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Introduction 

   Words do not always reflect reality.  At the same time, however, changing realities often produce   new concepts to suit the new situation.  What about the new terms of regionalism in East Asia such as “East Asian Community” or “ASEAN Community”, which have become increasingly popular in official statements with regard to East and Southeast Asia where there is much diversity in political system, religion and ethnicity?  In addition, there are much material gaps and emotional hurdles in the region to create a regional community. For instance, there are gaps in economic income, IT literacy, state-society relations in the region, and there are emotional hurdles that are originated from shared memories of the past and/or from the unresolved border disputes. 

With all such diversity, gaps and emotional hurdles in the region, there are emerging significant changes toward creating a regional identity that is based on values of human rights. If this new trend grows, it may be able to prove that political and social diversity is not an impediment in enhancing a regional identity in East Asia.  At least the rhetoric like “East Asian Community” or “ASEAN Community” is interesting not because such regional community has already come true but because the state leaders officially announced that it is their shared goal and shared-interest to create a regional community.  In fact, such process of regional cooperation and policy coordination has been accelerating since the late 1990s.

Those new terms of regional community in East Asia are significant in the following two senses:  First, it accompanies emerging institutionalization of normative values and shared interest for which regional multilateral arrangements, not by individual state policies, can serve more effectively.  The rapid development of the ASEAN Plus Three process implies that as market economies become convergent in the region, it becomes more necessary for states to coordinate policies in other market-related sectors such as cooperation of human resources development, environment and labor migration.  Since the joint statement on “East Asian Community” in November 1999, policy dialogue for human resources development has become one of the important agendas in the ministerial meetings in East and Southeast Asian countries.  

 ASEAN, too, adopted the “Vision 2020” in December 1997, and for that purpose they adopted Hanoi Plan of Action in 1998 and “ASEAN Concord II” in 2003 in which it is declared that “An ASEAN Community shall be established comprising three pillars, political and security cooperation, economic cooperation and socio-cultural cooperation” and that “ASEAN shall continue to foster a community of caring societies and promote a common regional identity”
.   

Second, it implies an interesting question as to whether and how the traditional concept of “community” in Asian societies can adapt to the globalization in the 21st century.  Needless to say, “community” is not a new concept in Asia, but actually it has been more deeply rooted in local societies and it has much older history than that of sovereign states in Asia.  The problem was that generally speaking such community was feudal, hierarchical, often based on non-scientific practices, and scarcely had modern Western values of respect for individual rights and political participation.

 At present, however, what the regional community is meant is different from such traditional concept of “community” in Asia.  The concept at present is based on liberal civil society in which basic norms are guaranteed, such as individual civil rights, political participation, rule of law, and scientific rationality in social behavior.  However, even if globalization structurally transforms part of societies in Asia, it is hard to imagine that Asian societies will be totally transformed into the copies of the Western societies.  In this sense, the answer to the question above is likely to depend on a way how   “ASEAN community” or “East Asian Community” will develop the adjustment to globalization by maintaining cultural and behavioral patterns of traditional community in Asia. 

   Based on this perception, this presentation discusses the following three points. 

First, there have emerged positive prospects in creating a regional community in Southeast Asia. Among such emerging signals, this paper picks up, first, normative values on human rights, second, the prospect of institutionalization of human rights mechanism both at the domestic and regional levels, and third, an emerging new pattern of interactions between governments and civil society groups in the region. Will these new positive prospect contribute to a creation of a new regional identity not only at the governmental level but also at the society level based on normative values? 

Second, even so, there remains much difficulty both in principle and in taking actions to launch a tangible regional mechanism on human security issues such as human rights and conflict prevention. The principle of state sovereignty, namely non-interference in domestic matters, which has been the crucial principle in state relations in the region, is one of the factors of such difficulty.  

Third, in concluding remarks, based on the first and second points above, prospects of enhancing a regional identity and a regional mechanism of ASEAN for human security is discussed. 

Ｉ． Positive Aspects for enhancing a regional identity as ASEAN community     

   Since the early 1990s constructive approach toward creating a regional identity of ASEAN in the political, economic and social context has been in motion.  In the political context, above all, the 1991 Cambodian Peace Accord paved the way for peace in the country and for a rapprochement between ASEAN and the three Indochina countries, which enabled the latter to become members of ASEAN.  In the economic context, after the fourth ASEAN Summit in Singapore in 1992 when the idea of an ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA)
 was adopted, there is much progress on regional economic cooperation. Particularly after the currency crisis, not only the AFTA scheme but also bilateral FTA negotiations with external states have been accelerated. 

