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Post-Crisis World Order:  
Security, Economy, Environment, and Culture 

 
In the post-Cold War era, international politics 
reached a major turning point with the 9/11 terror 
attacks, years later in 2008 it once again entered a 
new period of change facing the greatest economic 
crisis since the Great Depression of 1929. Follow-
ing the economic crisis, the global order is ex-
pected to move from the world of unipolar U.S. to 
a more complex world. This new complex order 
will neither be identified as a bipolar G2 with the 
U.S. and China nor as a multipolar order 
represented by the G8 or G20. Unlike previous eras, 
this change to a complex order will not result in 
the mere shift of poles at the state level, but will 
witness the shifting of power toward transnational 
organizations, supranational unions, and non-state 
actors. These protagonists will take on a new form 
of multilayered complexity. Simultaneously, the 
international stage is changing from one based on 
a simple “military-economy” dichotomy to a three-
fold complex stage. This includes a base stage of 
information/knowledge, a central stage of security, 
economy, environment and culture, and finally a 
top stage of politics. (See Figure 1.) This new com-
plex era will no longer be rooted in either conflict 
or cooperation but will display all elements of con-
flict, cooperation, and symbiotic relations. 

In the post-crisis era, framing the world order 
from the perspective of complexity will be an essen-
tial step toward establishing South Korea’s future 
diplomacy, security, and unification strategies. With 
this in mind, the East Asia Institute’s National Secu-
rity Panel (NSP) launched its “Post-Crisis World 
Order” project in 2010 to assess the major changes 
in the post-crisis order at the global, regional 
(Northeast Asia), and local (Korean Peninsula) level. 
This special report focuses on the core pillars of se-
curity, economy, environment, and culture.  

Figure 1 The complex post-crisis structure of in-
ternational politics 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

1. Security 
 

Post-Crisis Change in International Security: The 
Response of the United States and its Security 
Implications 

 
Up until the current period, the crucial elements of 
change in international security can be summa-
rized as the power change among the major actors, 
change in the nature of war, change in the structure 
of the economy, and the entrance of core actors 
following regional integration. The recent appear-
ance of a complex world order linked to “the rise of 
the rest” and a multi-centered/non-centered net-
work world order are putting pressure on the need 
for change in both understanding the security 
threats and developing military strategies. 
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The Global Financial Crisis is creating further 
multi-polarization of the international order. Ri-
chard Haas, President of the Council on Foreign 
Relations, has defined the characteristic of the in-
ternational order in the twenty-first century as the 
“age of non-polarity.”1 In such an order no one, 
two, or multiple states are dominant; rather it con-
sists of various actors that possess diverse types of 
power. It is possible to say that the structure of 
non-polarity will lead to an international network 
order, becoming a widespread phenomenon. In the 
military security dimension it has already brought 
about multimodal, multivariant and multinodal 
aspects or hybrid threats. Such a complex security 
environment requires a “whole-of-government 
(whole-of-nation)” approach which combines all 
components of national power including military 
power. The Obama administration believes that 
transnational problems in the twenty-first century 
world order can only be solved through a network 
approach. 

The Obama administration’s National Security 
Strategy 20102 stated its goal for rebuilding Amer-
ican leadership as “building at home, shaping 
abroad.” In order for this to succeed the United 
States must see the world as it is and respond ac-
cordingly. The truth is that no country can manage 
all global problems by itself. Washington must pre-
pare for the future through cooperation with coun-
tries capable of bringing about change. A look at 
the U.S. Department of Defense’s recent strategy 
review reports, such as the Quadrennial Defense 
Review, Nuclear Posture Review, and Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense Review, show how the United States 
                                          
1 Richard N. Haas. 2008. “The Age of Non-Polarity,” 
Foreign Affairs. 87(3): 44-56. 
2 National Security Strategy 2010, White House, 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/rss_vie
wer/national_security_strategy.pdf (accessed April 
2010) 

generally defines the type and range of threat, and 
instead of choosing a single method to deal with it 
they propose flexible strategies according to the 
situation and context.  

