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Abstract

The central purpose of this dissertation is to study the role and relevance of the
balance of power factor within regimes for cooperative security with special
reference to the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the
ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF). The balance of power concept is systematically
applied to an examination of their history and modalities. This thesis addresses
one core question: to what extent may the balance of power, defined in political
terms, play a part in such associative security arrangements and in the calculations
of the participants? Attention is therefore given to the balance of power factor and
its co-existence with an associative dimension part of cooperative security
regimes. The dissertation assesses the role of the balance of power as a disposition
to promote countervailing arrangements to deny hegemony within and beyond
cooperative security even if devoid of direct military content. The establishment
of ASEAN and the ARF are analysed within a balance of power perspective. Both
institutions were formed with the denial of hegemony in mind but not in a
conventional sense. In addition, the balance of power remained a factor in their
later developments. Its ongoing relevance is examined by discussing Brunei’s
motives to join the Association, ASEAN’s response to the Third Indochina
Conflict, the workings of the Forum, and the Association’s involvement in the

South China Sea dispute.
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Introduction

The central theme of this dissertation is the role and relevance of the
balance of power factor within inter-state regimes for regional cooperative
security with special reference to the Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN)' and the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF).2 ASEAN and the ARF are
normally depicted as associative forms of security arrangements which may be
defined as alternatives to those characteristic of and employing the traditional
concept of the balance of power. This thesis will address one core question: to
what extent may the balance of power, defined in political terms, play a part in
such associative security arrangements and in the calculations of the participants?
Hence, the dissertation will judge to what extent the balance of power may
become a factor in cooperative security regimes. To that end, it will assess the role
of the balance of power as a disposition to promote countervailing arrangements
to deny hegemony within and beyond cooperative security even if devoid of direct
military content.

What impact, if any, may balance of power have on the modalities of
regimes for cooperative security is a central question to be addressed in this
dissertation. Depending on the answers, it may be possible to argue that balance
of power and cooperative security may co-exist in a complementary way within
the same security arrangement. Yet, care should be taken in employing the term
“complementary”. For example, traditional balance of power and associative
dimensions may complement one another through separate structures within the
same region. Indeed, military alliances and regional cooperative security regimes
can exist independently from and simultaneously in complement to one another.
Both may work together in the interest of preserving stable regional security
relations. In short, collective defence alignments and cooperative security

institutions may operate side by side, but separately. The aim of this thesis,

'The Association was established in Bangkok in August 1967. The original members were:
Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. Brunei joined in 1984, Vietnam in
1995, Laos and Myanmar in 1997, and Cambodia in 1999.

*The founding dinner of the ARF was held in Singapore in July 1993. Its initial participants were:
Australia, Brunei, Canada, China, the European Union, Indonesia, Japan, Laos, Malaysia, New
Zealand, Papua New Guinea, the Philippines, Russia, Singapore, South Korea, Thailand, the
United States, and Vietnam. Cambodia was admitted in 1995, India and Myanmar in 1996,
Mongolia in 1998, and North Korea in 2000. :



however, is to study the factor of the balance of power as one consideration within
a regime for cooperative security and to discuss its possible co-existence with an
associative dimension part of the cooperative process.

This dissertation will seek to contribute to the study of regimes/institutions
and may therefore be located in a specific body of the International Relations (IR)
literature. It will be argued that an analysis of the balance of power is required to
achieve a good understanding of the history of ASEAN and the AREF.
Consequently, the primary contribution made to the study of both cooperative
security arrangements will be the systematic application of the balance of power
concept to an examination of their modalities. The thesis will aim to reject the
notion that regimes for cooperative security may be defined as alternatives to
balance of power by arguing that ASEAN and the ARF were informed with some
reference to the concept. As a result, it will attempt to demonstrate the co-
existence of associative and balance of power dimensions within the same
arrangement.

In the IR literature, ASEAN and the ARF are discussed in the context of
security theory, international cooperation and institution-building. In particular,
some scholars of Southeast Asian security relations have classified ASEAN as a
security regime.’ Regimes can be defined as “sets of implicit or explicit principles,
norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actors’ expectations
converge in a given area of international relations.” A consensus seems to exist in
the academic literature that the Association has remained a rather weak security
regime.’ For instance, Professor Michael Leifer wrote in 1992 that “it is as well to
temper enthusiasm about the kind of security regime which has evolved among
the ASEAN states” due to the fact that the Association has never invoked its own

dispute resolution mechanism, the so-called High Council b

3See William T. Tow, Subregional Security Cooperation in the Third World (Boulder, Col.: Lynne
Rienner Publishers, 1990), pp. 13-14, 23-45; Amitav Acharya, “A Regional Security Community
in Southeast Asia?,” The Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 18, No. 3 (Sept. 1995), p.191; Tim
Huxley, Insecurity in the ASEAN Region (London: Royal United Services Institute for Defence
Studies, 1993), p. 4.

*Stephen D. Krasner, “Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as intervening
Variables,” International Organization, Vol. 36, No. 2 (1982), p. 186.

SFor a comprehensive literature review on this question see Tim Huxley, “Southeast Asia in the
Study of International Relations: The Rise and Decline of a Region,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 9,
No. 2 (1996), pp. 215-216.

Michael Leifer, “Debating Asian Security: Michael Leifer Responds to Geoffrey Wiseman,” The
Pacific Review, Vol. 5, No. 2 (1992), p. 169.



The study of regimes/institutions can be located within the theoretical
framework of a neo-liberal understanding of inter-state cooperation. This
institutionalist literature is represented by the work of Robert Keohane and
others.” Regimes are inter-state agreements that aim to enhance common interests
in a specific sphere of policies. According to an institutionalist model, regimes are
formed to promote common long-term interests. Keohane and Martin claim that
“institutions are created by states because of their anticipated effects on patterns
of behavior.”® A security regime is expected to enhance regional security through
the application of a code of conduct that influences the behaviour of states.
Institutionalists do not view security regimes in terms of the balance of power.’
Indeed, they refer to the idea of a shift from the traditional concept of the balance
of power to long-term security cooperation. In contrast, realists discuss (security)
regimes as instruments available to states to take part in the play of power politics.
According to this perspective, regimes are “merely arenas for acting out power
relationships.”' The realist interpretation of regimes focuses on power politics
and tends to minimise issues essential to their understanding, including the
importance of norms and principles and the possible long-term convergence of
interests.

The neo-liberal institutionalist approach offers an account of ASEAN as a
security regime. The Association constitutes a form of cooperation among
sovereign states that share common interests. It is based on a set of norms and
principles which are supposed to influence state behaviour and enhance inter-state
relations. ASEAN has operated as an instrument to avoid the recurrence of

conflict and has improved the climate of regional relations in Southeast Asia. It is

"Please refer to Robert O. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World
Political Economy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984); Robert O. Keohane,
International Institutions and State Power: Essays in International Relations Theory (Boulder,
Col.: Westview Press, 1989); Robert O. Keohane, “Institutional Theory and the Realist Challenge
after the Cold War,” in David Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary
Debate (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993), pp. 269-300; Kenneth A. Oye, “Explaining
Cooperation under Anarchy: Hypotheses and Strategies,” World Politics, Vol. 38, No. 1 (October
1985), pp. 1-24; Oran R. Young, International Cooperation: Building Regimes for Natural
Resources and the Environment (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1989).

8Robert O. Keohane and Lisa L. Martin, “The Promise of Institutionalist Theory,” International
Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), p. 46.

® Andrew Hurrell, “Explaining the Resurgence of Regionalism in World Politics,” Review of
International Studies, Vol. 21 (1995), pp. 351-352.

“Tony Evans and Peter Wilson, “Regime Theory and the English School of International
Relations: A Comparison,” Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 21, No. 3 (1992), p.
330.



considered as a security regime whose operation should not be understood within
the framework of the balance of power concept. In comparison, ASEAN was
established, according to a realist perspective, during the Second Indochina
Conflict as a response to a Vietnamese and Chinese threat. Yet, in contrast to a
realist interpretation of security cooperation, ASEAN has never evolved into a
formal or tacit alliance despite the presence of external threats since its formation
in 1967.

In the post-Cold War, the Association has been related to the concept of
cooperative security.'' Leifer argues that “ASEAN is best understood as an
institutionalized, albeit relatively informal, expression of ‘cooperative security’
which may serve as both a complement and as an alternative to balance-of-power
practice.”'? The ARF has also been discussed as an institutional manifestation of
cooperative security.”? The latter operates through dialogue and seeks to address
the climate of international relations. It relies on promoting standard international
norms, principles and codes of conduct among regional states in order to decrease
regional tensions. Focusing on reassurance, cooperative security arrangements
aim to develop a dialogue amongst the participants and to promote confidence-
building and possibly preventive diplomacy measures. ASEAN will be identified
in this dissertation as a regime for cooperative security or as a cooperative
security arrangement. The ARF is a multilateral discussion group focusing on
dialogue and confidence-building measures as a first step to cooperative security.
It should, therefore, be viewed as an embryonic regime for cooperative security.

ASEAN is also often examined in terms of the “ASEAN Way”, an
allegedly distinctive and informal process of interaction.'* The “ASEAN Way” is

!For a discussion on the concept of cooperative security, please refer to David Dewitt, “Common,
Comprehensive, and Cooperative Security,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 7, No. 1 (1994), pp. 7-12;
and Pierre Lizée, “Sécurité et Intégration en Asie-Pacifique: Dynamiques et Implications
Théoriques,” Etudes Internationales, Vol. XXVIII, No. 2 (Juin 1997), pp. 346-347.

Michael Leifer, “The ASEAN Peace Process: A Category Mistake,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 12,
No. 1(1999), p. 27.

BSee for instance Michael Leifer, The ASEAN Regional Forum. A Model for Cooperative Security
in the Middle East? (Canberra: Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies, 1998), p. 4; Amitav
Acharya, Reordering Asia: “Cooperative Security” or Concert of Powers?, IDSS Working Paper
No. 3 (Singapore: Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies, July 1999), p. 8.

“Please refer to Michael Antolik, ASEAN and the Diplomacy of Accommodation (Armonk, New
York: M.E. Sharpe Inc., 1990); Pushpa Thambipillai and J. Saravanamuttu, ASEAN Negotiations:
Two Insights (Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 1985), pp. 10-15; Hussin Mutalib,
“At Thirty, ASEAN looks to Challenges in the New Millennium,” Contemporary Southeast Asia,
Vol. 19, No. 1 (June 1997), pp. 78-80; Mely Caballero-Anthony, “Mechanisms of Dispute
Settlement: The ASEAN Experience,” Contemporary Southeast Asia, Vol. 20, No. 1 (April 1998),



based on standard international norms and various features through which the
members reach but also avoid common decisions. This process of interaction
should be distinguished from a European model of political and economic
integration or from other sub-regional cooperative groupings. In contrast to
European integration, the “ASEAN Way” avoids bureaucratic and supra-national
arrangements and reaffirms the principles of national sovereignty and non-
interference in the domestic affairs of other states. Hence, the Association is said
to offer a unique model of cooperation based on specific cultural attributes. The
relevance of the “ASEAN Way” has recently been considered in light of a
constructivist perspective.'> When applied to the study of ASEAN and the ARF,
this approach concentrates on the formation and evolution of regional identities,
ideas and norms.'® Attention has been given to the “ASEAN Way” as a shared
collective identity that influences the behaviour of states and its possible
extension to the Asia-Pacific through the formation of the ARF."

Despite a tendency in the current IR literature to study ASEAN and the
ARF mostly in terms of an institutionalist, constructivist and “ASEAN Way”
approach, this thesis will adopt a different angle and focus on the relevance of the
balance of power factor within and beyond both regimes for cooperative security.
It will be claimed that the balance of power dimension needs to be addressed
when examining ASEAN and the ARF despite a recent inclination in the
discipline to ignore it. The academic literature has traditionally found all kinds of
reasons to criticise the balance of power. Schroeder writes, for instance, that
“Students of international politics do not need to be told of the unsatisfactory state

of the balance of power theory.”'® Without a doubt, the concept contains

pp. 51-62. For a recent critic of the “ASEAN Way”, see Tobias Ingo Nischalke, “Insights from
ASEAN’s Foreign Policy Co-operation: The ‘ASEAN Way’, a Real Spirit or a Phantom?,”
Contemporary Southeast Asia, Vol. 22, No. 1 (April 2000), pp. 89-112.

For an understanding of the constructivist argument please refer to Alexander Wendt, “Collective
Identity Formation and the International State,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 88, No. 2
(June 1994), pp. 384-396.

'%See for instance Richard Higgott, “Ideas, Identity and Policy Coordination in the Asia-Pacific,”
The Pacific Review, Vol. 7, No. 4 (1994), pp. 367-379; Amitav Acharya, “Collective Identity and
Conflict Management in Southeast Asia,” in Emmanuel Adler and Michael Bamett, eds., Security
Communities (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), pp. 198-227; and Mikolas Busse,
“Constructivism and Southeast Asian Security,” Pacific Review, Vol. 12, No. 1 (1999), pp. 39-60.
1See for instance Amitav Acharya, “Ideas, Identity, and Institution-Building: From the ‘ASEAN
Way’ to the ‘Asia-Pacific Way’?,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 10, No. 3 (1997), pp.328-342.

' Paul W. Schroeder, “The Nineteenth Century System: Balance of Power or Political
Equilibrium?,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 15, No. 2 (April 1989), p. 135.
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shortcomings that complicate its analysis. The term is often used loosely, which
leads to confusion and vagueness. In addition to being ill-defined, the balance of
power is based on a narrow comprehension of the notions of power and security
and fails to take into account domestic issues. Moreover, it tends to exaggerate the
potential danger resulting from emerging hegemons and accepts war as the
traditional instrument of the balance. That said, the concept has remained at the
core of the realist paradigm. Thanks to its simplicity and explanatory qualities, the
balance of power remains a valuable tool of analysis in the study of international
politics attracting constant academic use and interest.

The relevance of the balance of power to an examination of ASEAN and
the ARF is indicated in the writings of Michael Leifer.’® In contrast with the
advocates of neo-realism who judge the balance of power entirely in terms of
adversarial relations and self-help, Leifer seems to adhere to both a realist and
neo-Grotian understanding of the balance of power concept. In that respect, the
works of traditional realists and exponents of the English School of International
Relations influence his intellectual framework. The question of the balance of
power was explicitly discussed in his 1996 Adelphi Paper on the ARF 2% In his
analysis, Leifer remained pragmatic about the potential role of the Forum and
argued that it should be viewed “as a modest contribution to a viable balance or
distribution of power within the Asia-Pacific by other than traditional means.””!
He also noted that “its structural problem is that its viability seems to depend on
the prior existence of a stable balance, but it is not really in a position to create
it.”* Leifer’s academic interest in the concept of the balance of power, as
displayed both in his own publications and in his supervision and guidance of this

specific work, has had a profound influence on the writing of the dissertation.

YSee for instance Michael Leifer, “The Role and Paradox of ASEAN,” in M. Leifer, ed., The
Balance of Power in East Asia (London: Macmillan Press Ltd., 1986), pp. 119-131; Michael
Leifer, ASEAN and the Security of South-East Asia (London: Routledge, 1989); Michael Leifer,
“ASEAN as a Model of a Security Community?,” in Hadi Soesastro, ed., ASEAN in a Changed
Regional and International Political Economy (Jakarta: Centre for Strategic and International
Studies, 1995), pp. 138-142; Michael Leifer, “Truth about the Balance of Power,” in Derek da
Cunha, ed., The Evolving Pacific Power Structure (Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian
Studies, 1996), pp. 47-51.