 　Perhaps more remarkable changes have emerged in the social-political context in the 1990s.  The Singapore Summit also initiated the idea of “functional cooperation” in human security issues such as anti-drug trafficking and environmental protection.  However, the meetings of human rights NGOs in the Asia-Pacific region in Bangkok and subsequently the Vienna World Conference on Human Rights in 1993 were a turning point in the following three points. 

First, it became a remarkable starting point of regional networking among NGOs in Asia Pacific. After that, human rights NGOs in Thailand and Malaysia, in particular, began to commit themselves to critically domestic problems of other states, such as the East Timor problem during the 1990s and even some NGOs sent members to Election monitoring in Indonesia in the 1990s.  

   Second, these meetings were impressive in the sense that all ASEAN states representatives participated, adopted the Vienna Declaration and Program of Action.  Also, these meetings were interesting in the sense that ASEAN countries took a “relativist” position and wanted to subject human rights to national particularities, while accepting the universality of human rights
. 

 Third, these meetings in 1993 have left great impacts on human rights NGOs in the region and triggered the formation of national commissions on human rights in the ASEAN countries, though not all of them at present.  In other words, institutionalization of human rights commissions began from within, by the internal civil society groups who have regional and international networks that have grown remarkably in the 1990s.  

 There are positive aspects in these changes in the last decade for enhancing a regional identity in the three senses: increasingly shared values related to human rights, institutionalization of such normative values both at the domestic and regional level, and a new pattern of behavior and interactions between governments and civil society groups in the region.  

 1. Shared normative values   

After the end of the Cold War, ASEAN has become appreciated, perhaps too generously by the external actors who have a keen interest in Asia Pacific security cooperation, for its way of consensus- making based on mutual respect of sovereignty, non-interference in domestic affairs and the rule of non-use of force for conflict resolution.  In fact no inter-state armed conflict has occurred since it was established.  Though there remain a number of unresolved territorial disputes including the maritime area in the region, a new approach has emerged in the region to seek the resolution of maritime border disputes by accepting the decision of ICJ.  If the official statements are full of rhetoric which often looks far from reality, such repeated confirmation of normative values since 1967 over more than 3 decades have produced a great achievement, of which Zone of Peace, Freedom and Neutrality (ZOPFAN) in 1971, Treaty of Amity and Cooperation (TAC) in 1976 and Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone in 1995 are significant products of such key principles. 

 However, such solidarity-making process was not really based on a regional community before the 1990s, because ASEAN at that time consisted of the governments that shared the same ideological stance and developmentalist approach in the region. In this sense, it was after the early 1990s that the solidarity-making process on a true regional basis has become real. Significant incidents for enhancing shared values of a regional community since the early 1990s were the Cambodian Peace Accord, subsequently the participation of Vietnam in ASEAN, the two Human Rights conferences in 1993 in Bangkok and Vienna respectively, “ASEAN Vision 2020” which was adopted in late 1997 at the time of the currency crises, the Hanoi Plan of Action which has a six-year timeframe from 1999 to 2004, and “ASEAN Concord II” which was meant to materialize the “Vision 2020”.  

In the “Vision 2020” which was adopted at the 1997 Kuala Lumpur informal summit of heads of government, they foresee “vibrant and open ASEAN societies consistent with their respective national identities, where all people enjoy equitable access to opportunities for total human development regardless of gender, race, religion, language, or social and cultural background."
 It notes, particularly, the need for a socially cohesive and caring ASEAN to eradicate poverty, cooperation to address environmental pollution, drug trafficking, trafficking in women and children and other transnational crimes, and greater participation of the people including the civil society. 

