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DEFINING AN INDIVIDUAL 
SECURITY COMMUNITY: THE EU 
AND ASEAN IN CONTRAST
Jiří  Brandýs

Abstract:  This work seeks to reveal differences in the understanding 
of the concept of security between the EU and the Association of South 
East Asian States (ASEAN) and to adequately account for such differ-
ences. This work considers that ASEAN qualifies as a nascent security 
community confirming that the comparison to the EU is legitimate. The 
EU is presented as a community of states which puts heavy significance 
on human security, whereas security referent object in case of ASEAN is 
the state. As a result of the need to conceptually comprehend those dif-
ferences, this work introduces a new category of security communities: 
the individual security community and fits it to the current typology of 
security communities.
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Security 

Introduction

Both the European Union (EU) and the Association of South 
East Asian states (ASEAN)1 are projects which have made war among 
their members very unlikely or unthinkable, and have contributed 
to the security of the region. The aim of the present paper is to find 
any differences in the understanding of the concept of security be-
tween the two and explain the reasons for those differences. By do-
ing so, this paper will test the following hypothesis: Unlike ASEAN, 
the EU represents a security community where not only war among 
members is unthinkable, but also conditions for the maximalisation 
of individual security are present. In addition to that, this paper will 
argue that the current typology of security communities is not suf-
ficient to capture the differences among the analysed subjects. As a 
result of the need to conceptually comprehend those differences, 
this paper introduces a new category of security communities: the 
individual security community. This definition is very important for a 
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better conceptualisation of security communities in general and in 
understanding the process of European integration from a security 
perspective. The case of the EU will therefore serve as an example 
in which the meaning of the term individual security community will 
be explained. 

If the hypothesis is correct, to what factors can be accounted the 
fact that the EU has developed a closer security community (SC)? 
Which variable explains the fact that the EU is concerned with in-
dividual security? Is it because of values, the level of state develop-
ment, systematic reasons or a different variable? Can ASEAN poten-
tially replicate the EU? 

The structure of the present paper is as follows. In the first chap-
ter, the term security community (SC) and various understandings 
of the concept are defined. This will allow us to proceed with fur-
ther analysis, in which this paper will seek to answer the question 
whether ASEAN qualifies as any kind of SC, using the methodology 
developed in the first chapter.2 A positive answer to the above men-
tioned question will allow us to proceed with further comparison 
between ASEAN and the EU in understanding the concept of se-
curity. 

The case selection was motivated by two reasons. Firstly, both 
cases are useful examples for the argumentation of the paper. And 
secondly, both the EU and ASEAN are in the process of formation of 
new security structures in their respective regions. 

The Concept of a  Security Community

The concept of a security community received its first full theo-
retical attention from Karl Deutsch and associates in 1957.3 Accord-
ing to them, an SC is defined as a group of people which has become 
“integrated” to the point that members of the community have 
come to agreement ‘that common social problems must, and can be 
resolved by the process of peaceful change’ without using physical 
force.4 According to Deutsch, there are two types of security com-
munities distinguished by the way they are created: amalgamated, 
which means ‘the former merger of two or more previously inde-
pendent units into a single larger unit, with some type of common 
government’, and pluralistic, which ‘retains the legal independence 
of separate governments’.5 According to Deutsch, the United States 
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is an example of an amalgamated SC. Members of pluralistic SC 
possess a compatibility of core values derived from common insti-
tutions, mutual identity and loyalty and are integrated to the point 
that “a dependable expectation of peaceful change” is present.6 

Based on Deutsch’s work, Raimo Väyrynen7 and Andrej Tusi-
cisny8 further widened the typology of security communities and 
based the difference not on how the security communities were cre-
ated, but on what qualitative difference they convey. Väyrynen and 
Tusicisny differentiated between interstate security communities 
and comprehensive security communities. The first term describes 
a community of states where war between states is unlikely and the 
latter describes the situation where both interstate conflicts as well 
as civil war are unlikely. Both of them would qualify as either a plu-
ralistic or amalgamated SC. For them, therefore, Western Europe, 
let alone the EU, is a classic example of a comprehensive SC, while 
ASEAN would be interstate.

