian financial crisis, which played a catalytic role in convincing governments in South- and Northeast Asia of the extent of their countries’ economic interdependence. Although tangible evidence of political integration is still limited, comprising in particular the Chiang Mai currency-swap initiative, there has certainly been a significant increase in the level or volume of multilateral exchange or talks between East Asian governments and numerous ambitious collective projects have been adopted and are being negotiated, some relating to ASEAN alone, others to ASEAN’s relations with Northeast Asia, most notably a free trade area linking ASEAN and China. In December 2005, Malaysia will host an inaugural East Asian Summit, in which not only the APT states, but also the Indian, Australian and New Zealand heads of government will participate, albeit the purpose of the summit remains vague and its future uncertain.
Among scholars, opinions as to the likely future evolution of East Asian integration diverge considerably. Stubbs (2002), Cai (2003), Dieter and Higgott (2003), Terada (2003), Hamilton Hart (2005) and Pempel (2005) are all basically optimistic that the APT process will flourish and political integration will gather momentum. Stubbs, for example, identifies several variables, including ‘common recent historical experiences and cultural traits’, ‘similar distinctive economic institutions and approaches to economic development’, growing intra-regional trade and a growing sense of ‘common purpose and identity’ fostered by regular meetings of political leaders and government officials, that favour closer integration. Cai foresees an ‘institutionalized East Asia’ eventually becoming a ‘third unified pole in the global economy’ (2003: 401). Dieter and Higgott observe the growth especially of ‘monetary regionalism’ in East Asia following the 1997-98 financial crisis. Pempel (2005: 2-3) observes that East Asia has in recent years become ‘considerably more interdependent, connected and cohesive’ and that the region is ‘ripe for cooperation’ rather than rivalry, as in Friedberg’s influential judgement (1993). 

Most ‘optimistic’ analyses of East Asian integration emphasize growing economic interdependence and heightened, crisis-induced  perceptions of common vulnerability and economic interest, both factors favourable to formation of a collective regional identity, as driving forces of this process. East Asian integration ‘sceptics’ typically acknowledge that economic forces are conducive to closer regional cooperation, but see countervailing obstacles in the form of competition for regional leadership between Japan and China, high levels of political, economic and/or cultural heterogeneity among East Asian countries, actual or purported American opposition to such cooperation, and fundamental strategic divergences. The present author (Webber 2001) was rather pessimistic in his first assessment of the prospective future of East Asian integration, while Ravenhill (2002) and Hund (2003) are much more unequivocally sceptical as to East Asia’s integration potential. Webber concluded that ‘overall … the odds are against APT developing into a strong regional organization’ (2001: 366). While not contesting that the APT ‘dynamic’ has had an impact on the political and economic landscape of East Asia, Hund (2003: 411) argues that the ‘evolution of an exclusive East Asian identity seems to be a long way off’. For his part, Ravenhill (2002: 190) judges that to expect the formation of an East Asian ‘bloc’ comparable to the EU and NAFTA would be ‘to confuse hyperbole with reality, a proliferation of meetings with institutionalization, and proposals with binding policy frameworks’.
3. Trade and security in regional political integration: Theories and (West)         European practice
It would be an exaggeration to say that there is no common ground at all between these two ‘camps’ of East Asian integration scholarship. Both would agree that regional cooperation in East Asia is accelerating primarily in the domains of trade and financial crisis management policy and that progress in other domains, notably security or defence, is much less visible. Adherents of both camps would likely subscribe to Lipson’s game-theoretic explanation of the greater scarcity of security compared with trade or economic cooperation, that security cooperation is rarer and weaker because on security issues the potential costs to a country that attempts to cooperate without reciprocation and the potential risks of inadequate monitoring of other countries’ decisions and actions are higher (Lipson 1993: 72-73). East Asian integration ‘optimists’ and ‘sceptics’ also concur to a very large extent in terms of the variables that they identify as being conducive or hostile to closer integration in the region. They diverge, however, on the relative weight that they assign to these variables in determining the future path of international relations in the region. Basically, for the ‘optimists’, economics trumps politics, while for the ‘sceptics’, it is the other way round – politics trumps economics. Whereas for the ‘optimists’ growing economic interdependence gives East Asian states an ever greater reciprocal interest in stable and peaceful intra-regional relations, making dangerous conflicts between them ever more unlikely, the ‘sceptics’ are much more guarded. They are not so gloomy as to suggest that major military conflicts are probable in East Asia, but they imply that contradictory trends of ever closer economic interdependence and growing political antagonisms can co-exist for indeterminate periods of time in intra-regional relations and that the fabric of regional cooperation and integration that has developed in recent times is reversible. 