Ever since the financial crisis, there have been 
two identifiable factors regulating American strat-
egy. The first factor is the rise of China and its ag-
gressive conversion; the second is domestic politi-
cal pressures related to reducing the national de-
fense budget and the Obama administration’s do-
mestic agenda. The rise of China has been judged 
to be the greatest challenge for American diploma-
cy in the following decades, and the administration 
has identified relations with China as its most im-
portant bilateral relationship. Washington wants 
Beijing to take on a more constructive role in the 
current international order; however concerns re-
main on its rapid military modernization. China 
has been expanding its strategic capabilities to 
reach the Indian Ocean and Western Pacific, while 
the military balance with Taiwan is steadily going 
in China’s favor despite increasing economic ex-
changes across the Straits. The United States is also 
concerned about China’s enhancing capability fo-
cused on “anti-access/area-denial.” The failure to 
adapt to these new strategies will limit the U.S. 
movements in the region.  

The other constraining factor that the United 
States faces is the pressure to make cuts in the na-
tional defense budget. This is certainly an afteref-
fect of the protracted wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
but apart from this it is clearly abnormal for a sin-
gle country to account for almost half of the 
world’s total defense spending. Furthermore, fol-
lowing the financial crisis it will be difficult for the 
national defense budget to continue expanding in 
the way it has been doing. Still it would appear that 
the U.S. defense budget will not be facing consider-
able curtailments any time soon since its remains 
committed to the war efforts in Afghanistan.  
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The U.S. response is indeed its own choice, 
but a large part of it is also due to the inevitable 
change in the international environment. An econ-
omy in recession, President Obama’s declining 
public support, and the negative results from the 
2010 mid-term elections are all simultaneously 
functioning as factors for change. The future now 
depends on how swiftly the United States carries 
out “Building at Home” and recovers its confidence 
through “Shaping Abroad.” In this context, South 
Korea must search for a new vision that will allow 
it to cope with strategic adjustments by the United 
States as well as China’s increasing importance in 
Northeast Asia.  

 
 

The Prospects for East Asian Security in the Post-
Crisis Era 

 
The future security environment in East Asia will 
be influenced in several ways: the continued U.S 
effort to maintain its global influence, China’s 
strategy to expand its influence in the region, the 
two countries’ reciprocal interactions, the capacity 
for resource mobilization which effects their stra-
tegic decisions, and the corresponding reaction of 
East Asian countries. In particular, the financial 
crisis is proving to have had a far more negative 
effect on the resource mobilization capacity of the 
United States than on China. The financial crisis 
has further created anxieties toward the U.S.-
centered political economic structure, weakening 
the justification and reliance on the so-called un-
ipolar world order that prevailed during the twenty 
years following the end of the Cold War. With 
China continuously maintaining a high growth 
rate even after the financial crisis and becoming 
the greatest holder of American debt, the relative 
decline of the United States in the economic sector 
is now an undeniable reality. China has increasing-

ly asserted itself in East Asia and this new posture 
highlights the potential for confrontation in U.S.-
China relations. Following the financial crisis, East 
Asia’s security environment will not go through a 
fundamental change that involves drastic shifts in 
power. Rather the effects of the crisis will be felt in 
an indirect but comprehensive way that will have 
an impact on East Asian countries’ perspectives 
and resource mobilizing capacities in the mid to 
long run. 

It is still unclear whether future U.S.-China re-
lations in East Asia will show a confrontation over 
influence or comprehensive cooperation to meet 
transnational security challenges. However, if the 
two countries were to succeed in re-identifying 
each other’s interests in terms of common goals in 
the region, within a multilateral cooperative net-
work, it would be possible to expect stability in 
East Asia. Of course there are certain pitfalls; firstly 
regarding short-term policy, it is really hard to find 
common ground between the “offshore balancing 
strategy” of the United States and China’s policies 
for defending its “core interests.” Secondly, the fi-
nancial crisis may lead to strengthened bilateral 
interdependence, but it could also lead to deteri-
orating security relations between the two as the 
crisis has incited unilateral approaches. 