The fact that the above mentioned scholars reduced their “im-
possibility of war” to a societal level is very important and provides 
a good starting point for further analysis. Using the same logic, this 
paper argues that such methodology for distinguishing between se-
curity communities fails to be receptive to some features security 
communities might have. For this reason, this paper suggests that 
in order to fully understand the phenomenon, we have to focus our 
analysis not only on the state and group level but on the individual 
level as well. The need for such a step will become apparent further 
into the paper. 

The field and the concept of human security had its renaissance 
in the UN Development Programme´s (UNDP) 1994 Human De-
velopment Report9 which operated with the definition of human 
security as “the vital core of all human life in ways that enhance 
human freedoms and fulfillment”.10 From that time, many defini-
tions of human security have evolved. For the purposes of this pa-
per, human security is defined as “freedom from fear” and “freedom 
from want”.11 This holistic definition can hardly provide sufficient 
grounds for the formulation of policy, but for the needs of this pa-
per, it is clear and sufficient.

Is  ASEAN a Security Community?



Defining an 
Individual 
Security 
Community

311

ISSN 1802548X                                                                                                               9771802548012-97

The fact that the members of ASEAN have managed to settle 
their disputes without the use of violence for more than four de-
cades since the 1963–1966 Konfrontasi between Indonesia and Ma-
laysia,12 and the fact that member states enjoy high levels of interac-
tion has encouraged various scholars to proclaim it an SC. ASEAN 
states also managed to establish a nuclear free zone by the year 2001 
when the Philippines ratified the Bangkok Treaty signed in 1995.13 
In November 2003, ten national leaders of ASEAN countries also 
announced their plan to establish an ASEAN SC by 2020.14 

However, there are many arguments which support the view 
that ASEAN can not be considered as an SC. Therefore, for fur-
ther analysis, it is crucial to ascertain whether ASEAN is an SC. If 
that were not the case, further comparison with the EU would lose 
ground. 

ASEAN member states, especially Malaysia, continue to have 
territorial disputes with other members. Military expenditures are 
high as a result of the large-scale acquisition of offensive weapons.15 
ASEAN has also been incompetent in solving all kinds of problems 
or in overcoming them all. There is a certain observable phenom-
enon in that the level of coherence within ASEAN culminates in 
a crisis situation. That means that although in times of economic 
prosperity and political stability, ASEAN did not show weakness, in 
e.g. the financial crisis of 1997, Thailand, the Philippines, Malaysia 
and Indonesia were heavily affected and the association was unable, 
at the regional level, to deal effectively and quickly with the crisis, 
and to coordinate strategies to combat it. Policies of states were in-
stead dominated by national interests and in accordance with na-
tional strategies.16 Such behaviour reveals a low level of economic 
and political coherence within the community as well as a low level 
of solidarity which is a fundamental condition for an SC to exist. 
This can be contrasted sharply with the current Eurozone crisis and 
the general high level of solidarity among members.

The low level of solidarity and political coherence within ASE-
AN also became apparent in finding a common stance toward the 
bloodshed in East Timor in order to prevent conflict, or at least to 
mediate between the conflicting parties. Thailand and Malaysia 
were fighting so long over the question of who should take the lead 
of an ASEAN peacekeeping mission until Australia took over the 
management of an international peacekeeping force.17 
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In addition, individual states increasingly draw their diplomatic 
efforts off the regional association on bilateral relations. During the 
economic crisis in Laos in 1999, and the steep fall of the Lao curren-
cy, the country took its request for help not to ASEAN, but to the 
People’s Republic of China – which granted generous interest-free 
loans.18

However, other cases serve as an example of solidarity among 
members. For example, in 1979, ASEAN was able to agree on a quo-
ta of Vietnamese refugees in order to alleviate the situation of the 
worst affected countries: Thailand and Malaysia. ASEAN also suc-
ceeded, by joint diplomatic efforts, in preventing the international 
recognition of the Vietnam-loyal government in Cambodia, also in 
1979.19 These successes in regional coordination and cooperation 
had become possible only because the individual nation-states were 
willing to subordinate their interests to the regional consensus. In 
that regard, the motto of ASEAN: “One Vision, One Identity, One 
Community” or

“10 countries, 1 identity” might be true in reality or might at least 
represent the common goal of the association. Still consultations 
and solidarity are not necessarily a feature of common identity. 
They can be also a result of the commitment of ASEAN leaders not 
to interfere in the internal affairs of other states which will be a 
significant fact in further analysis.