These opposed prognoses as to the likely evolution of East Asian integration of course reflect different theoretical stances. In terms of international relations theory, the ‘optimists’ are for the most part either ‘commercial’ or ‘economic’ liberals, for whom growing volumes of cross-border economic exchange grind down pre-existing inter-state tensions and rivalries and produce increasingly common interests in the maintenance of international commerce and peace, or constructivists, for whom the burgeoning process of integration is the contingent outcome of  a critical historical event or ‘juncture’, which has transformed collective identities and perceptions of interests in the region. The ‘sceptics’, for their part, are more akin to international relations realists, in as far as they attribute a critical role to (actual or perceived) distributions of power and fundamental security interests, perceptions of which are taken to be relatively stable and resistant to changing patterns of cross-border exchange. Or they may alternatively or also be at least implicit constructivists, who, however, attribute a more critical role in the formation of identities within the region to divisive historical legacies (above all the Japanese conquest and occupation of China from 1931/37 to 1945) than to ‘uniting’ recent ones, such as the Asian financial crisis.
The analysis of the historical experience of post-Second World War Western Europe, as the region which in the last half-century has developed the highest levels of political integration, may shed some light on the reciprocal relationship of intra-regional trade and security. To which of the two ‘camps’ on the future of East Asian integration does the Western European ‘case’ give greater credence? One reading of the history of European integration may be that, through a process of integration of trade and later of other aspects of especially economic policy, states that felt extremely insecure vis-à-vis each other gradually became economically so interdependent and developed relations of such mutual trust that they could no longer rationally fight or indeed wanted to fight each other. Extrapolated and applied to East Asia, this logic would lead one to predict that political integration would advance smoothly in step with growing economic interdependence, starting in the trade/monetary sphere and gradually extending into other policy areas. With a time lag, what happened in Western Europe after the Second World War would replicate itself in East Asia.

Such a reading of the history of European integration would, however, be erroneous. It is correct, of course, that the states that launched the integration process looked back on a long history of antagonistic relations, culminating in the two world wars that originated in conflicts between Germany and its neighbours. But several traits of international relations in Europe in the 1950s distinguished this period from earlier ones and created conditions in which the states involved in the integration process no longer viewed each other as fundamental mutual security threats. The reasons for this transformation of mutual security perceptions among the EU’s founding states were two- or threefold. First, with the extension of the Communist bloc into the heart of Europe after the Second World War and the outbreak of the Cold War from 1948 onwards, these states saw the principal threat to their security as no longer coming from each other (for the others, from Germany) but rather from the Soviet Union. Second, the country which had posed the most acute threat to security in Western Europe in the recent past, namely Germany, was divided and West Germany was occupied by the Western allied powers, without either a fully sovereign government or an army. And third, the security of the other member states - not only vis-à-vis the Soviet Union, but also against Germany - was guaranteed by the creation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1948 and the American military presence in Western Europe for which the NATO provided. It is notable in this regard that the Western Europeans themselves, led by Britain and France, wanted the US to guarantee their security through a formal military alliance and military presence in Western Europe (Loth 1990: 68; Herbst 1989: 52-57; Knipping 2004: 55). 