**Michael Leifer, The ASEAN Regional Forum: Extending ASEAN’s Model of Regional Security,
Adelphi Paper No. 302 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996). See also Khong Yuen Foong,
“Review Article: Making Bricks without Straw in the Asia Pacific?,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 10,
No. 2 (1997), pp. 289-300.

2\ eifer, The ASEAN Regional Forum, p. 59.

ZLeifer, The ASEAN Regional Forum, p. 58.
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The rhetoric of ASEAN and the ARF implicitly reject conventional
balance of power politics. Their declarations and statements never mention the
phrase and emphasise instead the importance of the “ASEAN Way”. That said,
the decision to examine the role and relevance of the balance of power factor
within both regimes for cooperative security has derived from a theoretical and
empirical realisation. Offering a satisfactory analysis of security regimes, neo-
liberals may still underestimate the possible persistence of realist beliefs among
political leaders taking part in this kind of inter-state arrangements. Hence, this
thesis contends that close attention needs to be given when examining security
regimes to the power considerations involved. In particular, it is the role played by
the constraining of power in security regime dynamics that ought to be studied
further. This thesis therefore concentrates on the balance of power factor and
examines how it may influence the workings of such institutions and the
underlying calculations made by the participants.

It has been found that the balance of power concept, rather than being a
Euro-centric approach which loses most of its significance outside of a Western
context, has been very much in existence and applied in post-colonial Southeast
Asia. Despite long-term cooperation, intra-ASEAN relations have continued to be
affected by persistent feelings of mistrust, bilateral disputes and contradictory
strategic perspectives. Most ASEAN states have been dependent on external
guarantees to ensure their individual security. In particular, Singapore and others
have relied on the United States to operate as a conventional source of
countervailing power in the region. Keeping in mind that most members of the
Association have relied on realist practices to guarantee their security, the thesis
explores whether the formation and later development of ASEAN and the ARF
may have been influenced by power balancing considerations.

Having introduced the motives to investigate the role of the balance of
power factor within regimes for cooperative security, an explanation needs to be
given of the various meanings of the term that will be followed in this dissertation.
Essential differences exist between balance of power in its conventional
interpretation and practice and the balance of power factor within cooperative
security. This factor may aim to contain a disposition to hegemony on the part of a
rising part by enmeshing it within a rule-based regime which includes sufficient

incentive to constrain any hegemonic ambitions. Traditional realist motives may
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thus be achieved at an intra-mural level through non-military constraints to
hegemony. Indeed, the constraining of power within cooperative security could
become dependent on political means. Beyond the denial of intra-mural
hegemony, the balance of power factor may also involve the promotion of
countervailing responses to external military threats. The participants to a regime
for cooperative security could join external states through diplomatic alignment to
engage in conventional balance of power practices. In sum, the balance of power
factor will be applied differently in an intra- and extra-mural context.

The first three chapters of the dissertation will provide a theoretical
framework as well as an examination of the establishment and institutional
evolution of ASEAN and the ARF. Chapter one will consider how regional
security cooperation has been analysed through a neo-liberal interpretation of
security regimes. This discussion will be completed by introducing the notion of
balance of power as an important complementary factor within regimes for
cooperative security. The second chapter will demonstrate the relevance of neo-
liberal cooperative theory in analysing the associative experience of both ASEAN
and the ARF. Most of chapter three will discuss the balance of power concept and
address theoretically its significance as a factor within and beyond regimes for
cooperative security.

The role of the balance of power factor will first be studied at the end of
chapter three by illustrating one specific aspect of the founding moments of the
Association. Chapter four will consider ASEAN’s early years from 1967 until
1975 and the motives for Brunei to join the cooperative security arrangement in
1984. Beyond the benefits of cooperative security and political and economic
cooperation, joining the Association may have had a geo-political significance.
Chapter five will examine the associative and balance of power dimensions in
ASEAN’s response to Vietnam’s invasion of Cambodia in December 1978. In
addition to analysing the power balancing considerations involved with the
creation of the ARF, chapter six will discuss how the role of the balance of power
factor has carried over in the workings of the arrangement. Finally, chapter seven
will focus on the South China Sea dispute in the post-Cold War with reference to
ASEAN’s ability to conduct itself as an associative body and will consider its

initiatives to bring the balance of power to bear.
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The main audience of this dissertation may be expected to be regional
specialists concentrating on the international politics and security relations of
Southeast Asia. Moreover, it may be of interest to theorists of the balance of
power and IR scholars researching issues related to regionalism and security
cooperation. The thesis does not aim to add to the field of policy-making or to
make any empirical contribution to the study of Southeast Asian security relations.
Instead, it adopts an historical approach to offer an interpretation of well-known
events.

Data for this research project has been collected from a variety of sources.
First, great importance has been given to primary documents that include ASEAN
and ARF declarations and statements, official speeches and governmental
communiqués. All the primary sources consulted were in English. Second,
primary information has been gathered through interviews with governmental
officials, former ambassadors, a retired foreign minister and with academics of
various universities and research institutes interested in ASEAN, the ARF, and
East and Southeast Asian security relations. Most interviews were conducted
during field research in Singapore and Indonesia in February and March 2000.
The individual interviews generally lasted for about one hour and were not tape-
recorded. Every interview was started with a brief summary of the research
project. All the interviewees spoke openly and answered frankly to the questions
they were asked. Governmental officials at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA)
of Singapore demanded not to be named in the text. Finally, the author has relied
on numerous secondary sources that include books on the subject and other
related topics, monographs, autobiographies as well as articles published in
scholarly journals, newspapers and magazines.

The methodological approach adopted in this dissertation aims to combine
a theoretical and factual understanding of ASEAN and the ARF. The
methodology used is based on an historical narrative. As a research practice,
historical narration concentrates on the description and interpretation of events.
The historical narrative has as a central subject a specific aspect of the history of
ASEAN and the ARF and covers a period from the few years that preceded the
formation of the Association in 1967 until the year 2000. The need for such an
historical approach can be justified by the fact that the balance of power factor has
been significant at different periods of the evolution of ASEAN and the ARF. In

14



fact, it will be indicated in this thesis that the balance of power factor has
influenced most of their crucial moments and developments. Consequently, the
use of an historical narrative enables the reader to acquire a complete
understanding of the role of this factor within both cooperative security regimes.
The practical relevance of the balance of power to regimes for cooperative
security is primarily examined in four separate case studies. Except for the
discussion on the ARF, the case studies are analysed in a similar way. They are
considered by first focusing on the associative perspective involved before trying
to determine how the balance of power factor played a role. This descriptive
section is then followed by a discussion on how each perspective interacted with
the other. It is important to note that the objective of this research project will not
be to quantify the significance of the balance of power factor within ASEAN and
the ARF due to the fact that it impossible to measure the relative importance of

this specific dimension on the cooperative process.
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Chapter One

A Theoretical Discussion of Regimes for Cooperative Security

Introduction

In this first chapter, the rise of multilateral security cooperation in the
Asia-Pacific in the post-Cold War will be addressed within a theoretical
framework by considering how cooperative security arrangements have been
analysed through a neo-liberal interpretation of security regimes. It will be argued
that this neo-liberal analysis may be complemented by a consideration of the
balance of power factor. The chapter will include three sections. The first will
address the experience of post-Cold War multilateralism in the Asia-Pacific. It
will involve describing the rise of multilateral security cooperation in the region
and examining cooperative security as one of its underlying core principles. The
second section will locate regional inter-state arrangements for cooperative
security within a wider theoretical discussion by reviewing the neo-liberal
understanding of security regimes. This part will be completed by a realist
discussion of security cooperation. The prospect will be raised that the underlying
calculations made by participants in such cooperation include considerations that
are alien to neo-liberal cooperative theory. The final section will discuss the
balance of power factor by introducing a conventional understanding of the term.
Having done so, the notion of balance of power will be discussed as a possible

complementary factor within inter-state cooperative security regimes.

I. Multilateralism in the Asia-Pacific
A. Multilateralism, ASEAN and the Establishment of the ARF

With the exception of ASEAN, the East-West ideological rivalry as well as
a series of strong bilateral security agreements linking the United States to its
regional allies meant that bilateralism had dominated the Cold War regional

security architecture. Moreover, the absence of multilateralism' in East Asia

'Ruggie explains that “At its core, multilateralism refers to coordinating relations among three or
more - states in accordance with certain principles.” John Gerard Ruggie, “Multilateralism: The
Anatomy of an Institution,” International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 3 (1992), p. 568.
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resulted from the region’s extreme diversity in economic and political systems but
also in strategic perspectives.” Western attempts to promote multilateral security
cooperation came in the form of multilateral alliances. They included the South-
East Asia Collective Defence Treaty, or Manila Pact, of September 1954 and its
institutional structure, the South-East Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) created
in February 1955. The ANZUS Treaty was signed by the United States, Australia
and New Zealand in September 1951 and the Anglo-Malayan Defence Agreement
came into effect in October 1957. The Anglo-Malaysian Defence Agreement, that
included by 1963 Britain, Malaysia, Singapore, Australia and New Zealand, was
replaced in November 1971 by a consultative Five Power Defence Arrangements.
In short, these multilateral security undertakings were entangled into the East-
West confrontation and dominated by a military dimension and by the
participation of external powers.

In contrast, ASEAN took a different approach to multilateral security
cooperation; namely, cooperative security.’ It lacked a military aspect and focused
instead on confidence-building, dialogue and conflict avoidance rather than
dispute resolution. The Association was established through the Bangkok
Declaration of August 1967 with Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore
and Thailand as its founding members. The latter were anti-communist states that
hoped for regional political stability in order to enable a concentration of resources
on economic development in the interest of domestic regime security. National
and regional stability were therefore regarded as indivisible. The Association was
also a response to an advancing communist threat in Indochina and a related fear
of domestic communist insurgencies. As indicated in the Bangkok Declaration,
ASEAN aspired to a regional order based on the managerial role of Southeast
Asian states. In November 1971, the members registered a call for regional
autonomy through the Zone of Peace, Freedom and Neutrality (ZOPFAN)
Declaration. Concluded at the first summit of the ASEAN heads of government in

Bali in February 1976, the Declaration of ASEAN Concord provided the

2Amitav Acharya, “Ideas, Identity and Institution-Building: From the ‘ASEAN Way’ to the ‘Asia-
Pacific Way’?,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 10, No. 3 (1997), p. 322.

’See Michael Leifer, The ASEAN Regional Forum: Extending ASEAN’s Model of Regional
Security, Adelphi Paper No. 302 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), pp. 10-16.
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Association with a political identity but excluded formal military cooperation on
an intra-ASEAN basis. A second document, the Treaty of Amity and Co-operation
(TAC) in Southeast Asia, established a norm-based code of conduct for regulating
regional inter-state relations.

At the end of the Cold War, some regional specialists and policy-makers
suggested that traditional bilateral security arrangements would not be sufficient to
address a rising regional interdependence and cope with the uncertain security
environment in East Asia. This led to a variety of proposals to promote
multilateralism. At issue though was the lack of prospect of multilateral security
cooperation on any other basis than a variant of ASEAN’s model of cooperative
security. Gorbachev had already called during his Vladivostok speech of July 1986
for the creation of an Asian-Pacific equivalent to the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) which had resulted from the Helsinki Final Act of
1975.* At the ASEAN-Post Ministerial Conference (PMC) held in Jakarta in July
1990, Gareth Evans and Joe Clark, the foreign ministers of Australia and Canada,
suggested separately an Asia-Pacific conference on security and cooperation. This
was opposed by the United States that feared the potential weakening of its
bilateral security arrangements. In addition, most East Asian leaders felt
uncomfortable with a European model for cooperation. An overly-structured and
complex form of multilateralism was not supported by most regional players who
preferred a flexible and informal manner whereby the level of institutionalisation
could be kept to a minimum. Post-Cold War multilateral security cooperation in
the Asia-Pacific seemed therefore to be dependent on an extension of the ASEAN
model to the wider region.

The ASEAN states needed to cope with the uncertain regional strategic
context in the post-Cold War.® Their initiative to establish the ARF in July 1993
resulted from various motivations. Changes in the security environment affected
the ASEAN members forcing them to question their sub-regional approach to
security. They had to acknowledge the security interdependence linking their sub-

region to the rest of the Asia-Pacific. Moreover, in an attempt to preserve its post-

“For a discussion on the Vladivostok speech, please refer to Leszek Buszynski, Gorbachev and
Southeast Asia (London: Routledge, 1992), pp. 60-63.
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Cold War relevance, ASEAN sought to develop, or further define, its stabilising
role in Southeast Asian relations through the formation of the Forum. Finally, the
ARF was created in response to the shifting distribution of power in East Asia.
The Forum was viewed as a diplomatic instrument to promote a continuing
American involvement in the region, thus avoiding the need for an independent
Japanese security role, and to encourage China to act with good international
citizenship in mind.®

In sum, the ASEAN states, led by Singapore as chair of its Standing
Committee and supported by Japan and Australia, brought about an increase in
multilateralism in the post-Cold War by forming the ARF. The Association
succeeded in assuming a position of leadership in the creation of the Forum. The
latter is based on an ASEAN model of cooperative security that has relied on
confidence-building, an informal process of dialogue and a mode of conflict
avoidance. The ARF may be examined as ASEAN’s attempt to expand its
multilateral approach to the Asia-Pacific and yet also as an abdication to its
commitment to a regional order based on the managerial role of Southeast Asian
states. It should be noted that the rise in regional multilateralism was not limited
to the political-security realm but also included economic cooperation. The
sustained economic “miracle” in the Asia-Pacific had generated a great source of
optimism. Driven by market forces, the rise in economic regionalism had been
linked closely to the growth of regional economies over the last twenty years. The
Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum was created in 1989 as a
regional economic dialogue as opposed to a negotiating group.” The goal from the
outset was to encourage trade and investment liberalisation. APEC is based on a
concept of “open regionalism” which means that the outcome of accords on
liberalisation are applied without discrimination within the regional grouping but

also to non-APEC economies. The majority of Asian participants have preferred

’See chapter six for a discussion of ASEAN’s security environment at the end of the Cold War.
SLeifer, The ASEAN Regional Forum, p. 19.

"APEC’s current participants are: the ASEAN states (namely Indonesia, Thailand, the Philippines,
Singapore, Malaysia, Brunei, Vietnam, Myanmar, Laos and Cambodia) but also the United States,

China, Japan, South Korea, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, Taiwan, Hong
Kong, Chile, Mexico, Russia and Peru.
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APEC to remain a dialogue on trade and investment rather than an

institutionalised body.

B. Cooperative Security

Having described the rise in multilateral security cooperation, let us now
discuss the principle of cooperative security which is the key underlying concept
behind the new multilateralism in the Asia-Pacific. In essence, cooperative
security is understood as an alternative to balance of power practice. Acharya
explains that this principle includes the “rejection of ‘deterrence mind-sets’

"% Rejecting the

associated with great power geopolitics of the Cold War.
perspective of the security dilemma, it is based on security cooperation “with

others” as opposed to “against others.”® Discussing its purpose, Dewitt writes:

The intent has been to replace the Cold War security structure... with a
multilateral process and framework with the following attributes: it must be
geared toward reassurance, rather than deterrence; it must at best replace or at
least co-exist with bilateral alliances; and it must promote both military and non-

military security.'
Cooperative security may be compared to the concept of collective security as
embodied in the League of Nations Covenant because it is intended to be
comprehensive in membership with security arrangements obtaining on an intra-
mural basis. The fundamental difference, however, is that cooperative security,
unlike collective security, lacks the vehicles of economic and military sanctions. !
In fact, it deliberately eschews sanctions.