The Cheonan incident is a very good example 
of this kind of pitfall. The tug-of-war between the 
two regarding the ROK-U.S. joint military exercis-
es in the Yellow Sea which included the participa-
tion of the USS George Washington aircraft carrier 
revealed the intense power struggle between them. 
This was very different from their previous official 
position towards each other, which included China 
as a “responsible stakeholder.” It is possible to say 
that the United States successfully maintained its 
influence in this region following the Cheonan in-
cident and its subsequent strong measures of sup-
port for South Korea. The relocation issue of the 
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U.S. Marine Corps base in Okinawa also concluded 
in a favorable way to the United States. Meanwhile 
China also tried to secure its influence in the re-
gion. By expressing strong opposition toward the 
joint U.S.-ROK exercises in the Yellow Sea and the 
subsequent modification in the scale of the exer-
cises, China successfully secured respect from the 
United States that the Yellow Sea was under their 
exclusive area of influence. This case clearly shows 
that the two countries have no intention of giving 
up their respective influence in East Asia. We can 
then expect that the logic of balance of power will 
prevail for some time in the region.  

In this regard, it would be inappropriate and 
naive to expect that the future military security 
order in East Asia will not experience conflict be-
cause the Cold War-era has ended. It is always 
possible that tension can increase in the areas 
where the parties’ core interest is not at stake. Al-
though the Global Financial Crisis had an impact 
on slowing down military buildup in the region, 
the recent provocations by North Korea has cast a 
negative effect back on the region. However, it is 
important to remember that it can be not only ex-
pensive but also dangerous to pursue unilateral 
security as it can easily fall into the pitfall of a secu-
rity dilemma. Long-term security can be estab-
lished through multilateral cooperation. If this ba-
sic principle could be widely shared among East 
Asian countries, it could be possible to manage 
security relations in the region more effectively. 

 
 

The Post-Crisis Era and Change in the Korean 
Peninsula’s Security Order 

 
The rise of China and the change in its relationship 
with the United States has a greater influence on 
the Korean Peninsula than in the global or regional 
(East Asia) spheres. This will be particularly felt in 

the case of the U.S-ROK alliance, the North Korean 
nuclear crisis, and the peace building process in 
Northeast Asia. As a result the security order that 
has existed on the Korean Peninsula since the end 
of the Cold War relying upon a unipolar United 
States might face fundamental change. It will be 
necessary to analyze the local security environment 
on the Korean Peninsula under a new global and 
regional order. 

To begin with, the U.S.-ROK alliance has been 
expanding its role in line with the Obama adminis-
tration’s National Security Strategy 2010 and the 
U.S.-ROK Joint Vision Statement. While promot-
ing the “Koreanization” of South Korea’s defense on 
the Korean Peninsula through adjustments in the 
U.S.-ROK alliance, the United States has been en-
couraging Korea’s active participation by also ex-
panding the role of the alliance in the global sphere. 
In this respect, the United States is pursuing a new 
notion of alliance to achieve strategic flexibility 
that it has been striving for since the end of the 
Cold War. On the other hand, China has been try-
ing to alter the U.S.-ROK alliance with its own po-
litical, military, and economic tools. By strengthen-
ing its relations with Seoul, Beijing is seeking to 
bring South Korea out of its Cold War-structured 
alliance. Therefore South Korea now faces the bur-
den of deciding how to restructure its alliance with 
the United States and its relationship with China. 

The North Korean nuclear crisis has been in-
tensifying as the Six-Party Talks remains stalled 
and the problems of instability continue to sur-
round the leadership succession presently ongoing 
in North Korea. However, the issue of North Korea 
has also become a source of division within U.S.-
China relations amidst power transition. The Unit-
ed States has chosen to manage the North Korean 
nuclear crisis in the global sphere rather than on 
the Korean Peninsula as manifested through its 
policy of “strategic patience.” This also extends to 
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the future of the North Korean regime which the 
United States is content to wait out rather than 
actively press for change. On the other side, China 
has continued to exert pressure to restart the Six-
Party Talks in order to stabilize the situation. It also 
seeks to preserve stability within the North Korean 
system in order to create a “buffer zone” that will 
protect China’s own economic growth. Through its 
unique economic leverage over North Korea, Chi-
na is stabilizing the situation there and in this way 
backs the North Korean regime’s process of heredi-
tary leadership succession that is currently ongoing. 
The way in which the North Korean issue became 
the focus of U.S-China rivalry was very evident 
with the sinking of the Cheonan and the shelling of 
Yeonpyeong Island. These events are connected to 
the geopolitical power shift that has been going on 
in the region. 