It is doubtful whether, in the absence of the above conditions, the states that launched the integration process would have felt sufficiently secure vis-à-vis Germany to seriously envisage pooling sovereignty with it in a common regional organization.   This supposition is supported by the fact that the project to create a European Defence Community in the early 1950s was defeated by a majority of French MPs, especially Gaullists and Communists, who feared that Germany would come to dominate a future common European army (Dedman 1996: 74-82). In fact, the road to the Treaty of Rome in 1957 was cleared only after Germany was incorporated into the NATO through the Paris treaties and the other principal security-related issue dividing France and Germany, the status of the Saarland, was resolved in bilateral negotiations in 1955 (Küsters 1982: 45-48, 91-95, 324-325; Herbst 1989: 179-180; Spaak 1969: 283-285). Thus, European integration did not resolve the fundamental security-related issues that separated Germany from its West European neighbours, above all France, but rather it was the resolution of these issues by other means that made closer political integration possible. The NATO, American military engagement in Western Europe, the division of Germany and the prior resolution of outstanding security conflicts with France were probably necessary, though not sufficient, conditions of European integration. Significantly, when German reunification became an issue in 1989-90, other EU members insisted very strongly then too that the newly united Germany remain a NATO member.
4. Security and political integration in Cold War East Asia
Non-Communist East Asia experienced little of the multilateral security cooperation and political integration that developed in Western Europe during the Cold War, albeit both regions were in the front-line of the confrontation between the two blocs. The only regional organization that emerged among the non-Communist states was the ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations), whose membership was limited, of course, to Southeast Asia. Although security issues – namely conflict-prevention within their own ranks – were uppermost in the minds of the political leaders who launched ASEAN, they consciously avoided granting it any conventional security (i.e. military) functions or for that matter any other powers that would have circumscribed the freedom of action of member governments.
 Tentative steps towards the integration of trade policy among the ASEAN states had to await the end of the Cold War, as the organization searched for a new raison d’être and was confronted with the challenge of a rising China. The SEATO (Southeast Asian Treaty Organization) was founded as a non-Communist military alliance in 1954, but it contained only two ‘core’ regional states, namely Thailand and the Philippines, alongside the US, the UK, Australia and New Zealand, never aspired towards the same degree of coordination of defence policy as NATO and was practically moribund well before it was formally wound up in 1977 (Duffield 2001: 73-74; Hemmer and Katzenstein 2001: 578). For multilateral security cooperation and political integration, non-Communist Northeast Asia (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) was an even more barren terrain, in which no multilateral organization of any kind saw the light of day. Instead, security cooperation in non-Communist East Asia was organized bilaterally between the US and various of its regional allies, first and foremost Japan. The only strictly multilateral military alliance linking non-Communist states in the Asia-Pacific (as opposed to East Asia) was the ANZUS, comprising Australia and New Zealand as well as the US.

One explanation of the absence or relative weakness of multilateral security cooperation among non-Communist East Asian states attributes this phenomenon to a longstanding American preference for dealing bilaterally with its Asian allies. Much more powerful vis-à-vis its East Asian than its West European allies, the US could therefore more easily achieve its goal of not creating any (multilateral) institutions that ‘would have constrained independent decision-making in Washington’ (Katzenstein 1996: 141-142). Hemmer and Katzenstein (2001: 575, 588ff.) also emphasize that, whereas US foreign policy makers saw their European allies as ‘relatively equal members of a shared community’, they viewed their Asian ones rather as part of an ‘alien and, in important ways, inferior community’. Other analyses of the history of security and political cooperation in non-Communist East Asia do not agree that the US was hostile per se to security multilateralism in East Asia and emphasize the role of other variables in explaining the absence of multilateral security cooperation. Pointing to the greater power disparities between non-Communist East Asian compared with West European states, they argue that the US would like to have assembled the non-Communist East Asian states into multilateral organizations of economic and/or security cooperation, but that the smaller of these states resisted these endeavours because they feared falling – once again - under Japanese domination (Grieco 1998: 250-251; Duffield 2001: 78, 80-81). Another notes that, for different reasons, both Japan and Britain, still a colonial power in the region in the early Cold War period, also opposed a multilateral security organization such as the US envisaged (Calder and Ye 2004: 206-207). Duffield (2001: 78-79) also highlights the significance of the comparative political geography of East Asia and Europe. First, Germany could more easily threaten the security of its non-Communist neighbours, with many of which it had common land borders, than could Japan that of other non-Communist East Asian states, which could expect the US Navy to protect them from possible Japanese aggression. Second, for similar, geographic reasons, (West) Germany, which bordered on the Soviet bloc, was much harder to defend against Communist attack than the island Japan so that its defence, as the industrial heartland of non-Communist Europe, required a more comprehensive, collective effort than did Japan’s.