Cooperative security operates through dialogue and seeks to address the
climate of international relations rather than tackle specific problems. It relies on
promoting standard international norms among regional partners. The notion of

cooperative security assumes that states cooperate on the basis of self-interest.

SAmitav Acharya, Reordering Asia: “Cooperative Security” or Concert of Powers?, IDSS
Working Paper No. 3 (Singapore: Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies, July 1999), p. 8.

°The notion of “security with others” was first developed in the Palme Commission Report. Please
refer to Common Security: A Programme for Disarmament. The Report of the Independent
Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues under the Chairmanship of Olof Palme
(London: Pan Books, 1982).

David Dewitt, “Common, Comprehensive, and Cooperative Security,” The Pacific Review, Vol.
7, No. 1(1994), p. 7.
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Adherence to a set of norms and principles is expected to decrease regional
tensions. The violation of these norms would undermine the premises of trust and
confidence-building on which any cooperative security arrangement is based.
Focusing primarily on reassurance, cooperative security approaches, including
measures of transparency, aim to promote confidence and security building
measures (CSBM’s) that help to reduce mistrust. As will be discussed in chapter
two, the ARF has not yet progressed from promoting confidence-building
measures to preventive diplomacy and conflict resolution, except in a declaratory
sense.

The concept of cooperative security was preceded by the term common
security first developed in the 1982 report of the Independent Commission on
Disarmament and Security Issues headed by the late Swedish Prime Minister Olof
Palme. Written during a period of severe East-West tensions, the Palme
Commission Report called on the adversaries to cooperate in an attempt to
maintain stability and peace. A key factor in common security is the mutual

possession of nuclear weapons. Wiseman explains:

...common security offers a basis for a cooperative model of international
security, in contrast to the competitive model of power politics. While some
expositors of common security emphasize its ‘defensive’ elements, others argue
more for a change in the way we think about security focusing primarily on the

principle of cooperative, reciprocal or mutual security. "

The notion of common security was later introduced by Mikhael Gorbachev and
others to an Asian-Pacific setting. Several similarities exist between the notions of
common and cooperative security. These include a common rejection of
deterrence strategies and balance of power tactics and a broader definition of
security that includes military and non-military issues."> Both approaches are also
based on the principle of inclusiveness, meaning that they do not exclude any
political or economic systems or adversaries. In contrast to common security,

cooperative security favours a more gradual approach to the institutionalisation of

""Michael Leifer, “The ASEAN Peace Process: A Category Mistake,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 12,
No. 1 (1999), p. 27.

Geoffrey Wiseman, “Common Security in the Asia-Pacific Region,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 5,
No. 1(1992), p. 43.
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relations and recognises the necessity of maintaining, at least at first, existing
bilateral alliances. The notion of cooperative security stresses also the importance
of flexibility, consensus-building and consultation.

Let us now further discuss the characteristics of “cooperative security”
when applied to post-Cold War multilateralism in the Asia-Pacific. The concept,
which was first endorsed by the Canadian government in 1990, is based on four
central principles.'* First, it assumes that the institutionalisation of post-Cold War
security relations in the Asia-Pacific should be seen as a slow and gradual process.
Second, the institutionalisation of security relations is at first not aimed at
replacing existing regional alliances but rather at co-existing and working with
them in the promotion of security. Indeed, cooperative security arrangements can
be complementary to an existing security architecture. Ultimately, cooperative
security is still expected to replace bilateral alliances and their narrow focus on
military security. Third, cooperative security arrangements are based on the
principle of inclusiveness as they aim to promote a “habit of dialogue” among all
regional states. Finally, the principle also includes an informal level of diplomacy,
referred to as “track-two diplomacy,” which consists of constant communication
between academics, non-governmental organisations and other non-state actors in
some dialogue with governments through for example the ASEAN Institutes of
Strategic and International Studies (ASEAN-ISIS) and the Council for Security
Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific (CSCAP).

This thesis will focus primarily on two multilateral regimes for regional
cooperative security; namely, ASEAN and the ARF. The Forum may be viewed as
an institutional manifestation of cooperative security. While introduced as a post-
Cold War concept, the principle of cooperative security has been applied to
Southeast Asian security relations for a longer period of time through the activities
of the Association. Both ASEAN and the ARF will be examined as institutions
that seek to promote the objectives associated with cooperative security. In

particular, they may be understood as aiming to move beyond conventional

BAmitav Acharya, “ASEAN and Asia-Pacific Multilateralism: Managing Regional Security,” in
Amitav Acharya and Richard Stubbs, eds., New Challenges for ASEAN: Emerging Policy Issues
(Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 1995), p. 7.
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balance of power practice by improving the environment in which security
relations take place. Yet, it should be noted that neither was established with

academic models in mind of the kind cited above.

II. Neo-liberal Cooperative Theory: A Theoretical Discussion on
Security Regimes

The rise of Asian-Pacific multilateralism has been discussed so far with
reference to cooperative security as one of its core underlying principles, though
more so among academics than policy-makers. The first section has addressed the
experience of post-Cold War multilateralism in the Asia-Pacific. Regional security
cooperation will now be located in a theoretical discussion. More specifically,
regional inter-state arrangements for cooperative security, ASEAN and the ARF,
will be situated within the theoretical framework of a neo-liberal understanding of
security regimes. The validity of the neo-liberal literature on such regimes will be
determined by first reviewing its core assumptions and hypotheses before
complementing it with a realist discussion of security cooperation. It is only in
chapter two that this theoretical discussion will be applied to the Asia-Pacific
when both ASEAN and the ARF are interpreted as security regimes. No
theoretical setting can be expected to describe reality in all of its complexity.
Though some may disagree with the attempt to define both cooperative security
arrangements as forms of security regimes, the latter may still be viewed as a
satisfactory theoretical tool with which to address ASEAN and the ARF in a wider
theoretical discussion. Moreover, regional cooperation has often been examined in
International Relations (IR) through a neo-liberal perspective.

This section needs to be positioned within the debate between the realist
and liberal paradigms that have always been at the centre of the IR discipline. The
contemporary discussion opposing neo-liberal and (neo-)realist thinkers consists
of several issues including the nature of anarchy, international cooperation,

relative versus absolute gains, states objectives, the relevance of institutions and

“pierre Lizée, “Sécurité et intégration en Asie-Pacifique: Dynamiques et Implications
Théoriques,” Etudes Internationales, Vol. XXVIII, No. 2 (Juin 1997), pp. 346-347.
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others.!”> The debate is based on a number of underlying assumptions; above all,
that states, defined as unitary-rational actors, are the major players in world
politics and that anarchy, defined as the absence of a central governing agency,
serves as a major constraint that shapes states’ preferences and actions. While
accepting these assumptions for the sake of the theoretical discussion that follows,
it is important to keep in mind that they do not represent the only “truth” in the
discipline. Other approaches, including constructivism which will be briefly
discussed in this section, have offered different assumptions underlying the

discussion of IR.

A. Regime Theory and Neo-liberal Institutionalism

Let us start by introducing the concept of a regime. Authors working on
regimes too often apply definitions that suit the specific area of research they are
focusing on. Hence, many different meanings have been given to the term which
has led to vagueness and confusion. Fortunately, Stephen Krasner has put forward

a generally-accepted definition of a regime. He writes:

Regimes can be defined as sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules,
and decision-making procedures around which actors’ expectations converge in a
given area of international relations. Principles are beliefs of fact, causation, and
rectitude. Norms are standards of behavior defined in terms of rights and
obligations. Rules are specific prescriptions or proscriptions for action. Decision-
making procedures are prevailing practices for making and implementing

collective choice.

Krasner has also discussed additional elements that further distinguish regimes
from other forms of inter-state cooperation.'” Regimes must be separated from
temporary arrangements, which are immediately transformed by changes in power
distribution or interests. Moreover, he points out that regime behaviour cannot be

based exclusively on interests but needs to include some sense of general

BDavid A. Baldwin, “Neoliberalism, Neorealism, and World Politics,” in David Baldwin, ed.,
Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary Debate (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1993), pp. 4-8.

"Stephen D. Krasner, “Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as Intervening
Variables,” International Organization, Vol. 36, No. 2 (1982), p. 186.

YKrasner, “Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as Intervening Variables,” pp.
186-189.
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obligation. The principle of reciprocity is for example an element that
characterises regime dynamics.

Having defined the notion of a regime, let us briefly relate it to the concept
of cooperation. The definition of the term is generally rather vague. Lindblom
wrote in 1965 that cooperation involves states adjusting “their behavior to the
actual or anticipated preferences of others, through a process of policy
coordination.”lsAs explained by Haggard and Simmons, “Regimes are examples
of cooperative behavior, and facilitate cooperation, but cooperation can take place
in the absence of established regimes.”'® Consequently, security regimes should be
considered as examples of the process of security cooperation. They may be seen
as tools developed by states to promote their own interests through mutual
cooperation. While this represents a state-centric approach to regime dynamics,
the reader should be reminded that states’ actions; namely, the behaviour of the
ASEAN and AREF participants, are at the core of this study. Moreover, both the
Association and the Forum are based on respect for national sovereignty.

When reading the literature available on regimes, one notices quickly that
differing theories exist. Moreover, most authors do not seem to agree on how to
divide this vast body of literature into various groups. Krasner refers to three main
orientations: the conventional structural, the modified structural and the Grotian
orientation.” Haggard and Simmons specify, or complicate, the classification
further by referring to four main theoretical approaches to regimes: structuralism,
strategic and game-theoretic approaches, functional theories, and cognitive
theories.*! Finally, Rowlands makes reference to three approaches to international
cooperation: the power-based, the interest-based, and the knowledge-based

explanation.”” This section focuses on an interest-based approach to cooperation.

®Charles Lindblom, The Intelligence of Democracy (New York: Free Press, 1965), p. 227, quoted
in Robert O. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984). This definition was for example used by the various
authors in Kenneth A. Oye, ed., Cooperation Under Anarchy (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1986).

YStephan Haggard and Beth A. Simmons, “Theories of International Regimes,” International
Organization, Vol. 41, No. 3 (Summer 1987), p. 495.

2K rasner, “Structural Causes and Regime Consequences,” pp. 190-194.

2'Haggard and Simmons, “Theories of International Regimes,” pp. 498-513.

Ian H. Rowlands, The Politics of Global Atmospheric Change (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1995), 14-28.
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Let us now introduce one approach to regime formation and dynamics, the neo-
liberal perspective, which offers a satisfactory understanding of security regimes.
It is often through this theoretical perspective that post-Cold War security
cooperation in the Asia-Pacific has been approached.

Neo-liberalism partly studies inter-state cooperation through regimes. This
perspective assumes that states are self-interested utility maximisers and claims to
demonstrate the relevance of regimes for the behaviour of states. Neo-liberals
focus on efforts realised by states to seek absolute and common gains through
cooperation. Regimes are studied as instruments for coordinating states’ actions so
as to promote desired results in specific issue-areas. A state is said to choose
rationally to participate in a regime in order to promote its long-term interests.
Game theories are often seen within this perspective as essential tools of analysis.

With the end of the Cold War, Robert Keohane launched a new theoretical
framework as a reaction to neo-realism, called neo-liberal institutionalism. The
latter is a rational choice theory that examines states as self-interested actors
displaying utility-maximising behaviour. This theoretical perspective is part of a
neo-liberal approach to international cooperation. Though accepting core realist
assumptions,? it claims that cooperation is far from being limited or short-term.
Institutions are expected to facilitate inter-state cooperation by reducing potential
costs involved and provide information on the intentions and interests of the
participants. Thus, Keohane continues to focus on his central hypothesis; namely,
that “institutionalization in its various degrees exerts impact on governments’
behavior in that it helps in defining the meaning and the importance of state
action.”** Institutions are defined as “persistent and connected sets of rules
(formal and informal) that prescribe behavioral roles, constrain activity, and shape
expectations.” The terms “regime” and “institution” have often been used

interchangeably in the recent literature on states cooperation. Neo-liberal

PRobert O. Keohane, “Theory of World Politics: Structuralism and Beyond,” in Robert O.
Keohane, ed., Neorealism and its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), pp. 159,
164-165. :

*Michael Suhr, “Robert O. Keohane: A Contemporary Classic,” in Iver B. Neumann and Ole
Waever, eds., The Future of International Relations (London: Routledge, 1997), p. 106.

BRobert O. Keohane, International Institutions and State Power: Essays in International
Relations Theory (Boulder, Col.: Westview Press, 1989), p. 3.
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institutionalism focuses on three forms of institutions: intergovernmental or non-
governmental organizations, international regimes and conventions. This
theoretical approach is said to be applicable when two requirements are fulfilled.
First, common interests must exist so that cooperation among states leads to gains.
The second requirement is that “variations in the degree of institutionalization
exert substantial effects on state behavior.””® The lack of common interests is
expected to lead to the absence of institutions and thus to instability and conflict.
In contrast, the existence of institutions will facilitate cooperation by limiting
opportunist behaviour and by creating a network of interaction between states.

The neo-liberal perspective is often applied by those who claim that
security regimes influence security relations thanks to their impact on the
behaviour and actions of governments. When studying security regimes, this
approach makes it possible to pay particular attention to several issues including
the development of a code of conduct among the participants, the long-term utility
of security regimes to the individual interests of the member states and the
importance of the level of institutionalisation when judging the influence of a

security regime on security questions.

B. A Neo-Liberal Understanding of Security Regimes

The political scientist Robert Jervis bases his definition of a “security
regime” on Krasner’s account of regimes. Jervis writes: “those principles, rules,
and norms that permit nations to be restrained in their behavior in the belief that
others will reciprocate.....a form of cooperation that is more than the following of
short-run self-interests.”®’ He points out that short-term restraints linked with self-
interest do not characterise a security regime but argues instead that reciprocity
and long-term interest planning are central to the process. The same approach is
taken by William T. Tow who writes that a security regime exists “because of a

convergence of interests shared by its members to pursue common interests and to

*Keohane, International Institutions and State Power, pp. 2-3.

?’Robert Jervis, “Security Regimes,” International Organization, Vol. 36, No. 2 (Spring 1982), p.
357.
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avoid certain outcomes relative to specific regional security questions.”® One
notes the influence of the neo-liberal approach to cooperation in both analyses.
Security regimes are said to arise from the existence of some common interests
regarding specific security issues.

Nevertheless, the existence of a security regime does not necessarily
involve a situation where no form of competition or conflict between the
participants is possible. When contrasting a security regime to a security
community, a concept discussed by Karl Deutsch in 1957,%° Acharya argues that
the former offers a situation where the interests of the participants are neither
completely compatible nor competitive.w In that respect, security regimes differ
from security communities where one observes a complete and long-term
convergence of interests between members in the avoidance of war.

One may wonder why security regimes have remained so rare in
international politics when compared with the rapid expansion of regimes dealing
with non-security matters. Neo-liberal theorists argue that regimes are more
difficult to establish and are often unsuccessful when dealing with zero-sum
games. States are less willing to enter cooperative arrangements, as the issues
addressed are more central to their own military security. When contrasting
security and non-security regimes, Lipson explains that “the crucial differences
appear to lie in the costs of betrayal, the difficulties of monitoring, and the
tendency to comprehend security issues as strictly competitive struggles.”' As a
result of all these difficulties, the formation of a security regime is often seen as
unattractive to decision-makers.

Let us now focus on the practical operation of a security regime and
contrast its modalities to the functioning of a traditional balance of power system.

Jervis’ influential work needs to be discussed. He considers the Concert of

BWilliam T. Tow, Subregional Security Cooperation in the Third World (Bouder, Col.: Lynne
Rienner Publishers, 1990), p. 13.