However, in terms of policy implementation, ASEAN at the collective governmental level has not taken any initiative on the issue of human rights.  Though ASEAN Inter-Parliamentary Organisation (AIPO) adopted the Human Rights Declaration of AIPO in 1993, human rights was suggested in the light of “national stability,” which provided much room for justifying restrictions on human rights. This ambivalence of the human rights principles in the region came from claims that the national priority should be put on regime stability, national integration, poverty reduction, and on the rights of community and the duties of the individual rather than the rights of the individual. This type of assertion was often intended by the authority to justify the authoritarian regime, but is less widely accepted now particularly after the currency crisis and the fall of Suharto regime in Indonesia in 1998.  
In terms of individual policies of ASEAN countries, however, there are new developments. It should be noted that ASEAN adopted the Declaration on the Advancement of Women in the ASEAN region in 1988, and in 1993 it adopted the ASEAN Plan of Action for Children, with recommendations for more protection and development. At present all 10 countries of ASEAN are parties to the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), a key international human rights treaty.
 All ASEAN countries except Brunei are also members of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW). Parties to the two International Covenants, on Civil and Political Rights, and on Economic, Social and Cultural rights, are five countries each 
. 

2. Institutionalization and regionalization of human rights mechanism 

(National Institutions)
Despite ambivalent features in the concepts of human rights, there are several constructive developments in state-society relations in the process of institutionalization of, and commitments to, human rights commissions.  Though regional human rights mechanism does not exist, national human rights mechanisms have been established in Philippines, Indonesia, Malaysian and Thailand. At the beginning of this process, the UN-sponsored meeting in Paris in 1991 adopted the guidelines on national human rights commissions. But the direct impacts on this dynamics came at the time of the Vienna conference, except the Philippine case, because it was primarily the decision of the governments to set up those commissions for the sake of diplomatic considerations. The ASEAN Ministerial (Foreign Ministers) meeting in 1993 stated that ASEAN should also consider the establishment of an appropriate regional mechanism on human rights in their joint statement in 1993.

In this paper, however, it is not necessary to refer to organizational structure and functions of those national commissions
. It is suffice to say that national commissions on human rights in the four countries in Southeast Asia have enhanced much state-society interactions and that they have been closely working with local civil society groups. Among them, the Philippines commission was the earliest, as its predecessor was established in 1986 and it was reorganized as the Commission on Human Rights in 1987. It was possible primarily because the Philippines has generously guaranteed civil rights by laws and has seen the well-organized network of NGOs, though poverty and social structure still hinder a number of the population from enjoying such civil rights.

Then, National commission on human rights was established in Indonesia by Presidential Decision in early June 1993, shortly before the World Conference in Vienna. At the beginning it was obviously meant to be a diplomatic gesture toward the western world, and the domestic reaction was cynical. It is fair to say, however, that it has obtained the reputation of being neutral and fair. After the fall of Suharto, it has taken active initiatives in enacting laws on human rights issues and in investigating the massive violence committed by the military and/or police in East Timor, Aceh and others. Also immediately after the fall of Suharto, the national commission on violence against women (Komisi Nasional Anti Kekerasan terhadap Perempuan: Komnas Perempuan) was established, and more recently the national committee for the protection of children (Komnas Perlindungan Anak: Komnas PA) was established based on the law no.22, 2002, on the protection of children. 

In Malaysia, the idea to set up a human rights commission in Malaysia (Suruhanjaya Hak Asasi Manusia Malaysia: Suhakam) was announced by the government in 1999, which surprised human rights NGOs. Subsequently 34 human rights NGOs in Malaysia including Aliran, Hakam and Suaram submitted their memorandum to the government and showed their concern over the prospect of Suhakam, though they did not reject the idea of establishing Suhakam. This idea was at first severely criticized by one of the leading opposition leaders, Lim Kit Siang, as being “alibi” to conceal the human rights abuses by the authority, especially in the previous year former Deputy Prime Minister, Anwar Ibrahim was sacked and arrested in September 1998
.  Malaysia as well as Singapore has a proportionally larger population of middle class than Philippines and Thailand, but a middle-class led social movement has been rare and NGOs are not so active as they are in the latter countries.  

 In Thailand, the details of the national commission on human rights are stipulated in Chapter 6 of the 1997 Constitution. What was remarkable was that from the law-making process of the commission to the screening process of the 11 members was all proceeded by holding dialogues or workshops of governmental agencies, intellectuals and NGOs. As it was launched in July 2001, it is too early to say about the achievement but the Thai commission and Thai human rights NGOs are active members in promoting the regional human rights mechanism.    