The security environment on the Korean Pe-
ninsula has been part of the debate on the possibil-
ity of establishing a Northeast Asian peace order. 
The debate on the building of a peace regime in the 
Korean Peninsula are linked to the search for a new 
peace order in Northeast Asia based on the 
changes in U.S.-China and China-Japan relations 
including the U.S.-Japan alliance. China cannot 
engage in military competition with the United 
States, therefore it will have to extend further co-
operation for its own economic development and 
stability. This will become evident in China’s 
Northeast Asian networking strategy. Japan is also 
placing a greater emphasis on Asia after restructur-
ing the U.S.-Japan relationship that took place fol-
lowing its long term economic recession, changes 
in domestic politics, and its weakening power in 
Northeast Asia. This is not merely due to the 
Democratic Party of Japan’s coming to power in 
2009, but an unavoidable strategic decision consi-
dering Japan’s weak economic situation. Amidst 
such changes in Northeast Asia’s international rela-

tions and its geopolitical location between China 
and Japan, South Korea will have to carefully craft 
its strategic options. A degree of change will be 
expected to be dramatic in Northeast Asia’s securi-
ty environment from 2012, which is when presi-
dential elections will take place in both South Ko-
rea and the United States, while in China there will 
be a shift in leadership. 

 
 
 

2. Economy 
 

‘Complex Network Period’: Global Financial Cri-
sis and Change in World Economic Governance 

 
The 2008 Global Financial Crisis posed a serious 
question toward the justification and the sustaina-
bility of the world economic order governed by the 
West. Skepticism toward the West’s political and 
economic leadership is linked with the possible 
hegemonic shift between the United States and 
China, and there is even the prospect of an all-out 
reform of the international economic order. As the 
global economic order still finds itself in a transi-
tional state, it is difficult to grasp its true characte-
ristics of change. Still, it would be possible to point 
out that the impact of the economic crisis has 
brought: the change of U.S. and Chinese economic 
power, the negative prospect of neoliberalism as 
the dominant economic ideology, and the trans-
formation of global economic governance. 

Among these changes, it is increasingly impor-
tant to understand the transformation of global 
economic governance. The global economic gover-
nance that will arise after the economic crisis will 
likely be in the shape of a complex network. This 
refers to the manner of governance in which inter-
governmental organizations, intergovernmental 
networks, trans-governmental networks, and trans-
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national networks share a sense of responsibility and 
authority toward resolving global economic prob-
lems. In other words, a complex network is a system 
in which hierarchical organizations represented by 
the state, together with other parallel networks set 
the rules for global economic activities.  

According to mainstream international politi-
cal theory, a change in world order takes place due 
to material, ideological, and institutional factors 
which the global financial crisis had a great impact 
upon. It further intensified the debate between the 
relative decline of the United States and its main-
tenance of material capacity; the Western econom-
ic model of liberalism and the Chinese economic 
model of statism; and the official Bretton Woods 
system and an unofficial network system. Out of 
this came the “complex network era” where there is 
an increasing diversity and complexity in format 
and actors. Namely, state actors such as China and 
other newly rising powers brought more diversifi-
cation among the participants of global governance. 
A network actor like the G20 summit has become 
significantly important. The increase of bilateral 
currency swap has also shown that network is be-
coming more important as a mode of governance.  

In particular, the emergence of the G20 sum-
mit as the main forum for economic cooperation 
initiated this complex network in many respects. 
The G20 itself is a network of networks. The G20 
process is a multi-layered network comprised of 
Summit meeting, finance Ministers and Vice-
ministers’ conferences, the central bank’s presi-
dents and vice-presidents’ conferences, groups of 
professionals and government officials’ conferences, 
and business summit. It weaves diverse actors into 
governance through a series of skilled networking 
like discussion functions, outsourcing, and capaci-
ty fortification. In addition, as a forum for interna-
tional governance, the G20 strengthens its network 
by launching network actors like the Financial Sta-

bility Board (FSB) or by indirectly leading to the 
forming of institutions like the 3G (Global Gover-
nance Group) and the C10 (Committee of Ten).  