Some authors also raise the criterion of democracy as an im-
portant determinant in whether a region can be considered as a se-
curity community and claim that the level of trust will be low in the 
case of authoritarian regimes. However, this paper represents the 
standpoint that ASEAN is an example of states where the level of 
trust is relatively high precisely because the majority of states are 
not democratic and do not interfere in the internal affairs of other 
states in areas such as human rights and good governance. This pa-
per therefore suggests that it is not fundamentally important what 
the nature of regimes is in creating a security community; it is rath-
er coherence which plays the vital role.

Summing up: what has been written about ASEAN without 
doubt shows a certain level of solidarity among its members, but it 
is apparently still in the formation process and is nowhere close to 
the EU. Therefore, ASEAN may be assessed as a region in transfor-
mation from a security regime to an SC. Further, in academic liter-
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ature we can witness a growing consensus that ASEAN is an SC,20 
or at least, that firm foundations are being laid down for ASEAN to 
become one.21 

In Deutsch’s terminology, ASEAN may therefore be considered 
at least as a nascent pluralistic SC. Its members have a common 
identity which stresses non-confrontation as a way of solving con-
flicts. Moreover, there is a growing sense of ASEAN self-awareness 
which represents a potential source of collective “identity”22 which 
is also present in civil society in member states and which calls for a 
supranational form of cooperation. 

Based on the discussion above, it may be concluded that ASEAN 
qualifies as a nascent SC, which makes interstate conflict very, very 
unlikely, though not unimaginable. However, internal violence con-
tinues to be present in many of its members with the most striking 
examples being Burma, the Philippines, and Thailand, where the 
states themselves are a source of insecurity to some part of the so-
ciety and to individuals, and where major social unrest occurs. The 
striking reality is that regardless of the fact that ASEAN is formally 
an SC, it is inadequate to deliver security to its citizens. Therefore, 
the answer to the principal question of this part of the paper has 
just a few implications for the lives of the people of ASEAN member 
states. It is important merely from an academic point of view. This 
point will be important for further analysis.

Genesis  of the EU and Asean

ASEAN was founded in 1967 by Malaysia, Indonesia, the Phil-
ippines, Singapore and Thailand. In its founding document, the 
Bangkok Declaration, member states committed to cooperate in 
economic, political and cultural fields.23 Just as the European Coal 
and Steel Community (ECSC), founded by Treaty of Rome in 1957, 
sought to make war between Germany and France less likely, if not 
impossible, so ASEAN played an important security function in 
preventing the conflict between Malaysia and Indonesia from es-
calating into open military confrontation. In that respect, we can 
not find much difference among our analysed communities. Both of 
them have sought security and stability both through and for, eco-
nomic development, and both communities have been successful 
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in that respect. Both communities also share similarities in the part 
played by external factors during the time of their early creation. 
Both in the 1950s for the EC, and in the 1960s for ASEAN, exter-
nal factors played important and very similar roles. The project of 
a unified Europe might not have come in to existence if the inter-
national setting had been different. Western Europe was motivated 
to form a more close cooperation when faced with the reality of the 
Cold War confrontation, in order to better face the perceived threat 
from the USSR. For similar reasons, ASEAN was formed to limit the 
influence of both China and Japan. Material constraints thus played 
a considerable role in the creation of both organisations. 

Members of both organisations may be regarded as strong states 
with respect to the strength of state institutions’ penetration of so-
ciety and their ability to deliver most essential public goods.24 If that 
had not been the case, an SC would most probably not have been 
created because, as Buzan25 argues, weak states export their domes-
tic instabilities to each other. 

