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The most significant critical point I had with regard to “East Asia Community 

theories” was about state sovereignty. As long as it is called “community,” not just a 

cooperation organization and economic cooperative of East Asian countries, it is 

meaningless if it does not delegate a significant part of state sovereignty to an upper 

organization. The point is whether such possibility is there in East Asia. I do not think 

that there are any conditions for that in East Asia. Conflicts over state sovereignty are 

far from being alleviated even after the collapse of the Cold War structure; they are 

becoming increasingly severe. The biggest weak point of “East Asia Community 

theories” lies in the neglect of sovereignty issues. 

 

We organized a symposium as part of our project. At this symposium, I acted as 

the facilitator and honestly spoke about my questions to Satoshi Amako, who was a 

joint project researcher and a discussant at the symposium. Amako, who is my former 

colleague and also a close friend, wrote favorably about East Asia Community in his 

recent book. However, I pointed out that the book ignored or neglected state sovereignty 

issues. 

 

In the era after World War II or Cold War, people temporarily had the idealistic 

expectation that the modern world in which sovereign states conflicted with each other 

and repeated wars would be overcome and a stable peaceful world of de-modernization 

would be constructed. From the perspective of economic interests as well, drives for 

regional integration beyond national borders spread as real phenomena. In this way, the 

idea that regional integration promotion is more reasonable in terms of both politics and 

economy emerged in East Asia as well. It is true that several organizations of regional 

integration that were established in line with this trend raised results that could not be 

ignored. 

 

However, it is also true that the post-Cold War world became more unstable 

than in the Cold War era despite such regional integration attempts and that racial, 

religious, territorial and sovereign conflicts intensified. Conditions for regional 

integration for overcoming state sovereignty still have not been put in place. It is 

because I think sovereignty issues still cannot be ignored in international relations that I 

have critical views of “East Asia Community.” In East Asia Community from the 

Perspective of International Politics, a collection of papers that I recently published 



from Minerva Publisher, I honestly discussed my personal views that can be thought of 

as dissenting opinions in the project. I sincerely hope that my approach will contribute 

to making discussions about this issue colorful and deeply engraved. 

 

(This is the English translation of an article written by Prof. HAKAMADA Shigeki, 

Professor, University of Niigata Prefecture, which originally appeared on the BBS 

"Hyakka-Somei" of CEAC on September 8, 2012.) 

 