It is evident that the Global Financial Crisis 
has revealed the weaknesses of the post-war global 
economic order and has therefore provoked the 
need to search for an alternative order. From the 
governance perspective we have entered a complex 
network era in which traditional hierarchical or-
ganizations like the state and official international 
organizations interact with network players like 
transnational unions and non-state actors. In a 
complex network era a state’s power and leadership 
depends on the extent of its interconnectedness. It 
must select an adequate consulting partner re-
quired for problem solving and be able to mobilize 
public and private actors. Therefore, under this 
new global economic governance it will be re-
quired that Korean diplomacy not only addresses 
traditional inter-state diplomacy but also to take on 
a network strategy that includes transnational ac-
tors such as international organizations, inter-
governmental networks, civil society, and a net-
work of professionals.  

 
 

Changes in the Structure of Global Trade Follow-
ing the Crisis 

 
The 2008 Global Financial Crisis brought about 
great changes to trade in East Asia. Such changes 
can be witnessed in two aspects. First, the network 
feature of East Asia’s economy based on a produc-
tion network is gaining strength with China at its 
heart. This asymmetrical interdependence with 
China though is causing concern in Japan and 
South Korea about possible economic subordina-
tion. Secondly, there is the active U.S. offensive. 
The United States, which has pursued a global 
multilateral approach to trade, paid relatively little 



[EAI NSP Report] Post-Crisis World Order 

 

The East Asia Institute | 7 

attention to this shift in economic power in East 
Asia since it was immersed in its War on Terror. 
Nevertheless, in a situation where the global multi-
lateral trade order led by the United States has 
reached its impasse, it now is mobilizing a complex 
strategy in order to confront the growing influence 
derived from a rising China. Efforts by the United 
States to develop a regional architecture can be 
understood in this regard. 

Unlike China’s method of selecting a group of 
major nations and seeking individual Free Trade 
Agreements (FTA) with them using its increasing 
power in the market, the U.S. strategy is network-
like. It promotes a flexible FTA network, such as 
the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). Even though 
the TPP is a mini FTA made up of four small coun-
tries, the United States is actively participating in 
this organization and carrying out a strategy of 
designing a platform that will reflect its interests. 
Australia and Vietnam have already been incorpo-
rated and are trying to influence its design and 
now Japan is preparing for admission. The influen-
cing power that such a U.S.-led conception may 
display against the Chinese-led trade order de-
pends on the sort of “architectural power” either 
country can display toward the region’s actors. 

 
 

Post-Crisis Financial Governance in East Asia 
 

The East Asian countries that went through the 
unprecedented Asian financial crisis merely ten 
years ago in 1997-8, were confronted with the 
Global Financial Crisis again in 2008. Unlike the 
previous crisis which had its origins in East Asia, 
the global crisis began in the United States. The 
East Asian countries were not direct victims of this 
crisis but were unable to avoid its indirect reper-
cussions such as decline in exports and in some 
cases recession. At the same time, the United States 

and some other countries pointed out strongly that 
the crisis occurred due to the large scale surplus of 
East Asian countries. The development of this situ-
ation and the Global Financial Crisis once again 
confirmed the fact that the East Asian regional 
economy is closely coupled with the United States 
and other developed economies.  