Both the EU and ASEAN may be labelled as pluralistic security 
communities. In the case of both organisations, their institutions 
represent certain values that translate into norms which in turn 
shape the preferences of the players. However, when it comes to the 
instruments by which these communities seek their goals, together 
with the implications for their citizens as members of one or anoth-
er community, major differences may be found. This implies that 
although both communities fit into the same category, according to 
existing terminology, they are, nevertheless, qualitatively very dif-
ferent. This will be illustrated in the following lines.

EU/ASEAN: Level of Supranationality and the 
Concept of Security

Whereas the European countries created a High Authority, a su-
pranational body already in existence by 1957, in the case of ASEAN, 
there is no institution with the same role. Not only was such insti-
tution not created by the ASEAN Declaration, but, to date, it has not 
been created by any other document. More importantly, in the case 
of the EU, by every single new European treaty, we can see a gradu-
al, and more or less continual transmission of particular policies on 
to the supranational level, along with the strengthening of the role 
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of supranational institutions such as the European Commission26 
(EC) and the European Parliament (EP). The process of ever deep-
ening integration in the case of the EU goes hand in hand with the 
enhancing of human security of EU citizens. In the case of ASEAN, 
we can observe neither the same spill over effect, nor the enhancing 
of human security. In this respect, the only development in ASEAN 
is the change of discourse, wherein some member states have called 
for the abandonment of the principle of “non-interference” and the 
introduction of unanimous voting, which has not, however, been 
reflected in any way in the institutional setting of ASEAN.27 What 
are the implications of the level of supranationalism for the security 
of our analysed cases? 

The ASEAN model places a heavy weight on the national sover-
eignty of the member states and the security autonomy of the re-
gion as a whole.28 These principles are manifested in the stress on 
non-interference in internal affairs which serves the common in-
terests of member states in the security regime, and containment of 
domestic opposition movements, sometimes through repression.29 
The principle of non-interference may be the result of various fac-
tors. It may indicate that the level of trust and common identity 
within ASEAN is at a low level. Furthermore, the internal context 
within which ASEAN was founded differs from that of the EU. As 
Feske30 argues, it was important to the young nation-states in the 
first place that economic development could best be achieved in 
their opinion, on the basis of national and regional stability. The 
idea of “regional resilience” on the basis of “national resilience” con-
tinues to shape the understanding of security in the region to date. 
Unlike the EU, where society is mainly founded on cosmopolitan 
values, the societies of ASEAN members are based on communi-
tarian ones. The relationship between state and citizens therefore, 
differs considerably.

These priority interests, which can be largely explained by the 
colonial past of the ASEAN member states, influenced both the 
shape of the organisation and the regional cooperation principles 
applicable to the present day. Thus, ASEAN is weakly institution-
alised: The governing body has, regularly since 1995, held summit 
meetings, and, previously only sporadically. It was only in 1976 that 
the Central Secretariat in Jakarta was established and even up to 
this day, it has no independent powers, exercising only true coordi-
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nation functions. The States were not prepared to give up elements 
of sovereignty to a superior body and surrender consensus voting.31 

The previously mentioned non-interference mechanism is one 
of the factors which helps leaders to continue their non-democratic 
rule within their countries without any pressure from neighbor-
ing states. Therefore, as Väyrynen argues, in reality “solidarity” has 
meant the mutual acceptance of the primacy of regime security in 
the region.32 For this reason, it can be argued that “common identi-
ty” in the case of ASEAN states, serves different purposes than that 
in the EU; it enables leaders to increase regime security and, there-
fore, ASEAN has failed to create a “liberal cognitive region”. 