 With regard to the functions of these relatively new national institutions, there are three features in common as follows.  First, the political process of establishing these institutions has brought new interactions in state-society relations. However, it depends on the political will of the state to what extent they allow civil society groups to participate in decision-making process. If participation of civil society groups is stipulated in Constitutions, such as Philippines and Thailand, national institutions on human rights enjoy wider cooperation with NGOs.  Second, the primary function of these commissions is investigation of human rights violations and submitting policy recommendations to the administration or parliament.  Then, it eventually depends on the willingness and capacity of the administration or parliament to what extent such recommendations are transformed into formal regulations or policies. Third, in parallel with these national institutions there is a motion to set up an ASEAN regional mechanism and also a wider networking as is mentioned below.  

(The Working Group for an ASEAN Human Rights Mechanism)

Much efforts has been made for the establishment of an ASEAN human rights mechanism after  the 1993 World Conference on Human Rights in Vienna. Not only in the ASEAN region, they met in Australia in 1996 and in India in 1997 and adopted declarations to promote greater capacity-building of these institutions by means of education, training and information collection and dissemination.
 After many meetings and workshops in the ASEAN participants from governments and NGOs, the idea of establishing a Working Group for an ASEAN Human Rights Mechanism was discussed at a workshop in Kuala Lumpur in June 1997.  After the Kuala Lumpur Workshop in 1997, the process of establishing a regional human rights mechanism started
.  Also since 1996 the Working Groups has held meetings with ASEAN ministers/senior officials, and with civil society groups in the region (see Appendix 1).  

This process has tried to link ASEAN governmental level and civil society groups for the common purpose and it is steadily moving forward. Since the 29th ASEAN Ministerial Meeting in 1996 they have held dialogues with the Working Group.  Subsequent ASEAN Ministerial Meetings recognized the importance of continuing the dialogues with the Working Group on the need to establish a regional human rights mechanism.  In a follow-up meeting in Bangkok in 1998, they formulated Synopsis of a Policy Initiative for the Establishment of an ASEAN Human Rights Mechanism
. The Foreign Ministers, during the 34th ASEAN Ministerial Meeting in Hanoi, acknowledged the efforts of the Working Group in convening of the first Workshop for an ASEAN Regional Mechanism on Human Rights in Jakarta on 5-6 July 2001. Since, the four Workshops have been held (Appendix 1). 

 The Working Group submitted the Plan of Action for the establishment of an ASEAN Human Rights Mechanism to the ASEAN Senior Officials meeting in June 2003. This is a product of the Third Workshop in Bangkok in May 2003.  This Plan seeks to broaden its support base: AIPO, ASEAN People’s Assembly which is mentioned later, national human rights commissions, and civil society groups in the region. Also it seeks to establish a Southeast Asian Center for Human Rights to provide training education, database building, information exchange, networking, capacity building to national human rights commissions.  Issues discussed in the workshops were human trafficking, migrant workers, intra-state conflicts
. 

In the fourth workshop in Jakarta, they welcomed the “ASEAN Concord II” saying that it “contains the concept of an ASEAN Security Community (ASC) which provides an important conceptual framework for the realization an ASEAN Human Rights Mechanism
”.  Also it is said that practical measures towards the eventual establishment of the ASEAN Human rights mechanism were considered, such as enhancing cooperation in human rights education in the region. If a human rights mechanism is to be established, the Working Groups proposes a number of options for such ASEAN Human Rights Mechanism. Among them are options of Establishment of an ASEAN Human Rights Commission, an ASEAN Human Rights Committee of Ministers or Assembly of Heads of Governments
. 
What is interesting in this process at present is not whether it comes true or not but that the process of discussing a new institution symbolizes an emerging sense of regional identity.  They share essential features of a future regional institution based on pluralism of composition of the members, accessibility to reach out to those who are marginalized, accountability including transparency of process, sustainability by means of adequate staff and resources, efficacy of remedying violations by way of prosecutions and enforcing court decisions
.  This process also impresses that debating “Asian values versus Western values” in the early 1990s has shifted to a new stage in which wiling members of the ASEAN region try to set up a human rights mechanism from within and for their societies, not to repel the Western pressure . 

3. Active participation of civil society groups for enhancing human security at a regional level   

At the ASEAN level, there are policies that help promote human rights, even though not directly titled “human rights”. These include the 1993 ASEAN Plan of Action against child exploitation, and the 1988 Declaration of the Advancement of Women in the ASEAN Region.  There are also programs on drug-trafficking and trans-border environmental problems.