The reaction of East Asian countries to the 
Global Financial Crisis unfolded in three direc-
tions. First, East Asian countries pursued self-
rescue measures such as expanding foreign ex-
change holdings and supporting their economy 
through expansionary fiscal policies. Secondly, the 
East Asian countries pushed forward further coop-
eration among states inside the region, using the 
experience of cooperation accumulated over the 
past ten years since the Asian Financial Crisis as a 
foundation. In other words, while swiftly supplying 
liquidity they strengthened cooperation among 
regional countries with the belief that they should 
refrain from relying excessively on the Internation-
al Monetary Fund (IMF) as well as on the United 
States to cope with the crisis. It is also difficult to 
deny that the regional cooperation following the 
Global Financial Crisis has been taking place in-
side the framework of the dynamics between Chi-
na and Japan. Third, with the Global Financial Cri-
sis East Asian countries have been seeking for a 
change in global governance as represented in the 
G20 summit. Consequently a certain level of 
progress has been achieved in this respect, such as 
reaching an agreement on the issue of reform of 
quota and voice in the IMF and World Bank. 
While conducting self-rescue measures and in-
creasing cooperation among regional countries are 
reactive measures to the Global Economic Crisis, 
participation in global governance can be consi-
dered to be a more active measure since it seeks to 
reform the fundamental framework of the interna-
tional economic order.  
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It is expected that the future East Asian finan-
cial order will reveal both change and continuity 
regarding the measures undertaken by the regional 
countries. The Global Financial Crisis reconfirmed 
the desirable geographic range of regional coopera-
tion and clarified the importance of East Asian 
regional cooperation. Simultaneously, it also 
brought change in the focus of regional coopera-
tion, shifting from trade to finance. It is possible to 
say that the Global Financial Crisis has had a con-
siderable positive effect on the financial coopera-
tion in East Asia.  

However, financial cooperation among East 
Asian countries does have a strong characteristic of 
responding to an external crisis. The scope of this 
cooperation has been mainly concentrated on li-
quidity supply. Cooperation in terms of exchange 
rates, macroeconomic policies, and the introduction 
of a common currency has been very limited. The 
question remains on whether the future East Asian 
financial order will be able to acquire the internal 
motivation and capacity for cooperation rather than 
relying on an external cause as has been the case.  

After the Global Financial Crisis, the emerg-
ing East Asian financial cooperation reflected the 
power structure in the region, specifically between 
China and Japan. It is notable that China now has 
officially acquired influence corresponding to its 
expanding national power and is on an equal foot-
ing with Japan. When looking at it from an institu-
tional dimension, the Chiang Mai Initiative Multi-
lateralization also reveals how China has reached 
the equal terms with Japan in East Asian regional-
ism. The extent of the institutionalization of finan-
cial cooperation will be determined at a level that 
reflects the interests of the two countries. 

 
 

 
 

3. Environment 
 
Post-Crisis International Energy Governance  

 
The Global Financial Crisis in 2008 led to a tempo-
rary decrease in the use of fossil fuel, providing an 
opportunity to discuss a new energy policy para-
digm. Accordingly, global energy governance after 
the financial crisis displayed a change in ideas from 
a fossil fuel-based system to a green energy-based 
system. It is expected that the international de-
mand for energy will continue to increase until 
2030, particularly in emerging economies such as 
China and India. Fossil fuel will continue to be the 
most widely used energy source, while demand 
and supply of atomic energy and renewable energy 
will also expand. Still, when “easy oil” is drained 
and the development of alternative energy is de-
layed, the competition to secure energy resources 
is likely to become extremely intense. This compe-
tition regarding energy security under the circums-
tance where the existing international organiza-
tions and institutions have not yet created stable 
global energy governance could last for some time. 
Developing new clean energy and alternative ener-
gy to diminish dependence on fossil fuel is one 
feasible solution, but without the foundation of 
stable governance, any green growth strategy might 
encounter another level of competition and con-
flict. Most of these energy security problems can be 
observed in East Asia and consultation on energy 
cooperation in the region is making slow progress. 
At the same time, however, discussions on renewa-
ble energy, countering climate change, energy effi-
ciency and reducing the use of energy are picking 
up speed, providing an opportunity to build new 
governance.  

Future debates on energy governance must 
progress with a transitional approach. This reflects 
a combination of the existing fossil fuel-oriented 
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international energy relations and the new green 
energy relations focused on renewable energy. The 
structure of future energy governance is likely to 
show multilayered and multifaceted aspects. Fur-
thermore, when building international governance 
on energy, it is necessary to recede from the simple 
logic of supply and demand. International energy 
cooperation should produce public goods that go 
beyond the approach of neo-mercantilism. 