Owing to the fact that the EU has created an autonomous su-
pranational structure, in the shape of the European Commission 
(EC) and European Court of Justice, which also holds the EC under 
scrutiny, EU member states have given up the principle of non-in-
terference and have delegated powers to supranational bodies in 
areas including human rights. Other areas, such as consumer pro-
tection, transport, energy, the area of freedom, security and justice, 
public health etc. are within shared competences, which means that 
states can not exercise competences in any area where the EC has 
already done so. Although these areas are not supranational, such 
EC initiated legislation has been, with the consent of the Council of 
Ministers,33 incorporated into the legal systems of member states. 
Narrowed down for the illustrative reasons of this paper, these are, 
for example: health and safety at work, employment and social 
rights, safety standards in general, consumer protection and rights, 
pollution limits for industry and car emissions, vehicle and indus-
trial products safety standards, norms for children’s playgrounds, 
the EU policy on environmental noise etc. Developments in the 
sphere of justice and home affairs, in another spectrum of activi-
ties, are intended to increase the security of citizens of the EU by 
measures taken in those sectors. These include: European Arrest 
Warrants, the European Police College, Europol, the Schengen 
Information System, etc. As such, these considered “intergovern-
mental” policies have deepened the cooperation of member states 
in those areas where it has been necessary since the creation of the 
common market34 and the Schengen Area.35 As a result of the overall 
development of the understanding of security within the Europe-
an integration project, the EU has addressed security in some areas 
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which are, by other regions or states, not seen as a security threat, 
eg. immigration.36 The EU, therefore, is not only deepening the 
meaning of security, by perceiving an individual as a referent object 
of security, but is also widening security by the securitization of an 
ever broader spectrum of areas. The stress the EU puts on human 
security is clearly articulated in the European Security Strategy:37 ‘It 
(the EU, author´s note) places the individual at the heart of its activi-
ties, by establishing citizenship of the Union and by creating an area of 
freedom, security and justice. ’ 

In this respect, the EU is qualitatively different from ASEAN. The 
EC, as a supranational body, has no equivalent in ASEAN and keeps 
national governments under scrutiny including in areas linked to 
the state-citizen relationship. However, the EC was not always such 
a powerful body. The Commision, over time, has increased its im-
portance in the European integration process as states have will-
ingly transferred some of their functions to the supranational level 
by adopting new treaties.38 This process has gone so far, that the 
supranational bodies now represent one of the poles of power in 
the EU with the capacity to initiate policies, which certain members 
might dislike, together with having the capacity to oversee their 
fulfillment.39 It can be argued that the EC, when it first came into 
existence in the form of this High Authority, reflected the will and 
values of members states and nowadays, reflects not only the values 
of member states, but the values of the EU as an institution, shaping 
it further, which is a phenomenon known as the agent structure 
problem. The structure of ASEAN reflects the nature of its mem-
ber states and probably shapes their preferences but can not be re-
garded as an engine of integration having the capacity to shape the 
meaning of the security of members. 

The EU’s meaning of security is also reflected in the “foreign 
policy” of the EU, regardless of the fact that common foreign and 
security policy remains purely on an intergovernmental level. The 
EU Security Strategy claims that ‘The quality of international soci-
ety depends on the quality of the governments that are its founda-
tion. The best protection of our security is a world of well-governed 
democratic states.’40 We have worked to build human security, by …
promoting good governance and human rights…41 

The greatest strength of the EU in exporting its values is the 
process of enlargement. ‘Frank Shimmelfennig, Stefan Enger and 
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Heiko Knobel have explored democratic conditionality based on 
neofunctionalist logic as the main mechanism through which in-
ternational organisations such as the EU induce non-member state 
to comply with their conditions.’42 Therefore, the Report on Imple-
mentation of the EU Security Strategy43 is right when stating that 
‘enlargement has spread democracy and prosperity across our con-
tinent, and the Balkans are changing for the better’. After all, it is the 
EC as supranational organ that sets accession criteria for potential 
members. Neofunctionalist theory is therefore embedded in EU se-
curity strategy. Additionally, the EU´s understanding of humani-
tarian intervention is a testament to the human security approach 
of the EU. 