PKarl Deutsch et al, Political Community and the North Atlantic Area: International Organization
in the Light of Historical Experience (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957).

®Amitav Acharya, “A Regional Security Community in South East Asia?,” Journal of Strategic
Studies, Vol. 18, No. 3 (Sept. 1995), p. 179.

*!Charles Lipson, “International Cooperation in Economic and Security Affairs,” in David A.

Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism: the Contemporary Debate (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1993), p. 76.
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Europe, which operated through diplomatic congresses from 1815 to 1823 and
informally until the Crimean War of 1854, as the most famous historical example
of a security regime. Rejecting the common approach of comparing the Concert of
Europe to a sophisticated balance of power system,’> Jervis insists that the
Concert should be analysed as a security regime. In his view, the Concert “was
characterized by an unusually high and self-conscious level of cooperation among
the major European powers. The states did not play the game as hard as they
could; they did not take advantage of others’ short-run vulnerabilities.””> The
promotion of individual and common long-term interests is identified as essential
to the operation of a security regime. States are willing to employ restraint in their
policies and avoid pressing short-term interests in the hope of achieving additional
gains in the longer run.

By defining the operation of a security regime in interest-based terms,
Jervis succeeds in introducing a second issue focal in his analysis: the shift from
the traditional concept of the balance of power to a security regime/Concert
system. In that respect, the Concert of Europe is described as an historical
example of a shift beyond the balahce of power. Jervis distinguishes the
operations of a security regime/Concert system and the balance of power by

indicating the existence of opposing assumptions in each case. He claims:

In the balance of power, the stability of the system is maintained by states
following narrow, short-run self-interest. Wars may be frequent, but at least the
imperatives that leaders have to follow are relatively clear and simple. In a
Concert system,...., states and national leaders must have wider concerns, a

longer-run perspective, and greater wisdom.**

The idea of a shift from the traditional concept of the balance of power to long-
term security cooperation is central to this thesis. This approach has been followed
by many authors who consider ASEAN and the ARF as security regimes that may

be defined alternatively to the balance of power concept. It should be noted that

32As for example applied in Henry Kissinger, World Restored: Metternich, Castlereagh and the
Problems of Peace, 1812-22 (Cambridge, Mass.: The Riverside Press, 1957) and in Edward Vose
Gulick, Europe’s Classical Balance of Power (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1967).
BRobert Jervis, “From Balance to Concert: A Study of International Security Cooperation,” in
Kenneth A. Oye, ed., Cooperation Under Anarchy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986),
p. 59.

3Robert Jervis, “A Political Science Perspective on the Balance of Power and the Concert,”
American Historical Review, Vol. 97, No. 3 (June 1992), p. 724.
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Jervis’ analysis of a Concert system is centred around great powers, even if
medium and small states may be included in the cooperative process. In contrast,
recent institutionalist views focus on security regimes as applicable to all states
and thus not necessarily limited to the leading presence and role of great powers.

Neo-liberal institutionalists have also concentrated on the influence of
security regimes. For instance, current institutional theory deals in great length
with the issue of information sharing, essential to security matters.>> Neo-liberal
institutionalism has been applied to the creation of post-Cold War security
regimes, including the ARF and other forms of confidence-building mechanisms
in Asia, Latin America and other parts of the world. In accordance with Jervis’
analysis, institutionalist theorists argue that these security regimes should not be
considered in terms of the balance of power. Instead, they claim that they have
been established and will continue to exist as a result of “the benefits they
provide: by facilitating communication, information, transparency; by reducing
mutual threat perceptions and worst-case thinking; and by undercutting the self-
fulfilling prophecies that lie at the heart of the security dilemma.”*®

One may conclude this discussion on security regimes by emphasising
several points. Specific variables enjoy a central position within the neo-liberal
analysis of security regimes. These include the development of norms and
principles, the establishment of a code of conduct respected by the member states,
the level of institutionalisation and the existence of common interests. A security
regime does not make the use of force unthinkable nor does it lead to the existence
of converging interests only. Instead, bilateral tensions, territorial disputes and
other forms of potential threats could exist among its participants. That said, the
purpose of a security regime is primarily to enhance regional security through the
application of a code of conduct which influences the behaviour of states, and also
through collective policies aimed at conflict avoidance and/or conflict
management and resolution. Though mostly influencing intra-mural relations, a

security regime can promote a stronger sense of self-reliance among its

3Robert O. Keohane and Lisa L. Martin, “The Promise of Institutionalist Theory,” International
Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), p. 43.

*Andrew Hurrell, “Explaining the Resurgence of Regionalism in World Politics,” Review of
International Studies, 21 (1995), p. 352.
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participants which could therefore redefine the influence of external powers and
even limit their interference in regional affairs. Finally, the promotion of
confidence-building measures, that could involve the creation of better
communication networks, the expansion of transparency between participants and
the promotion of closer relations between decision-makers should be seen as a
first step to fulfil these different ambitions. Naturally, the utility of a security

regime will strongly depend on its institutional development.

C. Alternatives to a Neo-liberal Understanding of Security regimes: Realist

and Constructivist Perspectives

Realists have traditionally advanced the theory of hegemonic stability, first
developed by Charles Kindleberger,” to explain the activities of a security regime.
Yet, neo-liberal theorists also refer to this approach, particularly with reference to
the formation of regimes.”® The theory of hegemonic stability argues that the
creation and persistence of a regime is dependent on the influence and
participation of a single powerful state. Regime dynamics are associated with the
capacity of an hegemonic player to promote and lead cooperative arrangements
within the international system. The debate juxtaposing (neo-) realists and neo-
liberals over the question of inter-state cooperation is based on two core
controversies: the significance of regimes or institutions in international politics
and the notion of absolute versus relative gains. It would be incorrect to say that
one school is only concerned with absolute and the other with relative gains when
analysing international cooperation. Still, the neo-liberal perspective has focused
on states seeking absolute and common interests while the realists have paid close
attention to the matter of relative gains. Both issues are strongly inter-linked. As
noted earlier, it is by stressing that states seek to promote individual and common
interests that neo-liberals claim that (security) regimes are significant actors in
international politics. Realists reach the opposite conclusion by concentrating on

relative gains.

3Charles Kindleberger, The World in Depression, 1929-1939 (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1973).
*¥See for example Keohane, After Hegemony.
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Joseph Grieco enters the debate by separating out how neo-liberal
institutionalists and realists view anarchy. He explains that neo-liberal
institutionalists analyse states as self-interested utility maximisers, signifying that
they aim at obtaining the highest possible individual gains.39 According to this
perspective, Grieco argues, states see cheating as the main danger associated with
cooperation. Anarchy is said to be viewed by neo-liberals to imply that “states
may wish to cooperate, but, aware that cheating is both possible and profitable,
lack a central agency to enforce promises.”‘w In contrast, Grieco asserts that
anarchy means to realists that “there is no overarching authority to prevent others
Jfrom using violence, or the threat of violence, to destroy or enslave them.”! He
claims that states, rather than being troubled only with cheating, need to face the
larger question of relative gains when cooperating with others.** This often limits
the willingness of states to cooperate. Though Grieco does not dispute that inter-
state cooperation is possible, he indicates that states will cooperate with others as
long as the cooperation process leads to a balanced achievement of galins.43 In that
respect, he specifies the need to include a broader set of constraints when
analysing inter-state cooperation.

This argument is also followed by John J. Mearsheimer who points out
that states, concerned primarily with the power distribution in the system, need to
focus first on relative gains when cooperating with others.** This leads him to
argue that regimes have a limited influence on governmental behaviour and that
they should not be seen as security promoters in the post-Cold War.** He claims
that “the causes of war and peace are mainly a function of the balance of power,

and that institutions largely mirror the distribution of power in the system.”*°

¥Joseph Grieco, “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal
Institutionalism,” in Charles W. Kegley, ed., Controversies in International Relations Theory:
Realism and the Neoliberal Challenge (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995), pp. 158-159.

“Grieco, “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation,” p. 160.
“'Grieco, “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation,” p. 160.
“Grieco, “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation,” pp. 162-164.
“Grieco, “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation,” p- 163.

“John J. Mearsheimer, “The False Promise of International Institutions,” International Security,
Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/95), p. 12.

“*Mearsheimer, “The False Promise of International Institutions,” p. 7.
“Mearsheimer, “The False Promise of International Institutions,” p. 13.
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Thus, he classifies regimes as limited variables within the larger game of the
balance of power. Though Mearsheimer is more radical in his analysis, he reaches
the same conclusion as Grieco: states find it dangerous to cooperate due to the
issue of relative gains.

Constructivism is a theoretical approach that has developed as a reaction to
structural realism and neo-liberal theories of cooperation.’ Rejecting the
assumption that states are unitary and self-interested actors displaying utility-
maximising behaviour, it takes a sociological approach to the study of IR. It
focuses on the importance of social structures that include shared knowledge,
institutions, identities, norms and rules. These normative and social structures are
believed to determine the behaviour of the social actors involved in international

politics. Alexander Wendt, the leading figure in constructivism, explains that:

Constructivists are interested in the construction of identities and interests, and,
as such, take a more sociological than economic approach to systemic theory. On
this basis, they have argued that states are not structurally or exogenously given

but constructed by historically contingent interactions. **

The understanding of these historical interactions is expected to help us analyse
how interests, identities and values may be emulated or modified over time.
Constructivism also discusses material factors, for instance the distribution of
power in the international system, but examines them in the context of the social
structures mentioned above. The latter are said to give meaning to material factors
that can only be examined through them. Ringmar explains, for instance, that
“What matters in the end is not matter, but instead how matter is represented.””
As a result, constructivism questions the way neo-realists interpret anarchy which
is expected to lead automatically to self-help and insecurity. Instead,
constructivists assert that the logic of anarchy is socially constructed, as famously

claimed by Wendt when stating that “anarchy is what states make of it.”%

“’please refer to Alexander Wendt, “Constructing International Politics,” International Security,
Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp. 71-81.

“Alexander Wendt, “Collective Identity Formation and the International State,” American
Political Science Review, Vol. 88, No. 2 (June 1994), p. 385.

“Erik Ringmar, “Alexander Wendt: A Social Scientist Struggling with History,” in Iver B.
Neumann and Ole Waever, eds., The Future of International Relations (London: Routledge, 1997),
p. 278.

®Alexander Wendt, “Anarchy is what States make of it: The Social Construction of Power
Politics,” International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 2 (Spring 1992), pp. 391-425.
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When examining regionalism and the development of institutions,
constructivism concentrates on regional identity as well as the economic, political
and cultural conditions that exist in a specific region.’’ This approach does not
focus on material factors and rejects the assumption that states are utility-
maximising actors with precise and given interests that can be promoted through
cooperation. Instead, it claims that attention needs to be given to the formation and
evolution of identities, interests and norms associated with the process of
institution-building. Hurrell writes that constructivist theories concentrate “on
regional awareness and regional identity, on the shared sense of belonging to a
particular regional community, and what has been called ‘cognitive
regionalism’.”>> The analytic focus of a constructivist approach to the study of
institutions therefore includes the role of norms, the importance of ideology and
the socialisation of relations that may induce identity change and result in the
construction of a collective identity among regional states. Regional cooperation
may thus lead to the formation of a regional sense of community.>> Constructivists
view the rise of Asian-Pacific multilateralism in the post-Cold War as promoted
by the creation of an embryonic collective identity in the region. The latter may
result from the convergence of economic views, an increased sense of regional
interdependence and the role played by non-governmental actors. Though it may
over-emphasise the relevance and strength of regional identities, constructivism
has a great deal to say on the existence of norms and their influence on security
regimes.

To conclude this section, let us go back to the realist approach to security
cooperation and discuss its limits as well as what it can tell us about the centrality
of power in cooperative processes. The realist perception of (security) regimes is

too confined in the sense that it analyses cooperative arrangements as restricted

S!Constructivism has been applied, for instance, to the study of ASEAN and Southeast Asian
security relations. Please refer to Acharya, “Ideas, Identity, and Institution-Building: From the
‘ASEAN Way’ to the ‘Asia-Pacific Way’?,” pp. 319-346; Amitav Acharya, “Collective Identity
and Conflict Management in Southeast Asia,” in Emmanuel Adler and Michael Barnett, eds.,
Security Communities (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), pp. 198-227; and Nikolas
Busse, “Constructivism and Southeast Asian Security,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 12, No. 1 (1999),
pp. 39-60.

Hurrell, “Explaining the Resurgence of Regionalism in World Politics,” p. 352.
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instruments in the power politics game. For instance, Mearsheimer’s analysis is
conventional as he discredits the relevance of regimes by considering them as
modest variables in the balance of power. By minimising issues essential to an
understanding of regimes, including the importance of norms and principles and
the possibility of a long-term convergence of interests, realism takes a narrow
view in respect of inter-state cooperation. The latter is, for instance, never seen as
context-dependent. Hence, the realist perspective seems incapable of offering a
satisfactory study of security regimes.

That said, realism may still be useful to highlight a limitation of the neo-
liberal perception of inter-state cooperation. As seen before, the neo-liberal
interpretation assumes, at least in the long run, the gradual lessening of realist
beliefs among the participating states to a security regime. This is not expected to
lead to the complete disappearance of these persuasions though as may be
expected in the case of a security community. By concentrating on states’
individual interests and their convergence, neo-liberals may have minimised the
persisting influence played by relative power on the functioning of regimes as well
as the incompatibility of some interests. Though offering an acceptable analysis of
security regimes, neo-liberals may have underestimated the possible persistence of
realist beliefs among political leaders engaged in these institutions. Close attention
needs to be given when examining security regimes to the power considerations
involved. In particular, it is the role played by the constraining of power in
security regime dynamics that ought to be studied further. In short, rather than
discrediting the neo-liberal interpretation of security regimes, the realist
perspective enables us to raise the point that the underlying calculations made by
the participants include considerations that are alien to neo-liberal cooperative

theory and which need to be addressed.

SPlease refer to the original work of Karl Deutsch on security communities and integration.
Deutsch et al, Political Community and the North Atlantic Area.
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II1. Balance of Power Meets Cooperative Security

A. The Concept of Power in Realism

Balance of power theory rests on the centrality and constant pursuit of
power in international relations. Its underlying assumptions are based on realist
suppositions. Hence, before discussing the balance of power, let us briefly
examine how the concept of power has been defined and addressed by some
realist theorists. The realist tradition relies on a coercive understanding of power.
Yet, definitions of the term have traditionally been vague.” Schwarzenberger has

succeeded in putting forward a satisfactory definition. He writes:

Power is the mean between influence and force. All three are different ways of
establishing a social nexus on a footing regarded as desirable by the active agent
in such relations. Power distinguishes itself, however, from influence by reliance
on external pressure as a background threat, and from force by preference for
achieving its ends without the actual use of physical force. Thus, power may be
defined as capacity to impose one’s will on others by reliance on effective

. . . 55
sanctions in case of non-compliance.

National power is the result of the sum of different components that include
military, economic, political and ideological attributes.®® The notion of power is
therefore impossible to measure precisely. The concept of power is generally
examined in a relational context rather than in absolute terms. A state’s
capabilities are measured in relation to the attributes of one or more other
countries. Moreover, power is not only the result of aggregate capabilities as it
also depends on a state’s willingness and intention to implement its will. Though
rarely defined in their writings, power is implicitly analysed by realist theorists
through a military dimension.

Power is the most essential concept in realist theory. As a classical realist,
Hans Morgenthau claims that “International politics, like all politics, is a struggle

for power.””’ Morgenthau defines political power as a person’s capacity to control

**Hobbes wrote that “The power of @ Man, (to take it Universally,) is his present means, to obtain
some future apparent Good.” Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, Edited by R. Tuck (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1991), p. 62.