 
 

Post-Crisis World Order and International Envi-
ronmental Politics: Current and Future Climate 
Change Regime  

 
Climate change is causing a multilayered problem 
of spatial politics that encompasses the global, re-
gional, and state level, and a complex countermea-
sure is required. Such complexity in the interna-
tional environmental politics has been intensified 
due to the financial crisis at the end of 2008. It will 
be necessary to observe the effects the Global Fi-
nancial Crisis has on the international politics of 
climate change and then analyze the confronta-
tional structure that appeared after the 2009 Cli-
mate Change Conference in Copenhagen. Based 
on this analysis, it would be possible to predict how 
the international politics of climate change that has 
characteristics of both great power politics and 
world governance will develop in the future.  

It is the general belief that overall, the Global 
Financial Crisis affected negatively on the efforts for 
dealing with climate change. First, the financial cri-
sis has intensified and expanded the concerns about 
the negative effect a climate change regime will have 
on the economic recovery and growth by each state’s 
economy. Secondly, it has created a more compli-
cated conflict between developing and developed 
countries, which has always been one of the greatest 
obstacles for creating a climate change regime. Third, 

it is impossible to overlook that the financial crisis 
has had a negative influence on the formation of 
leadership for the climate change regime.  

In this case it is expected that establishing a 
climate change regime would no longer be a simple 
task. At the 2009 Copenhagen Conference, it was 
decided to settle the discussion on the post-Kyoto 
system until after 2012 as the conflicts between 
developed states and developing states and the 
United States and China were not resolved. Also at 
the 2010 Cancun Conference, there was no ground 
breaking achievement in the discussions on main-
taining the Kyoto system, the legal format of a new 
consensus, the level of pan-global reduction, the 
participation of the United States and the other 
developed states, the monitoring system such as 
measurement, report, and inspection, and the im-
provement in checking compliance. This reveals 
that the UN-oriented political process to build a 
climate change regime has not yet reached the level 
of rule setting, surpassing the level of norm setting. 
In addition, it also showed that the conflicts among 
the coalition groups of the Copenhagen conference 
grew more serious so it will be essential to provide 
a new leadership in the political process of build-
ing a climate change regime and future environ-
ment governance.  

In order to predict the future of the climate 
change regime, it is critical to analyze the positions 
of the major actors such as the European Union, 
the United States, China, the Organization of Pe-
troleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), the G-77, 
and the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS). 
The European Union’s global leadership has been 
greatly strengthened since the United States has 
refused to ratify the Kyoto protocol, but it has been 
facing increasing skepticism following the Copen-
hagen conference. With the inauguration of the 
Obama administration, the United States is striving 
to exercise its leadership, but remains dissatisfied 
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with the existing framework centered around the 
UN and is now trying to build a new kind of lea-
dership, such as the AP6 (Asia-Pacific Partnership 
on Clean Development and Climate). China, on 
the other hand, is making an effort to use the 
process of international environmental politics as 
an opportunity to manifest its leadership against 
the United States by achieving higher effectiveness 
in energy use and developing clean energy tech-
nology. At the same time, Beijing is emphasizing 
the historical responsibility of developed states, 
calling for their primary action. The OPEC mem-
bers form a group that is the most opposed to the 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and they 
are showing the characteristics of a defensive al-
liance in order to protect their national interests. 
As the effects of climate change are closely related 
to their survival, the AOSIS states are the strongest 
proponents of a climate change regime.  

Considering the discrepancy of each actor’s 
standpoint and the stalemate of the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC), five scenarios for the institutionaliza-
tion of the future climate change regime must be 
considered. First, it is possible that the work of the 
UNFCCC develops further and is institutionalized; 
second, building a new climate change regime 
through the approach of the great powers admit-
ting the limitations of globalism; third, overcoming 
the limitations of globalism by diversifying the 
existing discussions in the UNFCCC; fourth, deal-
ing with environmental issues through a market-
oriented internationalism, within the World Trade 
Organization framework; and fifth, aside from the 
UNFCCC, creating a new Global Energy Organiza-
tion and making it approach the environmental 
and climate issues from a resource-oriented inter-
nationalism. The first alternative currently earns 
the most support, but in the short to mid-term, the 
second and third options could provide a driving 

power for the establishment of a climate change 
regime. Eventually in a long term, all these efforts 
would lead to the formation of global governance 
on the environment.  