Arising from our previous discussion, we can now identify, that 
human security is a concern for the EU for three reasons: moral, 
legal and enlightened self interest.44

These findings are an important point of division between the 
EU and ASEAN. In the case of the EU, the common identity puts 
more pressure on member governments, increases scrutiny over 
them and puts citizen first; in the case of ASEAN, the outcome is 
the opposite. ASEAN, as already mentioned, has rather helped to 
keep repressive regimes in power. The puzzle which needs to be 
solved now is to find reasons for this difference between the EU and 
ASEAN. This will be the goal of the next part of the paper.

Explaining the Reasons in Differences Bet ween the 
EU and ASEAN 

In order to discern the differences between our analysed cases 
further, I will apply the model developed by Cantory and Spiegel.45 
These authors identify variables which should be considered when 
defining any given area as a region. Such analysis is fully applicable 
in this given case and will, therefore, provide further explanations 
for the differences between the EU and ASEAN.

The box which follows illustrates the criteria proposed by the 
authors and indicates whether the analysed cases fulfill them.

Box: 1
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Criteria EU ASEAN

Geographic proximity YES YES

Intense interaction YES YES

Social cohesion YES NO

Political cohesion YES NO

Economic complementarity of recourses YES Partial

Autonomy from the international system YES Partial

Internal and external recognition YES YES

According to this table, the deeper integration of the EU can 
be explained by the fact that it shares all the variables which were 
identified by Cantori and Spiegel, for a group of states to become a 
region. A more coherent region has much higher prospects of deep 
integration and identification of its own values. This is not the case 
with ASEAN which does not fulfill the criteria of social and po-
litical cohesion and only partially fulfills the criteria of economic 
complementarity and autonomy from the international system. 

ASEAN is actually a very divergent body. The annual per cap-
ita incomes in Cambodia (1,913 U.S. dollars), Vietnam (2,957 U.S. 
dollars) or Laos (2,259 U.S. dollars) are much lower than those of 
Singapore (50,705 U.S. dollars), Thailand (8,004 U.S. dollars) and 
Malaysia (13,985 U.S. dollars ).46 Economically divergent states with 
diverse economic systems can hardly find common ground in eco-
nomic matters. The above mentioned principle is even illustrated 
in the current “EURO” crisis and the difficulties the EU is having in 
attempting to deal with the problem in a region which is economi-
cally on a different level of coherence compared to that of ASEAN. 
The economic systems of ASEAN members are not compatible and 
supranational economic integration, which might potentially spill 
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to other areas, cannot exist, and from an economic perspective, is 
even not desirable. 

Apart from these economic disparities, social, political and 
ideological differences are other impediments for deepening inte-
gration. Political differences are particularly evident as ASEAN con-
sists of members ranging from an absolute monarchy (Brunei) to 
semi-democratic or democratising societies (Thailand, the Philip-
pines, Indonesia) to authoritarian military regimes (Burma) and so-
cialist dictatorships (Laos, Vietnam).47 Such political differences are 
a major factor which results in ASEAN adopting a soft standpoint in 
the human rights sphere. 

Social disparities are also evident in various other indicators. 
For example: the proportion of rural dwellers in the total popula-
tion ranges from 0 percent in Singapore and Brunei to 85 percent in 
Laos; the average life expectancy of 74 years in Singapore to 51 years 
in Laos, and the adult literacy rate of 92 percent in Vietnam to 35 
percent in Cambodia.48 

The above mentioned differences are significant from the secu-
rity perspective as well. Given the limited resources that any organi-
zation may have to operate with, it has to decide on their allocation 
given the high number of possible threats. EU members are rich 
enough to allocate their security resources to a wider number of 
subjects/threats, which are often co-identified throughout the EU 
as an institution, compared to ASEAN. This factor also plays a ma-
jor role in the way the EU and ASEAN understand security. Based 
on this, it is possible to develop a thesis that the allocation of re-
sources is derived not only from the structure of the system and the 
values of SC, but is connected to the level of the resources as well. 
The difference here between the EU and ASEAN is a good example 
of that. 