If there is much disagreement among scholars as to the causes of the relative absence or weakness of political and security cooperation in non-Communist East Asia during the Cold War, there is greater consensus over its consequences. Political relations between Japan and the other non-Communist Northeast Asian states, especially South Korea, and between these states, especially Japan, and the non-Communist Southeast Asian states continued to be distant and characterized by distrust and suspicion. Japanese foreign policy after the Second World War was low-key and ‘reactive’ (Calder 1988). Japan did not take the initiative in forging closer inter-state cooperation until it joined forces with Australia to promote APEC (interestingly, a Pan-Pacific rather than East Asian grouping of states) in the late 1980s. Attitudes of distrust and suspicion towards Japan in East Asia – shaped by Japanese aggression during the Pacific War and prior to that in Korea and China - were reinforced by the way in which Japanese political leaders dealt or did not deal with this legacy, a pattern of behaviour that may have its roots in the American occupation authorities’ decision not to try Emperor Hirohito for war crimes after the war (Dower 1999; Bix 2000). Aided arguably by ASEAN, relations between the non-Communist states in Southeast Asia, by contrast, were characterized by growing mutual trust. An important contributory factor to this trend was the discreet leadership role played in the organization by the biggest Southeast Asian state, Indonesia (Anwar 2005). More importantly, however, the very foundation of ASEAN in the first place would not have been possible without the major change in mutual security perceptions among the non-Communist states that followed the regime change and foreign policy reorientation that occurred in Indonesia in 1965-66. As in Western Europe so too in Southeast Asia, regional integration or cooperation first became possible when the integrating or cooperating states no longer felt seriously threatened by each other.
5. Security and political integration in post-Cold War East Asia
The Cold War in East Asia did not end as abruptly or as completely as in Europe. The transition towards a market economy and integration into the global trading system began in China already in the late 1970s. The region still has several Communist one-party states, China included. But the ideological divisions that characterized the Cold War have faded enormously. In East Asia as well as in Europe, this process has facilitated growing economic and political exchange across the frontiers of the old Cold War blocs (thereby underlining the point that mutual security threat perceptions have an important impact on regional cooperation/integration) (cf. Mansfield and Milner 1999: 601). China in particular has been the engine of growing inter-state cooperation in the region over the last decade, emerging from a position of relative diplomatic isolation to become a central player on the regional political stage and a key member of numerous (formal or informal) multilateral regional organizations (see especially Shambaugh 2004-05: 64-66). Alongside its participation in the Chiang Mai currency swap initiative, the prime example of China’s support for closer regional cooperation is the ASEAN-China Free Trade Area project, initiated by China, accepted by the ASEAN member states, currently under negotiation, and intended to be implemented by 2010. But there is a significant list of other multi- or bilateral initiatives involving China, apart from its participation in the APT process, that testify to its promotion of closer regional cooperation: its accession to ASEAN’s Treaty of Amity and Cooperation (TAC), committing it to the peaceful resolution of disputes within the region (2002), the negotiation by China and ASEAN of a ‘code of conduct’ relating to competing claims of sovereignty over the Spratly Islands (also 2002) and its negotiation of ‘strategic partnerships’ not only with ASEAN as such (2003), but also with the Philippines, Indonesia (and India, 2005). Given Sino-Japanese competition, China’s efforts to promote closer cooperation with the ASEAN states have provoked Japan into offering the ASEAN states a ‘Closer Economic Partnership’, which is also currently being negotiated and should be implemented by 2012. ASEAN has also launched free trade area negotiations with India and Australia/New Zealand, leading to predictions that by 2020 there could be an Asia free trade zone comprising half of the world’s population and stretching from ‘Mumbai to Christchurch’ (Australian Foreign Minister Downer, quoted in Financial Times 2005). Significantly, however, there has not yet been any agreement, as opposed to vague proposals, to create an East Asian Free Trade Area involving both Japan and China alongside the ASEAN states and South Korea.  