%Georg Schwarzenberger, Power Politics: A Study of World Society, Third Edition (London:
Stevens & Sons Limited, 1964), p. 14.

For a discussion on the concept of power, please refer to Chris Brown, Understanding
International Relations (London: Macmillan Press Ltd, 1997), pp. 87-97.

"Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, First Edition,
Revised and Enlarged (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1949), p. 13.
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some of another person’s actions through influencing that person’s mind.>®
Domestic and international politics manifest universally a struggle for power.” As
a result, each political decision tries either to maintain power, being thus a policy
of the status quo, to increase power at the expense of the status quo, a policy of
imperialism, or to demonstrate power, a policy of prestige.®® A state wishing to
preserve a margin of safety, should “aim not at a balance, that is, equality of
power, but at superiority of power in their own behalf.”®' Hence, a state seeks the
summit of power available. The notion of a constant struggle for power is
problematic as states do not limit their actions to a permanent accumulation of
capabilities. This limitation has been addressed by Kenneth Waltz who remains
the quintessential neo-realist.> He explains that “neo-realism sees power as a
possibly useful means, with states running risks if they have either too little or too
much of it.”® States are not searching to maximise power but security. In
addition, Waltz insists that structural constraints rather than a pure struggle for
power characterises international politics.

This short review has introduced a definition of the concept of power and
mentioned its central position in realist theory. In accordance with realist
suppositions, the thesis relies on a coercive understanding of the concept and
focuses mainly on its strategic dimension. While limiting the analysis and nature
of power for the sake of the theoretical discussion that follows, one should be

aware of other approaches that have broaden the analysis of the concept.

B. Conventional Understanding of the Balance of Power Theory

No real consensus exists regarding a precise definition of the term

“balance of power” or on the actual functioning of the power balancing process in

*Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (1949), p. 14.

*Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (1949), p. 21.

%Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (1949), pp. 21-22.

$'Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (1949), p. 155.

S2Please refer to Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass.: Addison-
Wesley Publishing Company, 1979).

%Kenneth N. Watlz, “The Origins of War in Neorealist Theory,” in R.I. Rotberg and T.K. Rabb,
eds., The Origins and Prevention of Major Wars (Cambridge : Cambridge University Press, 1989),
p. 40.
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the international system. The various meanings and modes of operation of the
balance of power will be discussed in chapter three. The term is often used
loosely, which leads to vagueness and confusion. Yet, despite the imprecisions,
most theorists agree on some central principles. In its most conventional form, the
balance of power theory assumes that as soon as a state’s position within the
anarchical state system becomes a threat to the survival of others, a countervailing
initiative, based on one or more actors, is created to restrain the rising state and
ensure the preservation of the states system. States need to counterbalance any
potential hegemon to ensure their survival and to prevent their being dictated to.
Security is approached in unilateral, competitive and zero-sum terms. Security is
only possible in the system when states attempt to achieve a balanced distribution
of power amongst themselves between periods of tension and conflict.

Thanks to its core simplicity and explanatory qualities, the balance of
power remains one of the greatest and most valuable tools of analysis in the study
of international politics attracting constant academic interest. As a theory, it has
been at the core of classical and modern realism, the most dominant school of IR.
Historically linked with the notions of Realpolitik and raison d’état, the balance of
power received a central position in the writings of Machiavelli, Hobbes and other
classical realists. In modern IR theory, the concept has remained at the core of the
realist paradigm and introduced by Waltz as the central principle of neo-realism.®
Yet, it would be incorrect to assume that the balance of power should exclusively
be associated with realism. The existence of a second tradition of thought has been
emphasised for instance by Richard Little. He refers to an "adversarial" and an
"associative" balance of power tradition. The former, namely the realist
perspective, remains the most well-known interpretation of the concept. In
contrast, the associative tradition is based on the idea that rather than using power
competitively to enhance narrow self-interests, it may be used "communally to

sustain a just equilibrium which would reflect the interests of all the members of

%For example, Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1948) and further editions. Also Waltz, Theory of International
Politics.
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the system."®> In modern IR literature, the associative approach to the balance of
power is mainly represented in the "English School," particularly in the works of
Martin Wight and Hedley Bull.%

As any theoretical concept employed to the study of social sciences, the
balance of power contains shortcomings that complicate its analysis. Let us
mention some of its limitations aware that others exist as well. The theory has
been the target of several criticisms that include its unsophisticated analysis of the
concept of power, its narrow understanding of the term security and its failure to
include domestic issues. Security has primarily been limited to conventional inter-
state military relations while economic, social and technological matters have
been mostly ignored. Regarding its level of analysis, the traditional balance of
power theory does not take into consideration domestic aspects including internal
threats, political systems and economic matters. The balance of power perspective
also exaggerates the potential danger resulting from emerging hegemons. This
view often limits the intentions of rising states to aggressive and expanding
policies and fails to consider great powers as possible benign states which
contribute to regional stability. In addition, the theory focuses excessively on
relative gains, underestimating the existence of common interests and the prospect
of long-term cooperation. Finally, it is also essential to question how war is
analysed within the balance of power theory. Many factors, including the costs of
modern warfare and the importance of domestic matters in the formulation of
foreign policies, explain why most states are no longer ready or capable to use war

as an instrument of the balance.

C. Balance of Power as a Factor within and Beyond Regimes For

Cooperative Security

In discussing the shortcomings inherent in a neo-liberal analysis of security
regimes, it has been argued that this perspective may be too limited on its own to

explain their operation. Regional security cooperation may not lead to a lessening

SRichard Little, “Deconstructing the Balance of Power: Two Traditions of Thought,” Review of
International Studies, Vol. 15, No. 2 (April 1989), p. 95.

%Martin Wight, Power Politics (London: Leicester University Press, 1978) and Hedley Bull, The
Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics (London: Macmillan Press Ltd, 1977).
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of realist convictions among policy-makers. On the contrary, it can be suggested
that these views, resulting from military competition, latent conflicts and feelings
of mistrust, remain influential within cooperative security regimes. Hence, it has
been pointed out that further attention ought to be given to the constraining of
power in security regime dynamics. While inter-state arrangements for cooperative
security are often said to have been conceived as alternatives to the traditional
concept of the balance of power, this thesis aims to determine how its central
principles could still be relevant to ASEAN and the ARF. Thus, it is suspected
that both these regimes for cooperative security may have been informed with
some reference to balance of power practice.

The interpretation of the balance of power factor is based on the general
principles and assumptions found in the conventional understanding of the
concept. In accordance with balance of power theories, its purpose is to keep a
cooperative security arrangement and its participants secure from intra- or extra-
mural hegemony. The participants of a security regime are expected to continue
playing close attention to the power distribution within and beyond the associative
arrangement and to react in cases of rising inequilibria. The term hegemony
should be analysed as involving more than a traditional understanding of military
expansion and domination by including political forms of hegemonic disposition
as well. By preserving its central logic, the notion of a balance of power factor
within cooperative security thus holds the core simplicity and explanatory
qualities of the traditional concept.

Yet, attention needs to be given to the differences between balance of
power in its conventional interpretation and practice and the balance of power
factor within cooperative security regimes. This factor may be defined as the
disposition to promote countervailing arrangements to deny hegemony within and
beyond cooperative security even if devoid of direct military content. The balance
of power is analysed in this thesis as a policy consideration, rather than as a
system, that influences the modalities of regimes for cooperative security. The
interpretation of the balance of power factor within cooperative security is defined

by two specific assumptions. First, the constraining of power is seen as one
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element in the operation of a larger security arrangement. Other features pointed
out by the interest-based approach to cooperation include: the presence of norms
and principles, the promotion of a code of conduct, the level of institutionalisation
and the existence of common interests. The balance of power factor may therefore
co-exist with or even complement other aspects involved in the cooperative
process.

Second, the constraining of power within a cooperative security regime
should be seen as dependent on political rather than military means. The necessity
to focus on the restraining of power through political channels results from the
fact that security regimes usually remain diplomatic associations lacking any form
of common military power. Thus, the method by which power is constrained
within cooperative security distinguishes the balance of power factor from a more
- conventional application of the concept. As members of a cooperative security
arrangement, ASEAN participants may be expected to depend on political
mechanisms to contain hegemonic dispositions. These practices could involve
institutional processes, namely specific agreements and treaties or other forms of
institutional checks and balances applied among the member states. In particular,
the balance of power factor within cooperative security may be examined in the
context of norms and principles promoted by an associative arrangement. A
common code of conduct based on standard international norms and respected by
all the member states may constrain the larger participants and ensure that they do
not threaten their smaller cooperative partners. Any act of hegemony could
undermine these norms and rebound adversely on the political cohesion of a
security regime. As a result, one may refer to the institutionalisation of a power
balancing strategy that restrains politically potential hegemons through their
participation in rule-based arrangements.

In sum, the interpretation of the balance of power factof within cooperative
security may be contrasted with the views of the advocates of neo-realism who
examine the balance of power concept entirely in terms of adversarial relations
and self-help. Regimes for cooperative security are not expected to embrace
conventional balance of power politics to contain an intra-mural rising power but
rather to restrain its potential hegemonic dispositions through diplomatic and

institutional means. In contrast, the constraining of power beyond cooperative
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security may be dependent on a conventional practice of countervailing power
rather than on a denial of hegemony through political means. Indeed, external
actors may be expected to have no stake in the norms promoted by a cooperative
security arrangement that operates exclusively on an intra-mural basis. The
participants to a regime for cooperative security may tacitly join an external power
through diplomatic alignment to respond to a rising threat. This may differentiate
an intra- and extra-mural application of the balance of power factor. In short, the
interpretation of this factor may be associated with both an adversarial and
associative understanding of the balance of power concept. The use of both
traditions has often characterised the works of traditional realists, including
Morgenthau,®” and exponents of the English School of International Relations.
Having compared and contrasted the balance of power factor within and
beyond cooperative security to a conventional application of the concept, let us
conclude this first chapter by repeating the central question to be addressed in this
thesis. It concerns the extent to which the balance of power factor plays a part in
the operation of cooperative security regimes and in the calculations of their
participants. The hypothesis will be tested that the balance of power factor
operates within and beyond regimes for cooperative security. The membership and
external links of such groupings may be constructed with the denial of hegemony
in mind. It is in that respect that the balance of power factor may co-exist with or

even complement the cooperative security process.

$"Little, “Deconstructing The Balance of Power: Two Traditions of Thought,” p. 98.
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Chapter Two

Regimes for Cooperative Security:
The Formation and Institutional Evolution of
ASEAN and the ARF

Introduction

The development of multilateralism in the Asia-Pacific in the post-Cold
War was located in the last chapter within a theoretical framework; namely, a neo-
liberal approach to regimes for cooperative security. This theoretical discussion
will now be applied to the institutional experience of ASEAN and the ARF, which
may be regarded as regimes exemplifying cooperative security. The purpose of
this chapter is to demonstrate the relevance of cooperative theory in analysing the
associative experience of both cooperative security arrangements.

In discussing multilateralism in Southeast Asia and the Asia-Pacific,
ASEAN and the ARF will be referred to as inter-state arrangements that seek to
address the climate of international relations through the vehicle of dialogue as
opposed to problem-solving. As examples of cooperative security, both
institutions should be seen as promoting the notion of security cooperation “with
others” as opposed to “against others.”! ASEAN may be defined as a diplomatic
association for political and security cooperation that concentrates on conflict
avoidance and management driven initially by the goal of regional reconciliation.
The ARF is a more extensive inter-governmental grouping, which focuses on
dialogue, and confidence-building measures as a first step in promoting
cooperative security. As examples of the latter, both cooperative security regimes
may be viewed as regional attempts to move beyond the traditional concept of the
balance of power despite the fact that cooperative security was developed with the
object of complementing existing bilateral alliances of Cold War provenance.

ASEAN and the ARF will be examined separately despite the leading role
of the Association in the creation and institutional evolution of the Forum. This

chapter will consist of two sections. ASEAN will first be analysed as a

'Please refer to Common Security: A Programme for Disarmament. The Report of the Independent
Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues under the Chairmanship of Olof Palme
(London: Pan Books, 1982).
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cooperative security arrangement by reviewing its origins and institutional
experience and considering its allegedly distinctive process of interaction, the so-
called “ASEAN Way”. This first section will also discuss the weakening of the
Association since 1997 and its achievements and limitations as a regime for
cooperative security. The second section will analyse the ARF with special
reference to its establishment and institutional evolution. Furthermore, the Forum
will be compared and contrasted to the Association and its principal achievements

and weaknesses will be pointed out.

I. ASEAN’s Institutional Evolution as a Regime for Cooperative Security
A. ASEAN’s Origins: Confrontation and Regional Reconciliation

The few years that preceded the creation of ASEAN were distinguished by
regional conflict and disrupted regional relationships. The main source of inter-
state antagonism resulted from the formation in September 1963 of the Federation
of Malaysia, which consisted of Malaya, Singapore, Sabah and Sarawak. Sukarno,
the first president of Indonesia, opposed the establishment of Malaysia, which he
viewed as a British neo-colonial design. Sukarmo started a campaign of
Confrontation to oppose the new federation. A similar policy over West Irian,
which had remained under Dutch authority since Indonesia’s independence in
December 1949, had led to a diplomatic settlement in August 1962 by which
Jakarta gained control over the territory. Indonesia’s new policy of Confrontation
challenged the legitimacy of the newly-established Federation of Malaysia.
Confrontation was based on coercive diplomacy that made use of small-scale
armed activities and “which was designed to create a sense of international crisis
in order to provoke diplomatic intervention in Indonesia’s interests.”? This
military and ideological campaign reinforced an outburst of Indonesian

nationalism. The history of Confrontation need not be rehearsed here in detail.’ It

*Michael Leifer, Dictionary of the Modern Politics of South-East Asia, New Edition (London:
Routledge, 1996), p. 89.

*For a full historical account of Konfrontasi, please refer to J.A.C. Mackie, Konfrontasi: The
Indonesia-Malaysia Dispute, 1963-1966 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1974); Michael Leifer,
Indonesia’s Foreign Policy (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1983), chapter four; and J.M.
Gullick, Malaysia and its Neighbours (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1967). For the reasons
that led to the onset of Confrontation, please refer to Donald Hindley, “Indonesia’s Confrontation
with Malaysia: A Search for Motives,” 4sian Survey, Vol. IV, No. 6 (June 1964), pp. 904-913,
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suffices to say that its onset amplified sub-regional tensions, making any kind of
neighbourly amity impossible.

A second source of regional antagonism resulted from the Philippines’
claim to the British colony of North Borneo (Sabah). In June 1962, the Philippines
indicated to the British government that it disputed Britain’s control and
sovereignty over the territory.* Though the Philippine government had initially
supported the proposal by Malaya’s Prime Minister Tunku Abdul Rahman to
establish Malaysia, the integration of Sabah in the new federation strained
diplomatic relations between Manila and Kuala Lumpur. Diasdado Macapagal,
who served as president of the Philippines from 1961 until 1965, pressed the
Philippines’ territorial claim to Sabah and challenged with Sukarno the legitimacy
of Malaysia. The election of Ferdinand Marcos as president of the Philippines in
November 1965 led to the normalisation of bilateral relations in June 1966. This
started a new phase that improved Philippine-Malaysian relations but only up to a
point. Indeed, Manila never abandoned but only decreased the vigour with which
it would pursue its claim to Sabah.