Building on the above points, it can be argued that not only do-
mestic but structural factors too can give a birth to the SC; howev-
er its nature will remain determined by the nature of its members 
and the level of their coherence. In the EU, society is mainly based 
on cosmopolitan values whereas those of ASEAN are communitari-
an. The fact that ASEAN is an incoherent group of relatively young 
states precludes the creation of a supranational body which would 
be an engine of cooperation. Even if that were the case, the individ-
ual would probably not be a referent object of security in the case 
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of ASEAN, because as particular members are in different stages of 
state formation, compared to those of the EU, the concept of state 
or even regime security therefore prevails. 

The differences between our analysed cases also illustrate the 
fact that one theory of security cannot explain the development in 
both of them. For example, a neo-realist understanding of security, 
which places the state at the centre of the analysis and claims that 
whatever policy the state wishes to pursue, it will end up in securing 
itself, and not a different referent object anyway, which is the result 
of system constraint, would fail to explain the case of the EU. As 
the analysis suggests, the nature of EU member states influences 
the integration process and the understanding of security within 
the EU. On the other hand, neo-realism is fully equipped to explain 
the ASEAN case, where some states might prefer a different kind of 
integration but state security still prevails given the nature of the 
region and the nature of ASEAN states themselves. The EU case on 
the other hand can be better explained by the neo-liberal school 
which puts humans at the centre of security and claims that in some 
regions, it is possible to attain human security even in the anarchic 
world order.49 

Defining an Individual Security Community

In the previous part of this paper, we have indicated a number 
of differences between the EU and ASEAN and also found possible 
explanations for such differences. We have come to the conclusion 
that the existence of an SC increases security of the state but does 
not necessarily need to increase security of its citizens, let alone 
individual security. It is the nature of the SC members which de-
termines the values and policy the SC can deliver to the citizens of 
its member states. Without any doubt, the ASEAN SC is a decisive 
factor in creating a peaceful South East Asian region, but as we can-
not draw any parallels between the security of the state and the se-
curity of the people living on its territory, we can not claim that the 
existence of any SC will increase the internal stability and quality 
of life of its citizens. In the post modern understanding of security, 
ASEAN would not be perceived as an SC.

A number of significant differences exist between ASEAN and 
the EU; however, the current terminology on security communities 
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does not allow us to conceptualise such differences and to reflect 
them. For this reason, a new category of security communities, an 
individual security community, will be introduced in this chapter. 
By doing so, this paper will fill the gap in the classification of securi-
ty communities, bring a new analytical tool in their conceptualisa-
tion and eventually help us to understand them better.

An individual security community is a community of states 
which has created conditions for the maximalisation of human 
security within community of states where any kind of war is al-
ready unthinkable.

The definition says, that in order to view any SC as an individ-
ual SC, more than one state is needed (community), which has al-
ready developed the initial stage of being an SC, be it amalgamat-
ed, pluralistic, or comprehensive (war is already unthinkable), and 
where the referent object of security is predominantly the individ-
ual (maximalisation of individual security). Security against some 
threats, such as preventable disease or poverty, can be maintained 
through institutions so individuals can benefit from a very high lev-
el of security in this case. For other threats, where cause and effect 
relations are obscure, such as cancer, unemployment, crime, etc., 
security measures can be chancy at best.50 The security of both the 
individual and the state are therefore relative, and for that reason, 
the wording “created conditions for maximalisation…” has been 
chosen. The way in which states may create an individual SC has 
purposely not been mentioned in the definition. The USA and Can-
ada would qualify as individual SCs, but their path towards this has 
not been similar to that of the EU. However, more research would 
be needed to evaluate that. 

As individual represents the irreducible basic unit to which the 
concept of security can be applied;51 an individual SC is therefore 
the highest, or better, the deepest form of SC it is possible to attain 
within a group of states. This is the situation where individuals may 
enjoy a high degree of individual security in the region and where 
both inter state, as well as civil wars, are highly unlikely, meaning 
that security referent objects at the higher level are already secure. 

The following illustrative diagram, fits an individual SC into the 
existing typology of security communities, further enlarges it and 
suggests that the concept of an individual SC is methodologically 
compatible with the current typology of security communities de-
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veloped by Deutsch and further envisaged by other authors includ-
ing Väyrynen and Tusicisny.