To what extent these partly very ambitious trade liberalization projects will actually be implemented – which and how many sectors they will incorporate, how much flexibility there will be for the exemption of ‘sensitive’ products, to what extent non-tariff trade barriers will be dismantled, what procedures will be adopted to arbitrate disputes and enforce settlements - is uncertain. ASEAN’s experience with its own trade liberalization project (AFTA – ASEAN Free Trade Area) in this regard is not entirely heartening (The Economist 2004). Among the economically weaker ASEAN states, there are still widespread fears that a free trade agreement with China will be disadvantageous. Japan and South Korea are both highly protectionist on agricultural issues and therefore unlikely to agree to agricultural trade liberalization. Compliance with such trade liberalization agreements that are finally reached may be problematic, as there is little sign as yet at least that they will incorporate mechanisms that would effectively bind member states to implement their provisions and the administrative capacity of some of the participating states to ensure implementation of the agreements ‘on the ground’ is limited.
 It is questionable therefore whether these projects will lead to much political integration in East Asia. Forecasts that the inauguration of an East Asian Summit will launch a process that will culminate in the emergence of a ‘European Union-style single market and community by 2020’ (Straits Times 2004) are certainly extremely optimistic. Other things being equal, the expansion of the ‘attendance list’ of the inaugural summit from the original 13 APT states to encompass India, Australia and New Zealand makes closer political integration more unlikely by rendering the new grouping even more diverse  - culturally, socio-economically and politically – than the pre-existing APT.  

Absent a major crisis in the region, growing economic interdependence is likely to raise the pressure on governments to dismantle political barriers to intra-regional exchange. If the foregoing analysis is correct, however, how far governments accede to such pressures and bind themselves to pursue common regional policies will depend heavily on the extent to which they perceive their security as being threatened by neighbouring states. How has the decline of the Cold War in East Asia hitherto shaped their security perceptions? No major military conflict has occurred in East Asia since the end of the 1980s. Overall, mutual trust in inter-state relations has almost certainly grown. This trend, however, has been neither unilinear nor uniform across the region.  Thus, in the mid-1990s,  the US and North Korea came to the verge of military conflict over North Korea’s nuclear weapon programme and tensions between China, Taiwan and the US escalated sharply over events or decisions that China perceived as being aimed at promoting Taiwan’s formal political separation from China. Neither the issue of North Korea’s nuclear weapons ambitions nor that of the political status of Taiwan has meanwhile been resolved. Both arguably still contain the potential to fundamentally destabilize international relations in East Asia. 