The eventual establishment of the Association first required a
transformation in the regional political environment. Specifically, it was
dependent on an Indonesian-Malaysian reconciliation. The regional alteration
resulted from a change in political leadership in Indonesia. An abortive coup in
October 1965, mounted allegedly by the Indonesian Communist Party (PKI), was
followed by Sukarno’s gradual political downfall and the massacre of suspected
PKI members. Lt. General Suharto assumed executive powers on 11 March 1966,
which initiated a new era in Indonesian politics known as the New Order. This
transformation arose partly from the regional and domestic costs involved over
Confrontation.” Similar to the neighbouring conservative governments, the new
military leadership in Indonesia preferred to focus on domestic stability and
economic development and to adopt a more pro-western and anti-communist

political orientation.

*For a discussion on the Philippines’ claim to the territory of Sabah, please refer to Lela Garner
Noble, Philippine Policy Toward Sabah: A Claim to Independence (Tucson: The University of
Arizona Press, 1977).

*Please refer to Dewi Fortuna Anwar, Indonesia in ASEAN: Foreign Policy and Regionalism (New
York: St. Martin’s Press, 1994), pp. 27-29.
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Suharto saw the end of Confrontation as a first necessity.® The new
Indonesian Foreign Minister Adam Malik tried to reach reconciliation with
Malaysia and to gain access to external assistance, which the country desperately
needed in order to stabilise and consolidate its economy. To attain international
rehabilitation, particularly with regard to the United States, Indonesia had first to
be accepted by its neighbours and to be viewed as a responsible regional actor.” A
starting process of reconciliation between Jakarta and Kuala Lumpur made
regional cooperation possible and desirable as a means to avoid future
confrontation. Regional cooperation was first discussed in the Spring of 1966
when Malaysia’s Deputy Prime Minister Tun Abdul Razak, Malik and the Thai
Foreign Minister Thanat Khoman, held talks in Bangkok on the normalisation of
Indonesian-Malaysian relations. Though not directly involved, Suharto decisively
influenced the negotiations by supporting a pragmatic foreign policy based on
regional cooperation and domestic economic development.

Regional attempts had already been made in the early 1960’s to establish
inter-state cooperation. The Association of Southeast Asia (ASA) had been
created in Bangkok in July 1961 as an instrument to advance dialogue between
Thailand, Malaya and the Philippines.® Indonesia had refused to take part because
it viewed ASA as a Western-aligned organisation. Although officially focusing on
economic and cultural cooperation, ASA had been primarily designed to promote
regional consultation and intra-mural stability in the interest of domestic regime
security. Abdul Rahman had declared at the foreign ministers’ meeting of April
1963 that “We are determined to make a success of this organization because we
believe sincerely that the best possible way of preventing the Communists from

trying to destroy the lives and souls of our nations is by improving the lot of our

SFor a discussion on the end of Confrontation please refer to Franklin B. Weinstein, Indonesia
Abandons Confrontation: An Inquiry into the Functions of Indonesian Foreign Policy (Ithaca:
Cormnell University Press, 1969); and Nawaz B. Mody, Indonesia under Suharto (London: Oriental
University Press, 1987), chapter three.

"This point was made by Sabam Siagian, former Chief Editor of the Jakarta Post and former
Ambassador of Indonesia to Australia (1991-1995). The interview was held in Jakarta on 20 March
2000.

®Please refer to ASA, Report of the First Meeting of Foreign Ministers of ASA on Economic and
Cultural Co-operation Among Southeast Asian Countries and Statement of Policy, Bangkok, 1
August 1961.
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people.” ASA’s structure had included an annual meeting of foreign ministers, a
Joint Working Party that preceded the ministerial session and a Standing
Committee led by the foreign minister of the host country and attended by the
Ambassadors of the other member states.'® ASA had been severely affected by the
steady deterioration of Malayan-Philippine relations over Sabah and its operations
were interrupted in mid-1963. A second sub-regional attempt was even more
short-lived. Consisting of Malaya, the Philippines and Indonesia, Maphilindo was
a loose confederation based ostensibly on Malay brotherhood, which had been
created through the Manila Agreements of 1963. Maphilindo was a device for
both undermining Malaysia and reconciling Indonesia, Malaya and the
Philippines. Its viability was destroyed due to Confrontation.

As the primary regional actor and keen to avoid domestic political
embarrassment, Indonesia refused to join ASA that had renewed its activities
through its third foreign ministers’ meeting held in Bangkok in August 1966."
Despite Malaysia’s reluctance to abandon the already-existing arrangement,
Jakarta proposed a new project for regional cooperation. Diplomatic talks
continued supported by a close collaboration between Malik and Khoman who
favoured the formation of a new and wider regional grouping. Indonesia affirmed
its willingness to engage with its neighbours through regional cooperation based
on the notion of equality.”> It was keen to launch a new start in regional
cooperation in order to reconcile national pride and international rehabilitation.
Discussing ASEAN, Gordon writes that “the new group was created for Indonesia,
since leaders in Djakarta have preferred to view ASA as a ‘Western-inspired’
organization with which they could not associate.”'® That said, ASEAN adopted in
1967 the inherent cooperative security premises and structure of ASA. ASA’s
operations and purposes were incorporated into the new diplomatic association.

During the inaugural meeting of ASEAN, Tun Abdul Razak declared that “We, in

*Federation of Malaya, ASA, Report of the Second Meeting of Foreign Ministers (Kuala Lumpur,
1963), p. 30. Quoted in Bernard K. Gordon, Toward Disengagement in Asia: A Strategy for
American Foreign Policy (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1969), p. 109.

'°ASA, Report of the First Meeting of Foreign Ministers of ASA, Bangkok, Thailand, 1 August
1961.

ASA, Report of the Third Meeting of the Foreign Ministers of ASA, Bangkok, Thailand, 3-5
August 1966.

"This point was made by Ali Alatas, former Foreign Minister of Indonesia (1988-1999). The
interview was held in Jakarta on 21 March 2000.
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Malaysia, are extremely happy that the ideals and aspirations which led to the
establishment of ASA six years ago have now grown and have gathered another
form and wider import in the birth of ASEAN today.”"* It may therefore be argued
that rather than being abandoned, ASA had “simply been enlarged and given a
new name.”"’

The motivation for ASEAN was based not only on regional reconciliation.
The Association may also be viewed as a response to an advancing communist
threat in Indochina and a related fear of internal communist insurgencies.
Concerns also existed regarding the consequences of the Chinese Cultural
Revolution and the future political direction that Beijing might adopt.
Nevertheless, it can be suggested that the origins of ASEAN were primarily intra-
mural. It was created to locate regional reconciliation within an institutionalised
structure of dialogue permitting a concentration of resources on economic
development in the interest of domestic regime security.'® This priority is essential
as it helps us define and analyse ASEAN as a regime for cooperative security
pivoting on domestic regime security. The process of reconciliation between
Indonesia and Malaysia and the need to prevent the recurrence of confrontation
through regional cooperation are at the heart of the origins of ASEAN. It should
be noted for example that the full restoration of relations between Jakarta and
Kuala Lumpur occurred only after the organisation of elections in Sabah and the
creation of ASEAN though bilateral contacts had previously been re-established
through the Bangkok Agreement of August 1966.

B. ASEAN’s Early Years: The Emergence of an Embryonic Regime for

Cooperative Security

ASEAN was established through the Bangkok Declaration of August
1967. Its original members; Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and

Thailand,'” came together in the interest of regional cooperation. The emphasis

“Gordon, Toward Disengagement in Asia, p. 111.

“Deputy Prime Minister of Malaysia, Tun Abdul Razak, at the Inaugural Meeting of ASEAN held
on 8 August 1967 at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Bangkok, Thailand.

Gordon, Toward Disengagement in Asia, p. 98.

'*Michael Leifer, The ASEAN Regional Forum. A Model Jor Cooperative Security in the Middle
East? (Canberra: Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies, 1998), p. 6.

""The offer to participate had previously been declined by Myanmar, Cambodia and Laos.
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was put on boosting intra-mural stability and peace. Among its declared purposes,
the Association would aim “To accelerate the economic growth, social progress
and cultural development in the region” and “To promote regional peace and
stability through abiding respect for justice and the rule of law in the relationship
among countries of the region and adherence to the principles of the United
Nations Charter.”'® The Bangkok Declaration was a modest and abstract
document, as it did not include a programme for transforming objectives into
realities. Concrete steps to regional cooperation were absent from the 1967
Declaration. Moreover, the issue of political cooperation was not mentioned
officially in Bangkok as it was considered too soon to address openly such a
difficult matter. Instead, the founding document emphasised unexceptional and
non-sensitive issues, including social and economic cooperation.

Nevertheless, regional security was the first preoccupation of the founders
of the Association. As Malik would later point out, “considerations of national and
regional security have (...) figured largely in the minds of the founders of the
ASEAN.”" The Association was given an undeclared political and security role as
it was expected to provide a framework for negotiation through which
troublesome issues could be approached. Significantly, the ASEAN Ministerial
Meeting (AMM), consisting of an annual gathering of the five foreign ministers,
was introduced as the highest authority. Over the years, the AMM would become
the key instrument of dialogue where security matters could commonly be
discussed. It was agreed in Bangkok that a Standing Committee would also be
established. It would be led by the foreign minister of the host country and
attended by the Ambassadors of the other member states. In short, ASEAN’s
structure demonstrated the attention given to regional relations. This focus had
been inherited from ASA.

Military cooperation was rejected at the outset due to several factors. The
Association hoped to avoid hostile Vietnamese and Chinese reactions by denying
an official anti-communist position. During the inaugural meeting, Singapore’s

Foreign Minister S. Rajaratnam affirmed that “those who are outside the grouping

®The ASEAN Declaration (Bangkok Declaration), Bangkok, Thailand, 8 August 1967.
See Adam Malik, “Regional Cooperation in International Politics,” Regionalism in Southeast
Asia (Jakarta: Centre for Strategic and International Studies, 1975), p. 162.
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should not regard this as a grouping against anything, against anybody.”?° Besides,
the participants did not possess the necessary resources to engage in collective
defence.”’ That reluctance also resulted from deep intra-mural differences.
Feelings of mistrust and territorial disputes affected most bilateral relations and
the members did not share a common security perspective or threat perception.
Differences existed with regards to the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and
Vietnam and they disagreed on the role of external powers. With the exception of
Indonesia, the member states relied on defence cooperation with foreign actors to
preserve their security. Jakarta favoured an autonomous order in which regional
players would be responsible for their own defence.

As with most organisations, ASEAN resulted from the fact that it served
its members’ narrowly-defined interests.”> The new Indonesian leadership wanted
to attain rehabilitation at the regional and international level. Jakarta was keen to
restore its credibility and persuade its neighbours that it should no longer be
viewed as a source of threat. Moreover, Indonesia sought to ensure access to
Western capital and wished to see the establishment of a stable environment that
would enhance domestic political stability and economic development.? Finally,
Jakarta hoped that the Association could operate as an autonomous security
foundation free from external intervention. During the inaugural meeting, Malik
declared that “Indonesia always wants to see South East Asia developed into a
region which can stand on its own feet, strong enough to defend against any
negative influence from outside the region.”* By no longer acting as an
aggressive power, Indonesia may also have expected its neighbouring states to
become less reliant on external actors to ensure their security.

To cooperate with a former aggressor to its newly-obtained sovereignty

was a calculated risk for Malaysia. ASEAN was viewed in Kuala Lumpur as an

®The Minister of Foreign Affairs of Singapore, S. Rajaratnam, at the Inaugural Meeting of
ASEAN held on 8 August 1967 at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Bangkok, Thailand.

2'Estrella D. Solidum, “Security Perspectives in ASEAN,” in Werner Pfennig and Mark Suh, eds.,
Aspects of ASEAN (Munchen: Weltforum Verlag, 1984), pp. 115-116.

2leo Suryadinata, Indonesia’s Foreign Policy under Suharto: Aspiring to International
Leadership (Singapore: Times Academic Press, 1996), p. 68.

BThis point was made by Wirjono Sastro Handujo, Fellow Researcher at the Centre for Strategic
and International Studies (CSIS) and former Ambassador of Indonesia to Austria, France and
Australia. The interview was held at CSIS on 23 March 2000.

**Minister for Foreign Affairs of Indonesia, Adam Malik, at the Inaugural Meeting of ASEAN held
on 8 August 1967 at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Bangkok, Thailand.

50



opportunity to institutionalise the end of confrontation with Indonesia and
improve relations with other neighbouring states. During the inaugural meeting,
Tun Abdul Razak also referred to the regional order. He affirmed that “The
vacuum left by the retreat of colonial rule must be filled by the growth and
consideration of indigenous powers - otherwise our future, individually and
jointly, will remain dangerously threatened.” Singapore wanted to enhance its
Southeast Asian identity as well as to register its sovereignty, though intensely
suspicious of Indonesia/Malaysia’s motives. Singapore’s Prime Minister Lee Kuan
Yew would later write in his memoirs that “Singapore sought the understanding
and support of its neighbours in enhancing stability and security in the region.”26
An amelioration of regional relations was also important for Malaysia and
Singapore in light of the British policy of military withdrawal East of Suez first
announced in 1967. Thailand expected ASEAN to evolve into an additional
defence assurance against its communist neighbours and thus complement its
reliance on extra-regional powers. Finally, the Philippines wanted to reaffirm its
Southeast Asian identity and build better relations with its neighbours in an effort
to manage its territorial disputes as well as its ties with the United States.

These national objectives led to the convergence of shared interests. This
resulted primarily from a common emphasis on domestic sources of insecurity.
The ASEAN states were being challenged domestically by insurgencies, including
irredentist and separatist movements. The Association united a group of
conservative political regimes that suffered domestically from weak institutions
and socio-economic problems. The non-communist and developing members
hoped for regional political stability in order to attain individual economic
progress.”” Moreover, they wished to cope with the seeds of revolutionary
challenge. The Bangkok Declaration stated that “the countries of South-East Asia
share a primary responsibility for strengthening the economic and social stability

» 28

of the region and ensuring their peaceful and progressive national development”.

By participating in a regional organisation, the members expected to gain from

®Deputy Prime Minister of Malaysia, Tun Abdul Razak, at the inaugural Meeting of ASEAN held
on 8 August 1967 at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Bangkok, Thailand.

*Lee Kuan Yew, From Third World to First: The Singapore Story, 1965-2000 (Singapore: Times
Editions, 2000), p. 369.

¥’Suryadinata, Indonesia’s Foreign Policy under Suharto, p. 68.
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increased sub-regional stability, enabling them to pay closer attention to domestic
development. These expectations will be further discussed when the principles of
national and regional resilience are introduced.

The convergence of interests also resulted from similar regional concerns
that originated from the fear of the long-term consequences of the American
intervention in Vietnam and China’s ambitions in Southeast Asia.’’ Most
participants were apprehensive of the declining US power in the region. The
Bangkok Declaration announced the determination of the member states “to
ensure their stability and security from external interference in any form or
manifestation in order to preserve their national identities in accordance with the
ideals and aspirations of their people”.*® Yet, ASEAN did not obtain an extra-
mural dimension during its early years due to the absence of the necessary means,
common political will and consensus to confront regional matters collectively.
Besides, Acharya writes that “The ruling regimes perceived the security
implications of major geopolitical events in the wider region in terms of the

»1p sum,

latter’s possible or actual impact on their own domestic vulnerability.
attention was primarily given to an intra-mural approach to security cooperation
that aimed to increase regional consultation and domestic regime security and
consolidation.

ASEAN’s early years were characterised by troubled bilateral relations and
tensions that demonstrated the weakness of the embryonic security regime. For
instance, Singapore-Malaysian relations were affected by the prior separation of

Singapore from the Federation in 1965.%2 The newly-established city-state, often

defined as a Chinese enclave in a Malay world, was left with a great feeling of

%The ASEAN Declaration (Bangkok Declaration).