There are much more activities, however, for promoting human rights from the side of NGOs and their networks in the ASEAN region, such as ASIANET and Forum-Asia. These range from training, education to advocacy and monitoring. Sometimes they work in cooperation with governmental agencies and international organizations. Interestingly efforts are made from civil society groups to set another “Track II” approach trying to link themselves to ASEAN officials and to bring a new paradigm of governance, social development and human security in the official agenda. For instance, in November 2000 the first ASEAN People’s Assembly (APA) was held in Batam, Indonesia. It was meant to create a number of regional networks that are issue-specific.  In 2002, the second ASEAN People’s Assembly was held in Bali on the theme, “We the ASEAN Peoples and Our Challenges.
.”  It is such dynamics of civil society groups that contribute to creating a regional identity by making efforts of advocating human security issues and keeping dialogues for the institutionalization of a regional human rights mechanism. 

II. Indonesia problems as challenges to a new regional community  

With all such positive changes toward a new regional identity and institutionalization, if we look at the national and local situation in the region, such ideas of a regional human rights mechanism seems to be irrelevantly remote.  It is particularly true in the case of Indonesia that has undergone fundamental changes in political system and freedom of civil rights since 1998, but at the same time there have emerged or surfaced a number of problems in addition to the currency crisis. 

 It is not a purpose of this paper to discuss the details of those problems in Indonesia but for the sake of argument on the possible commitment in the regional framework, it is necessary to show the category of various problems which Indonesia has been faced after the “Reformasi” era since 1998.

 The first category is problems that are crucially linked to the state structure. In this category, there are four main problems at present.  The two of them are area-specific issues of vertical relations: the protracted armed conflict for independence in Aceh, where the Indonesian military has failed in getting hearts and minds of the local people, and persistent orientation of ethnic identity in Papua, though the level of armed conflict there is less-organized than Aceh, but it tends to influence the diplomatic relations with Australia. The other two are issue-specific problems: prospects of decentralization at the national and local level, and lack of public trust toward the governance quality of state apparatus including the judicial system. 

  The second category is problems of horizontal relations at large: the serious problems are such ethnic antagonism between the indigenous and new-comers in Kalimantan and religious suspicion easily agitated to violence in Maluku. Also in central Sulawesi there has occurred violence repeatedly.  In addition, there is a problem of organized private violence, some of which are related to the military.   

The third category is problems of a transnational nature: piracy on the strait of Malacca, labor migrants particularly in Malaysia, environmental issues, and the terrorist network of Jemaah Islamiah, to mention a few problems.  

Clearly if Indonesia is faced with such various difficulties, the new regional identity as well as new prospects of institutionalization mentioned above is not likely to gain a true momentum, though Indonesia is not a sole factor of developing a regional identity.  However, a collective approach of ASEAN toward Indonesia has been carefully refrained so far, with an exception of the haze problem.

The essential reason is the principle of non-interference in domestic affairs of the ASEAN countries. In the last three decades it may be sufficient, but in the contemporary situation of emerging regionalism  at the level of market, governmental relations and civil society groups, a new paradigm and new approaches are required to help conflict resolution and prevention in Indonesia at the regional level, while maintaining the principle of sovereignty and the non-interference principle.  

    For that purpose, toward the third category issues there can be much more regional initiatives to indirectly help mitigate the difficulties of Indonesia, and actually there have been efforts by ASEAN.  The most tangible efforts among them are those for the haze problem. With regard to the immigration at large a comprehensive Work Program for all the 10 countries was adopted at the 6th meeting of ASEAN Director-General of Immigration Departments in 2002. However, regarding undocumented migrant workers, multilateral negotiations had been rare until 1999 when a regional official meeting was held by the Thai government, to which representatives of the 18 countries and a Special Administrative Region
 unanimously adopted the Bangkok Declaration on Irregular Migration 
, though key recommendations such as establishing regional migration arrangement have not been carried out.   