While, by and large, despite numerous divisive issues in various bilateral relationships, perceived politico-security threat levels in Southeast Asia may have declined, those in Northeast Asia have probably actually risen. For the fate of regional political integration, trends in inter-state relations in Northeast Asia weigh more heavily than those in the southeast, as, without the participation of both regional ‘heavyweights’, Japan and China, political integration on a genuinely region-wide basis is inconceivable, as advocates of East Asian integration recognize.  The issues dividing the two states include Japan’s UN Security Council membership bid, Japanese history textbooks, Prime Minister Koizumi’s visits to the Yasukuni war shrine and competing territorial claims regarding the Senkaku/Daiyoutai islands. Bilateral tensions over these issues reflect growing nationalism on both sides and have their roots not only in the Japanese conquest and occupation of China prior to1945, but also in the shifting balance of power between them, China’s increasingly self-confident and ambitious regional diplomacy, Japan’s recent strengthening of its security ties with the US and increasing preparedness to deploy military force abroad, and the growing competition between the two states for access to energy resources. In particular Japan’s identification of China in a recent defence white paper as a potential threat to its security and suggestions that it may assist the US in defending Taiwan if it should be attacked by China testify to the aggravation of bilateral politico-security relations. Both these steps, along with Japan’s tightening military alliance with the US and its support for the inclusion of India, Australia and New Zealand in the East Asian Summit, point incidentally to Japan’s concern to balance growing Chinese power in East Asia. Not just academic observers, but also practitioners such as the Chinese foreign vice-minister judge Sino-Japanese relations as having meanwhile reached their lowest point since the two states recognized each other diplomatically in the early 1970s (quoted in Roy 2005: 91). A reversal of this process of deteriorating bilateral relations presupposes a shift in the domestic balance of political power in Japan either from the conservative LDP to the opposition or within the LDP from more Sinophobic to more Sinophile currents – neither of which seems likely at the present time – and the renunciation by the Chinese Communist Party leadership of its exploitation of popular anti-Japanese sentiment in China as an alternative instrument of ideological integration to Communism – which sees equally unlikely in a period in which party’s authority is challenged by growing popular protests. In Sino-Japanese relations, the prospects are for a ‘even more serious rift’ rather than for a renewed rapprochement (Campbell 2005).
As described above, China’s relations with the Southeast Asian states have evolved very differently to Sino-Japanese relations since the early 1990s. Towards its other neighbours, barring Taiwan, and vis-à-vis Southeast Asia in particular, China has conducted a veritable ‘charm offensive’ (cf. Shambaugh 2005). Not least given increasingly tense Sino-Japanese relations, Beijing’s efforts to reassure the ASEAN states of the friendliness of its regional intentions may be motivated by a perception that in Southeast Asia it could counter what it sees as an American strategy  of trying to ‘contain’ or ‘encircle’ China (Ott 2004). Convinced for their part that China’s rise is ‘inevitable’, Southeast Asian states have decided that the best strategy for ASEAN is to engage China and ‘entangle the dragon in as many ways as possible’ (Shambaugh 2004-05: 76; also Acharya 2003-04: 152-153). Reciprocal strategies of engagement may be seen as providing conducive conditions for integration (at least between China and ASEAN), in the same way that such strategies facilitated integration between West Germany and its neighbours in Western Europe after the Second World War. However, engagement with China represents only one strand of the ASEAN states’ foreign policy strategies. At the same time, despite the widespread unpopularity of the foreign policy of the Bush administration since 2001 in the region, several Southeast Asian governments – Singapore, Thailand, and the Philippines – have intensified their security (and in some cases also trade) relations with the US. Like Japan, several - Singapore and Indonesia in particular – also supported India’s, Australia’s and New Zealand’s participation in the East Asian Summit, thus opposing China’s preference for a more ‘exclusive’ grouping. Advocacy of an ‘inclusive’ concept of (East) Asian regionalism and the intensification of security links with the US should not be taken as evidence that the ASEAN states are seeking together with the US to ‘contain’ China. These strategies of ‘hedging’ against the possibility of China pursuing a more aggressive and unilateral foreign policy do indicate, however, that the Southeast Asian states continue to distrust China’s intentions and are not willing to link themselves inextricably to Beijing (IISS 2005). Aware that China, in the words of the former Singaporean leader Lee Kuan Yew (quoted in Thornhill and Tett 2001), is ‘just too big’ to be balanced even collectively by the ASEAN states, most of the latter have effectively converged on what the Singaporean foreign minister (Yeo 2005) has labelled a ‘completely promiscuous’ foreign policy strategy, aimed at maximizing their own freedom of action by maximizing the number of major powers engaged in the region and especially keeping the US in the neighbourhood. By the same token, China’s support for closer regional integration does not mean that Beijing has taken an irrevocable decision to pool its sovereignty with other states in the region, least of all on issues, such as the status of Taiwan, which it regards as relating to its ‘core’ national interests (Hughes 2005).  With China and Japan at loggerheads and Japan aligning itself increasingly closely with the US against China, with the ASEAN states hedging against a possibly hostile future China at the same time as engaging it and with China itself intent on keeping its hands free to deal as it wishes with Taiwan, the obstacles that will have to be overcome for a significantly more closely politically integrated East Asia to develop remain extremely formidable.