®Frank Frost, “Introduction: ASEAN Since 1967- Origins, Evolution and Recent Developments,”
in Alison Broinowski, ed., ASEAN Into the 1990’s (London: Macmillan Press Ltd., 1990), pp. 4-5.
*The ASEAN Declaration (Bangkok Declaration). h
3! Amitav Acharya, “Domestic and External Strategies to Attain Security: Comparing the Origins of
the ASEAN and the GCC,” in Brian L. Job, ed., The Insecurity Dilemma: National Security of
Third World States (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1992), p. 161.

*2For information on the establishment of the Federation of Malaysia and the later separation of
Singapore from the Federation, please refer to J.M. Gullick, Malaysia (London: Ernst Benn
Limited, 1969); Stanley S. Bedlington, Malaysia and Singapore: The Building of New States
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1978); Peter Boyce, Malaysia and Singapore in International
Diplomacy: Documents and Commentaries (Sydney: Sydney University Press, 1968). For a
discussion on the independence of Singapore and its early years as a sovereign state, please refer to
C. Mary Turnbull, 4 History of Singapore, 1819-1975 (London: Oxford University Press, 1977),
chapters VIII and IX.
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vulnerability. To it was added a sense of bitterness and ethnic antagonism that
would continuously complicate bilateral relations with Malaysia.”* In addition,
two crises occurred in 1968, one in Indonesian-Singapore relations and the
Corregidor Affair, that affected ASEAN’s early institutional experience. While the
former will be examined in detail in chapter four, let us briefly focus on the latter
as a basis of analysis.

Malaysia’s discovery in March 1968 that Manila was training Muslim
fighters in Corregidor to infiltrate Sabah caused a severe deterioration in bilateral
relations.* Relations had previously improved as a result of an official visit by
President Marcos to Kuala Lumpur in January 1968. The Corregidor Affair gave
rise to ASEAN’s only example of preventive diplomacy at an intra-mural level.*
Suharto intervened during the second AMM held in Jakarta in August 1968 and
suggested a private meeting that led to the implementation of a cooling-off period
between Kuala Lumpur and Manila. These efforts were shattered by a
Congressional decision, later endorsed by President Marcos in September 1968, to
include Sabah within Philippine territory. Bilateral relations had improved by the
time of the ministerial meeting organised in Malaysia in December 1969. Yet, the
crisis demonstrated the ongoing significance of the Sabah issue and ASEAN’s
inability to act as an effective conflict resolver. The territorial dispute has
continued to affect Philippine-Malaysian relations and therefore the cohesion of
the Association.

Nevertheless, ASEAN’s early years led to the formulation of a declaratory
principle for regional order. In November 1971, the member states signed in Kuala
Lumpur the Zone of Peace, Freedom and Neutrality (ZOPFAN) Declaration. In
essence, it registered a call for regional autonomy. The ZOPFAN document stated
that the participants “are determined to exert initially necessary efforts to secure

the recognition of, and respect for, Southeast Asia as a Zone of Peace, Freedom

3For an account of these bilateral relations, please refer to Lee, From Third World to First, pp.
257-291.

**For a detailed account of the Corregidor Affair, please refer to Noble, Philippine Policy Toward
Sabah, pp. 165-175; Michael Antolik, ASEAN and the Diplomacy of Accommodation (Armonk,
New York: M.E. Sharpe Inc., 1990), pp. 69-76; Michael Leifer, ASEAN and the Security of South-
East Asia, (London: Routledge, 1989), pp. 31-37; Mely Caballero-Anthony, “Mechanisms of
Dispute Settlement: The ASEAN Experience,” Contemporary Southeast Asia, Vol. 20, No. 1
(April 1998), pp. 53-56.
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and Neutrality, free from any form or manner of interference by outside powers.”®

It repeated a determination, previously announced in the Bangkok Declaration, to
avoid external intervention. Yet, it also denoted deep divisions. ZOPFAN was a
reaction to a Malaysian proposal to neutralise Southeast Asia through great power
guarantees. This notion had not been well-received in Indonesia, which opposed
allocating such a role to external powers. ZOPFAN was introduced as a
compromise. The principle excluded a specific role for external powers in
Southeast Asia and avoided the legal obligations associated with the traditional
concept of neutralisation.’” Moreover, lacking any kind of operational relevance, it
did not make specific demands on the member states.

Arising from an historical experience of colonialism and Japanese
occupation, ZOPFAN has symbolised a suspicion of external intervention and
domination. Yet, it has continued to be controversial among the ASEAN members
as no consensus has ever been reached on its specific meaning or possible
application. This derives from the co-existence of contrasting views on the
regional role of external powers. Indonesia has traditionally favoured a regional
order determined primarily by the Southeast Asian states. The other members have
relied on ties with the United States and other actors to ensure their security. The
Association has thus not been perceived by most participants as a security
arrangement that could replace existing bilateral links with external players.
Though ZOPFAN’s realisation will probably never become possible or uniformly
desirable, it still expresses a regional ambition to maintain some form of
independence from external interference. The Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-
Free Zone (SEANWFZ) Treaty, which was introduced in December 1995 in the
final declaration of the fifth ASEAN summit, was represented as a building-block
to ZOPFAN.® That said, the creation of the ARF has violated in the post-Cold
War the underlying tenet of ZOPFAN.

3Michael Leifer, “The ASEAN Peace Process: A Category Mistake,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 12,
No. 1(1999), p. 26.

36Zone of Peace, Freedom and Neutrality Declaration (Kuala Lumpur Declaration), Kuala Lumpur,
Malaysia, 27 November 1971.

3TLeifer, ASEAN and the Security of South-East Asia, p. 7.

*Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone, Bangkok, Thailand, 15 December
1995.
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In sum, the early years of the Association may be examined in the context
of cooperative security. Based on an inclusive approach to security cooperation,
the creation of ASEAN was an attempt to address the climate of regional relations
through a mode of conflict avoidance rather than preventive diplomacy or dispute
resolution. When referring to the end of Confrontation, Leifer explains that
ASEAN “was established as the institutional fruit of conflict resolution rather than
as a vehicle for promoting such resolution in any direct sense.”® The Association
relied on dialogue and aimed to form a web of bilateral and regional relations.’
Efforts were made to institutionalise a process of consultation rather than concrete
confidence-building measures between states that still held stronger ties with their
former colonial masters than with their direct neighbours.*' Diplomatic interaction
was expected to help manage inter-state relations and reduce feelings of suspicion.
The 1967 Declaration reaffirmed the sovereignty of the member states and
demanded respect for the principles of the United Nations Charter. In short,
ASEAN was during these early years an “informal exercise in confidence-
building.”*

It can easily be argued that ASEAN reached no tangible achievements
during its first decade of existence. It was based only on a modest declaration that
lacked concrete and formal steps to regional cooperation. The newly-established
arrangement missed cohesion and direction. It is interesting to note that at the
ASEAN Ministerial Meeting of May 1974, Singapore’s Foreign Minister S.

Rajaratnam said to his colleagues:

You might recollect at the very first meeting in 1967, when we had to draft our
communiqué, it was a very difficult problem of trying to say nothing in about ten
pages, which we did. Because at the time, we ourselves, having launched
ASEAN, were not quite sure where it was going or whether it was going
anywhere at all.*®

3L eifer, “The ASEAN Peace Process: A Category Mistake,” p. 26

“For a discussion on the different bilateral visits made during these early years that helped
consolidating the Association, please refer to Estrella D. Solidum, Bilateral Summitry in ASEAN
(Manila: Foreign Service Institute, 1982), pp. 20-24.

“IThis point was made by Barry Desker, Chief Executive Officer of the Singapore Trade
Development Board (TDB) and former Deputy Permanent Representative to the United Nations
and former Ambassador

of Singapore to Indonesia (1986-1991). The interview was held at the TDB on 17 February 2000.
“>This point was made by Barry Desker.

“Closing Statement of Singapore’s Minister of Foreign Affairs S. Rajaratnam, at the ASEAN
Ministerial Meeting, Jakarta, Indonesia, May 1974.
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Regional consultation was primarily limited to an annual gathering of foreign
ministers and did not lead to the organisation of a meeting of the ASEAN heads of
state/government until 1976. Despite the rhetoric, the early years were defined by
inter-state tensions and disputes. Still, this early period was important for the
institutional experience of the Association. In particular, credit needs to be given
to the development of dialogue that gradually led to a “habit of cooperation.” The
latter later enabled the member states to react collectively and with some
confidence to the communist victories in Indochina in 1975 and Vietnam’s

invasion of Cambodia in December 1978.*

C. The 1976 Bali Summit of ASEAN Heads of Government

The first summit of ASEAN heads of government came in the wake of the
new political environment that emanated from the US withdrawal from South
Vietnam in 1973 and the communist take-over of Phnom Penh and Saigon in
April 1975 and Laos by the end of the same year. The rapid success of
revolutionary communism surprised the ASEAN states and shattered hopes of
enlarging the Association to all Southeast Asian nations. Jorgensen-Dahl points
out, however, that “the communist victory injected an altogether more compelling
sense of urgency into the activities of ASEAN.” As a collective response to
external shocks and a sign of unity and cohesion, the Bali Summit of February
1976 led to two statements: the Declaration of ASEAN Concord and the Treaty of
Amity and Co-operation (TAC) in Southeast Asia. Previously prepared by senior
officials, both documents consolidated the commitment made by each member
state to the Association and its principles.

The Declaration of ASEAN Concord provided ASEAN with a political
identity and acknowledged the indivisibility of security within the Association. It
affirmed that “The stability of each member state and of the ASEAN region is an
essential contribution to international peace and security. Each member state

resolves to eliminate threats posed by subversion to its stability, thus strengthening

“Points made by Barry Desker.
“Armnfinn Jorgensen-Dahl, Regional Organization and Order in South-East Asia (London:
Macmillan Press Ltd, 1982), p. 84.
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national and ASEAN resilience.”*® The ASEAN Concord provided the
cooperative security arrangement with a political influence. It formalised political
cooperation within the ASEAN framework and called for a “strengthening of
political solidarity by promoting the harmonisation of views, coordinating
positions and, where possible and desirable, taking common actions.™’ The
ASEAN Concord also referred to the issue of regional order by endorsing
ZOPFAN. The latter was not put forward as a tangible corporate objective but
rather as an aspiration dependent on a common approach to socio-economic
development and political stability.*® Finally, the Concord excluded military
cooperation on an intra-ASEAN basis, thus denying a move beyond existing extra-
ASEAN bilateral collaboration between national defence forces. In short, the
ASEAN Concord demonstrated a willingness to move beyond the initial ambition
to institutionalise a process of reconciliation.

The ASEAN Concord formally proposed the principle of resilience as a
common approach to domestic and regional security. At the opening of the Bali
Summit, President Suharto had already declared that “Our concept of security is
inward-looking, namely to establish an orderly, peaceful and stable condition
within each territory, free from any subversive elements and infiltration, where-
ever their origins may be.”* The concept of national resilience had previously
entered the ASEAN vocabulary as a translation of an Indonesian term, Ketahanan

1°° Influenced by Indonesia’s struggle for independence and socio-

Nasiona
economic vulnerability, the term had been advanced by the new military
leadership when it came to power and had been officially endorsed as a national
security doctrine in 1973.%' At a seminar organised in Jakarta in October 1974,
Suharto had stated that national resilience “covers the strengthening of all the

component elements in the development of a nation in its entirety, thus consisting

“Declaration of ASEAN Concord, Bali, Indonesia, 24 February 1976.

“’Declaration of ASEAN Concord.

“Leifer, ASEAN and the Security of South-East Asia, p- 67.

“President Suharto at the opening of the Summit of the ASEAN Heads of Government, Bali,
Indonesia, 23 February 1976. Quoted in Solidum, Bilateral Summitry in ASEAN, p. 31.

®See for example Dewi Fortuna Anwar, Indonesia’s Strategic Culture: Ketahanan Nasional,
Wawasan Nusantara and Hankamrata, Australia-Asia Papers No. 75, May 1996.

*'Please refer to Muthiah Alagappa, “Comprehensive Security: Interpretations in ASEAN
Countries,” in Robert A. Scalapino, Seizaburo Sato, Jusuf Wanandi and Han Sung-joo, eds., Asian
Security Issues: Regional and Global (Berkeley: Institute of East Asian Studies, University of
California, 1988), pp. 50-62.
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of resilience in the ideologial, political, economic, social, cultural and military
fields.”> Rather than focwsing on external military threats, the principle of
national resilience favoured a non-traditional and inward-looking approach to
security. It registered an ambition to underpin domestic and regional stability
through the use of economic and social development. By improving the living
conditions of local populaticns, the ASEAN leaders expected to check subversive
influences.>

It was also anticipated that resilient states would lead to regional
resilience, which would constitute in the longer run a collective security
foundation against internal end external threats.>* Indeed, Suharto had also argued
in October 1974 that “If each member-country develops its own ‘national
resilience’, gradually a ‘regional resilience’ may emerge, i.e. the ability of
member-countries to settle jointly their common problems and look after their

future and well-being together.”*’

This bottom-up approach was believed to
decrease intra-regional tensons and vulnerabilities that had facilitated external
intervention in the past. One should note therefore the underlying premise of the
synergy between national and regional resilience; namely, the indivisibility of
national and regional polifical stability enhancing economic development. In
short, the principle of resilence represented a consensual approach to security
shared by the ASEAN paticipants. Such a consensus has been central to
ASEAN’s experience as a regime for cooperative security.

In addition to its focus on intra-mural security and political stability, the
Concord also set out mears to promote cooperation in economic, cultural and
social fields. It mentioned the signing of an agreement to create a central ASEAN

Secretariat in Jakarta.”® Eswblished after the Bali Summit, the Secretariat has

remained the central organ of the Association. Yet, it has never been granted

2President Suharto, “Address by the President of the Republic of Indonesia,” Regionalism in
Southeast Asia (Jakarta: Centre for Strategic and International Studies, 1975), p. 8.

33 Antolik, ASEAN and the Diplomacy of Accommodation, p. 98.

**Tim Huxley, Insecurity in the ASEAN Region (London: Royal United Services Institute for
Defence Studies, 1993), p. 4.

5*President Suharto, “Address by tie President of the Republic of Indonesia,” p. 8.

%A third document was introduced in Bali; the Agreement on the Establishment of the ASEAN
Secretariat, Bali, Indonesia, 24 February 1976. It dealt with various administrative matters
including the functions of the Secrtariat-General, the members of staff and other issues.
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executive power and has only played a limited role in the ASEAN cooperative
process.

The TAC sought to establish a norm-based code of conduct for regional
inter-state relations.”’” Among others, it enunciated the following principles:
“Mutual respect for the independence, sovereignty, equality, territorial integrity
and national identity of all nations”; “the right of every state to lead its national
existence free from external interference, subversion or coercion”; “Non-
interference in the internal affairs of one another”; “Settlement of differences or
disputes by peaceful means”; and “Renunciation of the threat or use of force.”®
Based on the United Nations Charter, most of these principles are well-known in
the study of International Relations as they represent the underlying foundations of
the traditional European states system constructed on the sovereignty of nation-
states. Nonetheless, the adherence to a common set of norms and principles should
be viewed as vital to the operation of a regime for cooperative security. As a
result, the TAC played a crucial role in the institutional experience of the
Association. The Treaty also included provision for a dispute resolution
mechanism, a High Council for establishing techniques of mediation and
consultation. Yet, it stipulated that “The foregoing provision of this Chapter shall
not apply to a dispute unless all the parties to the dispute agree to their application
to that dispute.”” The provision for a High Council, which is at odds with
ASEAN’s basic norm of non-intervention in the internal affairs of other states, has
never been invoked by the members. Instead, the latter have continued to rely on
the code of conduct discussed above. Simon suggests, however, that the provision
“created an expectation, evolving into a norm, that ASEAN members would not
resort to force in resolving conflicts among themselves.”®
The Treaty was open to accession by all other Southeast Asian nations.

