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construct a possible security community. This kind of interaction can be fully manifested and verified by the case of East Asia.

East Asia and Human Security: Review and Prospects
[ Canada] Paul Evans(43)

Though operating at the margins of security discourse and policy, the idea of human security is of growing significance.
Human security comes in two basic packages, one concerned with multiple aspects of human well-being and the other more
directly focused on the protection of individuals and communities in situations of violent conflict. The wmports of two
international commissions, the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (2001) and the Commission on
Human Security (2003), reflect these different emphases. In East Asia the concept has been debated with some intensity. The
initial reaction was cautious and negative, not surprising considering that the region has embraced a state- centric security order
emphasizing national sovereignty and non-interference in domestic affairs. But since the economic crisis in 1997, states, regional
institutions, academics, and civil society groups have taken a more positive approach to the concept. Most of the attention has
focused on a broader understanding of human security and the specific idea of* non-traditional ” threats to security. This in turn
has opened a window for a discussion on the more cntwversial aspects of human security related to the protection of
individuals, intervention, and new forms of diplomacy. The impact of an assertive United States after September 11 and the
anti-terrorism agenda have undercut several aspects of the human security approach. Nevertheless, several ideas associated with

human security are having a seminal influence on security discourse, state practice, and the normative basis of regional order.

Nationalizing International Theory: The Emergence of the “ English School” and “ IR Theory with Chinese
Characteristics”
[ Britain] William Krahan (49)

Much work has been done to deconstruct the links between knowledge and power in IR as an“American Social Science. ”
But both the English School and“IR Theotry with Chinese Characteristics” are also involved in“nationalizing” international
theoty. This essay uses a genealogical method to trace the emergence of the Chinese School in the 1990s and the logic behind
its emergence in the context of the rise of Chinese nationalism, and it analyzes the theory’ s appeal to the ancient ethical
concept of Great Harmony. The constmuction of this theoty is related to the emergence and logic of the English School’ s
discussion of an“international society.”“ International society” and Great Harmony both use the “standards of civilization” to
draw boundaries between the subjects and objects of IR. The essay concludes that one of the ways by which the two IR theories
gain coherence is to exclude American IR theoty in the same logic of civilization and empire; an American theoretical® other” is
constructed so as to eaffirm the Chinese and English self. Hence these theories are not as radical as their promoters suggest;

rather; by limiting theoretical discussion to these three nation-states, they are conservative confederales of other state-centric