6. Conclusions
This paper has not tried to present a comprehensive analysis of the forces working in favour of and against closer political integration in East Asia. The fate of this process will be shaped by the interaction of multiple international, regional and domestic-level variables that the paper has not discussed. It has just one simple thesis: states that view each other as security threats do not integrate. This is a necessary condition of regional integration. As the absence of any strong cross-regional correlation between levels of intra-regional trade and political integration suggests, growing economic interdependence alone does not suffice to bring about corresponding political cooperation or integration. Certainly, Cold War-related, politico-security motives played a larger role than material-economic ones in the genesis of regional integration projects in non-Communist Europe and East Asia. Political integration in Western Europe became possible only when the non-Communist states perceived an acute threat to their security from the Soviet bloc and, following Germany’s division and the creation of the NATO, no longer felt threatened by a possible resurgent (West) Germany. In Southeast Asia, ASEAN’s creation likewise became possible only when the non-Communist states in the region felt their security acutely threatened by Communist expansion and, following a regime change and foreign policy reorientation in Jakarta, the other states no longer viewed Indonesia as a threat to their security. Moderately strong regional organizations seem to develop only after formerly mutually antagonistic neighbouring states have managed, for whatever reason (and especially because of a perceived powerful shared security threat), to have reconciled themselves to co-existing peacefully alongside each other. Mainly because of the rise of China and the multilateral reorientation of its foreign policy, there have been profound changes in international relations in Asia during the last decade, most, but by no means all, of them conducive to regional stability and peace. Nonetheless, not only because China and Japan do not trust each other sufficiently and many other states in the region trust neither China nor Japan sufficiently, but also because, unlike in the case of the EU and ASEAN during the Cold War, there is no acute commonly perceived threat pushing states to cooperate more closely on a pan-regional basis, it is unlikely that East Asia will become a politically significantly more closely integrated region. Short of major convulsions, such as perhaps a war in the Taiwan Strait or on the Korean peninsula or a liberal-democratic revolution in China, international relations in the region are likely to continue to be characterized by an untidy mixture of rivalry and (ad hoc, limited and reversible) cooperation – but not political integration.
Notes





� Much the same observation could be made about relations between China and Taiwan for most of the last decade or so.





�  I define the concept of ‘regional political integration’ as referring to the growing coordination of the policies of the governments of geographically proximate states. The coordination of trade policies to create a free trade area among such states is an example of political integration, as distinct from economic (i.e., market-based or –driven) integration. Regional cooperation refers to a less constraining pattern of relations in which, contrary to what is involved in integration, the participating governments are not bound (by mutual agreement at least) to pursue the same or similar courses of action.








�  To this day, of course, ASEAN has renounced any ambitions to be or become a military alliance. An Indonesian initiative in 2003 to give the organization stronger military-security powers was largely blocked by other members (see Haacke 2005).








�  For an analysis of the inhibiting impact of weak state administrative capacities on regional integration in Asia, see Hamilton Hart 2003.