 
 
 

4. Culture 
 

The Twenty-First Century Global Culture Order 
in the Post-Crisis Era 

 
After the Global Financial Crisis, the United States 
and China have been in competition over a “stan-
dard of civilization” which not only affects the rela-
tionship between the two powers but also the inte-
ractions between the cultures of the West and the 
East. Since World War II, particularly in the post-
Cold War era, the United States has been empha-
sizing democracy as the global “standard of civili-
zation.” For Washington the “civilization” or “ad-
vancement” of a state is judged by its level of 
adopting democratic values and system. Naturally 
for the United States, the spread of democracy is 
regarded as a major diplomatic goal while it also 
helps to preserving its cultural dominance. In re-
cent days, the United States has even tried to main-
tain the cultural hegemony of the West through 
new “alliances.” China has seen a growth in interest 
of Chinese or East Asian ‘standard of civilization’ 
due to its steady economic growth. Particularly the 
goal of establishing a “Harmonious World” which 
the Chinese government has set as its main foreign 
policy agenda contains an aspect of countering the 
Western “standard of civilization.” It is also notable 
that academia and intellectuals in China are work-
ing to strengthen the foundation and legitimacy of 
a “harmonious world” by connecting it with Chi-
na’s Confucius tradition.  
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Post Crisis Globalization: Citizenship, Multicul-
turalism, Democracy, and Religion 

 
Today we are faced with the unprecedented expan-
sion, strengthening, and acceleration of global 
networks of capital, labor, population, information 
and technology covering various areas of politics, 
military, economy, and culture. Among all these, 
what changes in culture were brought about in the 
globalization process and how will its future be 
shaped? There are four areas where this impact is 
noticeable: citizenship, multiculturalism, democra-
cy, and religion.  

In terms of citizenship, cosmopolitanism 
stands out theoretically but it is not easy to expect 
a groundbreaking change to occur in the existing 
citizenship theory, unless the modern principle of 
sovereignty is completely given up. Nevertheless, a 
conflict emerged where the notion of nation-state 
is challenged and strengthened at the same time 
due to the new reality of a globalized world. Dem-
ocratic solidarity and room for activities of demo-
cratic organization have surely expanded not only 
at the state or local level but also at the transna-
tional level. Still, it does not directly mean that the 
modern institution of citizenship has been com-
pletely substituted but rather, there are the two 
practices of citizenship coexisting.  

The future of multiculturalism is similar to 
that of citizenship. If it is too difficult for modern 
states to abandon the concept of nation state, it 
casts then certain limitations on the collective 
rights of new minority groups and this restricts 
multiculturalism so that it does not harm the iden-
tity or solidarity of a nation state. In general, the 
political values modern states pursue are based on 
liberalistic values. Therefore multiculturalism 
should be adopted not as an alternative to liberal 
values but as a supplement to them.  

Globalization has revealed the inherent con-

tradiction of democracy and presented specific 
issues that need to be dealt with in order to en-
hance the further development of democracy. The 
process of globalization has also pushed for the 
redefinition of “demos,” both at that national and 
international level, but a new principle replacing it 
is not likely to emerge so long as democracy main-
tains “self-domination” as its fundamental political 
value. Rather, the values embodied within democ-
racy needs to be reassessed and the question of 
how these values could coexist considered.  

Lastly about religion, it is notable that post-
secularization is becoming increasingly violent due 
to globalization. While globalization contributes to 
cultural homogeneity, post-secularization is aban-
doning cultural links creating difficult challenges 
for religion especially compared to the other cul-
tural issues. At least citizenship or multiculturalism 
somehow shows how re-religionization and post-
secularization could be refined in the domestic 
political level. Still, in the international political 
level where post-secularization is becoming violent, 
a framework for theoretical analysis is required in 
order to resolve the problem.■ 
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