	 Box 2: Conceptualisation of an Individual SC 

Referent object/s

Amalgamated or 
pluralistic SC State Group of people Individual 

Individual SC

Comprehensive SC

Interstate SC

The EU, as an institution, has managed not only to deepen, but 
also to broaden the meaning of security which is a process that is 
not taking place within ASEAN. Consequently, the EU more resem-
bles Galtung´s maximum approach to security where peace does 
not mean just absence of war but, in addition, the establishment of 
conditions for social justice.52

It is argued that shifting the security focus away from states 
towards individuals is not desirable nor even possible when struc-
tural and other fundamental threats exist. While these conditions 
persist, policies should be adopted to tackle those issues first. The 
argument is that those kinds of threats might potentially wipe out 
all other security concerns and measures.53 These lines of argument 
again testify that without certain structural conditions, the devel-
opment of an individual security community is very unlikely. 

The logic that the security of individuals is inevitably connected 
to the state so,54 the security of individuals is best attained through 
the security of the state does not hold in all cases. In other words 
“the security of the state is not necessarily synonymous to that of 
people who live within its physical boundaries.55 Moreover, some-
times there is no harmony between individual and national securi-



Cejiss
3-4/2012

324

ISSN 1802548X                                                                                                               9771802548012-97

ty. Being a citizen of a state within an interstate SC does not theo-
retically, and in some cases even practically imply an increase in the 
security of the citizen. It is only an individual SC which inevitably 
must have such an effect. This comparative study of ASEAN and the 
EU illustrates the meaning of these words in reality. 

Does the fact that ASEAN states are at a different level of de-
velopment imply that ASEAN may follow the European way in the 
future? This paper has provided some hints whether this can occur, 
but given the scope of the present paper, it will be left for further 
research. As of now, if ASEAN qualifies as a nascent SC then, the EU 
qualifies as a nascent individual SC.

Conclusion

The aim of present paper was to find differences in understand-
ing of the concept of security between the EU and ASEAN and to 
test the following hypothesis: Unlike ASEAN, the EU represents a 
security community, where not only war among members is un-
thinkable, but also conditions for the maximalisation of individual 
security are present. 

The method this paper has employed was a comparative analy-
sis of the EU and ASEAN. Firstly, the puzzle as to whether ASEAN 
qualifies for any kind of security community has had to be solved 
in order to proceed with further analysis. The result is that ASEAN 
may be characterised as an organization which is moving away from 
being a security regime towards being a security community, which 
means that ASEAN is a nascent security community. 

This implies that both the EU and ASEAN qualify as pluralistic 
security communities which shape the preference of players, so that 
interstate conflict is very unlikely if not unthinkable. However, such 
information does not tell us the whole picture because it does not 
include information about the meaning of the security concept for 
the members. As has been argued, whereas in the case of the EU, the 
individual is the predominant security referent object, in the case 
of ASEAN, it is the state or regime. In practice, this is an enormous 
difference between these communities with huge implications for 
individuals to be a member of one or the other community. 

Therefore this paper has argued that the current typology of se-
curity communities is not equipped to grasp the difference between 
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the analysed subjects. This problem has been solved by introducing 
a new category of security community: the individual security com-
munity, which helps us to capture the different natures of the EU 
and ASEAN. This is also a step for the conceptualisation of security 
communities in general.

According to the findings, although ASEAN plays a very positive 
role in the security of the region, it is nowhere close to the develop-
ments which have taken place in the EU. As has been illustrated, it 
is the European Commission which has been, and is, the engine of 
such development and which secures the values of the community, 
sometimes at the expense of some members. Therefore, the nonex-
istence of a similar body in ASEAN has considerable implications. 
Indeed, it will take some time for ASEAN to create a genuine in-
terstate security community. The hypothesis of the paper therefore 
holds. 

Further research needs to be done in order to fully explain the 
concept of an individual security community; this was not the aim 
of this paper though. However, I hope that this paper has at least 
helped us to better understand this phenomenon and has laid the 
ground for further research into it.
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