    But the bilateral issue of labor migration has repeatedly become a source of friction between Malaysia and Indonesia since 1980s
. It is primarily because their relations are complementary; Indonesia having push factors and Malaysia having pull factors, in addition to psychological closeness based on the almost same language, common ethnicity and religion between Malays and Indonesian locals. This proximity reduces the pressure to move, and the cultural affinity was thought to reduce the likelihood of conflicts. However, it has caused social and diplomatic tensions these days and each time the diplomatic reactions are taken at the bilateral level only.  
    Compared with the third category, the second category issues are practically less possible and less effective to officially intervene at the ASEAN level. However, it seems to be possible to pursue alternative approaches toward conflict prevention and post-conflict rehabilitation. For instance, the World Bank study on conflicts in Indonesia, based on a data set of conflict incidence across all of Indonesian 69,000 villages, shows positive correlations with conflict and changes of social and economic sources of incomes
. In this major trend of decentralization, local conflicts need an empirical framework to analyze potential links between such conflicts and inequality, deprivation at the community-level. This is sensitive from the sovereignty principle, but at least willing members of ASEAN can contribute to conflict prevention by doing joint research on social-economic factors of horizontal conflict and/or by giving assistance to research institutions, either at the governmental level or at the Track II level. Success of decentralization in Indonesia would have an enormous contribution to ASEAN as a model of ethnic diversity, political pluralism and social cohesiveness.  

   Unlike these issues, the issue of separatism is difficult to think of regional cooperation, because it is related to the core structure of state.  ASEAN has strictly abided the principle of non-interference in domestic affairs with regard to these issues of Indonesia.  Though there have been held ASEAN-UN conferences on preventive diplomacy every year since 2001, and in the third conference Dr. Surin Pitsuwan, former Foreign Minister of Thailand, gave interesting recommendation of “Flexible Consensus Principle
”, it is not likely for ASEAN to take such actions toward Indonesia at present. 

   However, in terms of governance and law-enforcement, which is also deeply rooted to the core state structure, three different approaches seem to be possible within the ASEAN context either separately or jointly.  First, it is a regional approach at the governmental level by enhancing regional framework on intra-state conflict prevention, for which it is needed to improve a lack of political will of cooperation and coordination among the member states.  The other two approaches are:  Track II approach for producing effective policy recommendations, and Civil Society approach to reach out local community for urgent assistance, primary investigation of truth findings and reconciliation.  
Concluding remarks 

Institutionalization is not a panacea for creating a new regional identity or for contributing to conflict resolution, particularly intra-state conflicts. However, shared normative values need to be translated into something more tangible and predictable. For that purpose regional institutions are in a position to enhance a regional identity and to create a culture of “conflict prevention”. How they can deal with the current Indonesian problems would be tough but important challenges to the purpose of  creating ASEAN Security Community.  In this sense, the emerging trends of civil society network and efforts of institutionalization of an ASEAN human rights mechanism in Southeast Asia mentioned above have positive prospects in the long run in this era of globalization.       
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Informal Workshop on an ASEAN Human Rights Mechanism (Manila), the first Preparatory meeting  

2nd Workshop Preparatory meeting (Manila) 

3rd Workshop Preparatory meeting (Bangkok)

4th Workshop Preparatory meeting (Jakarta ) / Joint meeting with Foreign Ministers of Indonesia, 

Malaysia and Bruinei Darussalam

5th Workshop Preparatory meeting (Kuala Lumpur) 

Workshop toward an ASEAN Human Rights Mechanism (Kuala Lumpur) 

The ASEAN Vision 2020（Kuala Lumpur）

Workshop for National Institutes on Human rights in Asia （Kuala Lumpur）

Workshop on a Concept paper on an ASEAN Human Rights Mechanism (Bangkok) 
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�  V.Muntarbhorn, A Sourcebook for Reporting under the Convention on the Rights of the Child , Bangkok: UNICEF EAPRO and Child Rights ASIANET, 1997. 


� They are Cambodia, Laos, Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam.   


� The Joint Communiqué of the Twenty-Sixth ASEAN Ministerial Meeting, Singapore, 23-25 July 1993. 


� This writer has been interested in such state-society new relations related to human rights issues since the Indonesian human rights commissions (Komnas HAM) was established in 1993, and has once made a survey of the four similar commissions in Southeast Asia. See, Motoko Shuto,”National Human Rights Commissions and Civil Society in Southeast Asia”(in Japanese), Leviathan vol.31, 2002, pp.63-89. 
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