ASEAN hoped that this regional code of conduct, based primarily on respect for

national sovereignty, would promote peaceful co-existence in Southeast Asia. By

"The TAC mentioned the principles of the United Nations Charter and the principles endorsed at
the Asian-African Conference in Bandung, Indonesia, in April 1955. The Treaty also referred to
the 1967 Bangkok Declaration and 1971 Kuala Lumpur Declaration.

3 8Treaty of Amity and Co-operation in South-East Asia, Bali, Indonesia, 24 February 1976.
**Treaty of Amity and Co-operation in South-East Asia.

%Sheldon W. Simon, “Security Prospects in Southeast Asia: Collaborative Efforts and the ASEAN
Regional Forum,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 11, No. 2 (1998), p. 196.
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adhering to the TAC, the Indochinese states would have accepted the norms and
principles promoted by the Association. Indeed, the TAC was an implicit attempt
to reach some kind of accommodation with Hanoi and to include Vietnam in a
stable regional order. In addition, the Treaty was expected to consolidate a
common ASEAN identity when dealing with extra-mural relations. Yet, the
Indochinese states remained suspicious viewing ASEAN as an anti-communist
arrangement. While wishing to develop good bilateral relations with the different
members, Vietnam refused to treat with the Association as a distinct diplomatic
grouping. By rejecting the TAC, Hanoi thwarted ASEAN’s attempt to promote a
new regional order in Southeast Asia.

Nevertheless, the 1976 Bali Summit represents a cornerstone in the
institutional evolution of the Association. It provided ASEAN with a political
identity, a shared approach to security and a code of conduct for regulating intra-
mural relations and managing existing or potential disputes. Codified within the
TAC, the code of conduct relied on a modest set of international norms and
principles that characterised the lowest common denominator among the regional
partners. As in the case of the Bangkok Declaration, respect for national
sovereignty, in contrast to the notion of political integration, was set forward as
the core ASEAN principle. The Association was also explicitly portrayed as a
political and security arrangement, though characterised by a low level of
institutionalisation and lacking mechanisms for concrete confidence-building
measures or preventive diplomacy. ASEAN continued to rely on dialogue and to
operate through a mode of conflict avoidance and management. The Bali Summit
emphasised the need for a peaceful and non-confrontational approach to
cooperation and made clear that ASEAN would deal with security matters through
political and economic means rather than by conventional military methods.
Originally emphasising domestic regime consolidation and regional consultation,
the Association also gained an extra-mural relevance as a response to the events in
Indochina. Finally, the Bali Summit strengthened a sense of regionalism amongst
the members that further defined the Association as a regional entity. In sum, the
Bali Summit was essential for the development of ASEAN as a regime for

cooperative security.
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That said, one should note the disappointment of the second summit of the
ASEAN heads of government held in Kuala Lumpur in August 1977. The Kuala
Lumpur Summit celebrated ASEAN’s tenth anniversary but failed to contribute to
the institutional evolution of the Association. Attempts to develop peaceful
relations with the Indochinese states were repeated. The final communiqué stated
that “The Heads of Government emphasized the desire of ASEAN countries to
develop peaceful and mutually beneficial relations with all countries in the region,
including Kampuchea, Laos and Vietnam.”® The summit led also to the
development of the ASEAN Post-Ministerial Conference (PMC). Indeed, it was
followed by a series of bilateral meetings with the heads of government of

Australia, Japan and New Zealand.

D. ASEAN and the Third Indochina Conflict (1978-1991)

Vietnam’s invasion of Cambodia in December 1978 represented a major
challenge to the Association and its institutional norms. The aggression violated
ASEAN’s central principle; namely, respect for national sovereignty, and
endangered the security interests of some of its members, particularly Thailand
which became a front line state, by affecting the Southeast Asian distribution of
power. The Third Indochina Conflict dominated the activities of the organisation
for the following twelve years during which it showed its capacity to speak with
one voice. It also indicated its limitations and weaknesses.

The collective response adopted by the Association in relation to the
Cambodian issue raised the level of political and security cooperation among its
member states. Playing an effective diplomatic role, especially at the United
Nations (UN), the Association enhanced its reputation as a regional organisation.
During a special meeting of the foreign ministers held on 12 January 1979, the
members recalled “the pledge given by Vietnam to the ASEAN member countries
to strictly respect the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of each

country and to cooperate with those countries in maintaining and strengthening

%'Joint Press Communiqué of the Meeting of ASEAN Heads of Government, Kuala Lumpur,
Malaysia, 4-5 August 1977,
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62 ASEAN sponsored in September 1979 a resolution

regional peace and stability.
in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) that confirmed the legitimacy of
the ousted government of Democratic Kampuchea (DK) and one in November that
demanded a cease-fire in Cambodia, the withdrawal of all foreign troops and
called for the right of self-determination for the Cambodian people. Afterwards,
ASEAN lobbied yearly at the UN to ensure the annual condemnation of Vietnam’s
occupation of Cambodia. It also helped create in June 1982 the coalition
government of Democratic Kampuchea which brought together the three Khmer
resistance factions as a way of keeping the UN seat.®’ In sum, ASEAN prevented
Vietnam’s puppet regime in Phnom Penh from gaining international recognition.®*

Nevertheless, ASEAN’s reaction to the Third Indochina Conflict was
limited to collective diplomacy due to its lack of military capabilities and an
aversion to intra-ASEAN military cooperation. ASEAN was unable to offer
Thailand the means necessary to counter Vietnamese power.®> This limitation
forced Bangkok to rely increasingly on its strategic alignment with the PRC to
pressure Vietnam militarily.® Besides upholding its legalistic position, the
Association was obliged to take part in a tacit alliance with China and the United
States to prevent Vietnam from dominating Indochina. The Association fulfilled a
diplomatic role within this coalition. Divergent security perspectives also
distinguished the member states. Thailand and Singapore followed a strong anti-
Vietnamese position while supporting China’s active involvement in the conflict.
In contrast, Indonesia and Malaysia considered the PRC as their prime security
concern and remained suspicious of its regional ambitions. Vietnam was thus
viewed as a useful buffer against potential Northern threats. Evans and Rowley

point out that “These divergences were in part a reflection of differing attitudes

2Joint Statement of the Special Meeting of the ASEAN Foreign Ministers on the Current Political
Development in the Southeast Asia Region, Bangkok, Thailand, 12 January 1979. This common
ASEAN position was later repeated in the AMM Joint Communiqué of July 1979.

%These factions were the Khmer Rouge under the leadership of Khieu Samphan, the Khmer
People’s National Liberation Front led by the former Prime Minister Son Sann and the royal party,
the National United Front for an Independent, Neutral, Peaceful, and Cooperative Cambodia, led
by King Norodom Sihanouk. Please refer to Michael Leifer, Dictionary of the Modern Politics of
South-East Asia, pp. 96-97.

%Lam Lai Sing, “A Short Note on ASEAN-Great Power Interaction,” Contemporary Southeast
Asia, Vol. 15, No. 4 (March 1994), p. 452.

L eifer, ASEAN and the Security of South-East Asia, p. 91.

%See Nayan Chanda, Brother Enemy: The War after the War (New York: Macmillan Press Ltd,
1986).
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towards China. The old fears of the Southward expansion of Chinese Communism
had been allayed by Beijing’s courting of the ASEAN countries in the 1970’s, but
they were not extinct.”’

The limitations of ASEAN’s diplomacy over Cambodia indicate the
constraints associated with cooperative security. They display the minimal
influence of a cooperative security regime when dealing with military and/or
external matters. ASEAN can in such cases only be expected to operate as an
instrument for collective diplomacy. Significantly, the Association played only a
secondary role in the final diplomatic stages that led to the resolution of the Third
Indochina Conflict. As argued before, cooperative security is intended to be
comprehensive in membership with security arrangements obtaining on an intra-
mural basis. It promotes a preventive approach to security and lacks any kind of
cooperative military dimension. In short, a regime for cooperative security is
strictly speaking unable to assist beyond collective diplomacy any of its
participants when faced with an external security threat. Moreover, cooperative
security does not preclude the divergence of security perspectives and interests

among the member countries.

E. The “ASEAN Way”: A Process of Interaction for Intra-Mural Relations

The associative dimension of ASEAN has been discussed so far by paying
attention to formal agreements. Yet, its institutional experience has also been
influenced by an informal process of interaction, the so-called “ASEAN Way.” In
this part, some of its characteristics will be reviewed before analysing its
distinctiveness when compared to other diplomatic networks and the extent to
which it has been a function of the relative homogeneity of the Association up to
1995. At issue is whether the “ASEAN Way” is more than a piece of rhetoric
designed to register a brand identity.

The “ASEAN Way” may be defined as an allegedly distinctive and
informal process of interaction within the ASEAN framework through which the
members relate to each other and reach but also avoid common decisions. Leifer

explains that the “ASEAN Way” was “facilitated at the outset by the limited scale

'Grant Evans and Kelvin Rowley, Red Brotherhood at War (London: Verso, 1984), p. 184.

63



of the initial regional enterprise, the intensity of personal contacts during the
formative post-Confrontation period reinforced by a relative homogeneity of
political outlooks.”® It has existed as an abstract and ill-defined concept. It
consists of various features that include: a high level of informality, the practice of
quiet diplomacy, a continuing process of dialogue, a willingness to exercise self-
restraint, solidarity, the practice of consensus-building and the art of conflict
avoidance. The standard norms and principles mentioned earlier, including respect
for national sovereignty and non-intervention in the internal affairs of member
states, are also integrated into this process of interaction of a quasi-familial kind.

ASEAN negotiations are characterised by informality. At the highest level,
private talks, held during golf games, meals or other forms of social gatherings at
the periphery of official meetings, are often seen as more appropriate by the
participants than formal sessions or multilateral conferences. Thanks to a high
level of informality, the members are expected to feel more comfortable when
dealing with each other. In addition to the AMM’s and the summits of heads of
government, ASEAN’s institutional process is distinguished by a series of ad hoc
sessions, including sub-committees and working groups. These additional
meetings are an essential part of the framework of cooperation as they advance a
sense of security and trust between the member countries.

The “ASEAN Way” is also defined by a practice of consensus-building
and conflict avoidance that ensures the sovereign equality of the member states.
During the process of consultation, the consensus is said to be slowly built up
between all the actors involved through the avoidance of stated disagreements.®’
This practice of negotiation is supposed to require a willingness by the various
parties involved to compromise on their own self-interests for the sake of the
larger glroup.70 ASEAN states practice conflict avoidance by not addressing
specific problems and disputes. Thus, the Association does not aim to solve
differences but rather to promote a peaceful security environment. This approach

to conflict management has long been seen as the only way available for weak

S8 eifer, “The ASEAN Peace Process: A Category Mistake,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 12, No. 1
(1999), p. 28.

®For further information please refer to Pushpa Thambipillai and J. Saravanamuttu, ASEAN
Negotiations: Two Insights (Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 1985), pp. 3-25.

64



states to consolidate their domestic legitimacy and promote regional stability. It
has been an essential part of the process of regional reconciliation started in 1967.

The “ASEAN Way” represents an informal style of diplomacy for
cooperation and conflict avoidance. It is a process-orientated and network-based
model of cooperation that avoids bureaucratic arrangements found in some other
organisations such as the European Union (EU). In that respect, ASEAN’s process
of interaction has often been contrasted to the European model of political and
economic integration and is said to have established a kind of familiar and
personal atmosphere that offers the Association a particular quality.”' Indeed, it
has been argued that the “ASEAN Way” offers a distinctive model relying on
specific cultural attributes.

This assertion remains questionable. Beyond the rhetoric, the “ASEAN
Way” may be analysed as a traditional inter-governmental approach to cooperation
dependent on the narrowly-defined interests of the participating states. This
process of interaction is based on a decentralised and loosely coordinated
framework of cooperation which is supervised by foreign ministers and heads of
state.”? In addition to the influence of cultural attributes, the “ASEAN Way”
seems primarily dominated by national interests which take complete precedence
in case of disagreements.”” As a result, the constant search for consensus and
solidarity may be observed as a sign of weakness as it prevents discussions on
more tangible or sensitive issues. Acharya explains that “A great deal of what
passes for the ‘ASEAN way’.... is simply a pragmatic and practical response to
situations in which multilateralism is being constrained by individual state

interests.”’* The distinctiveness of this process of interaction may be refuted when

"Hussin Mutalib, “At Thirty, ASEAN looks to Challenges in the New Millennium,” Contemporary
Southeast Asia, Vol. 19, No. 1 (June 1997), pp. 78-79.
"'This point was made by Sabam Siagian.

William T. Tow, Subregional Security Cooperation in the Third World (Boulder: Lynne Rienner
Publishers, 1990), pp. 23-25.

PThambipillai and Saravanamuttu, ASEAN Negotiations: Two Insights, p. 15.

" Amitav Acharya, “Ideas, Identity and Institution-Building: From the ‘ASEAN Way’ to the ‘Asia-
Pacific Way’?,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 10, No. 3 (1997), p. 343.
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compared to other sub-regional cooperative groupings equally constrained by
national interests and inter-governmental features.”®

As will be seen in the next section, the applicability of the “ASEAN Way”
has recently been affected by the expansion of ASEAN’s membership and a series
of crises that have decreased the cohesion of the arrangement. In addition to
questioning some of its core principles, these events have weakened the
Association by enhancing the divergence of interests and identities among the
member states. In light of what was said above, it may therefore be asserted that
the relevance of the “ASEAN Way” depends on specific circumstances; namely,
the relative homogeneity of the sub-regional association and the national interests

involved.

F. The Weakening of the Association since 1997

The identity of the Association and its quasi-familial approach to
cooperation have been altered since 1997 by a series of difficulties. First and
foremost, ASEAN has been affected by an expansion process. The end of the Cold
War and the Cambodian settlement made possible the original hope of uniting the
entire sub-region under ASEAN auspices. Confidence existed in ASEAN’s ability
to increase regional peace and stability. Though not a direct participant to the
eventual resolution of the war, the Association had been transformed by its
involvement in the Third Indochina Conflict into a respected and well-known
diplomatic arrangement. The Association was first enlarged to include Brunei in
January 1984. Its Post-Cold War expansion started with Vietnam in July 1995 that
symbolised the institutionalisation of a process of reconciliation between Hanoi
and the ASEAN states.”® By then, ASEAN had established the ARF and taken the
initiative over the Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM) which was later inaugurated in
Bangkok in March 1996. Myanmar was the last Southeast Asian state to adhere to
the TAC in July 1995. At the fifth ASEAN summit held in Bangkok in December
1995, which was attended for the first time by the ten Southeast Asian heads of

government, a commitment was made to bring all the Southeast Asian states into

>An interesting comparison can be made for instance with the Gulf Co-operation Council (GCC)
established in 1981 and which includes Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, the United Arab
Emirates and Oman.
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the group by the year 2000.”” Enlargement was expected to lead to an increase in
influence at the regional level to counter major powers in the ARF and to a better
assimilation of traditionally isolated and isolationist countries. Yet, the entry of
Myanmar and Cambodia damaged ASEAN 8

Washington and the European Union (EU) pressured ASEAN to delay
Myanmar’s adherence to the Association due to its brutal military regime and
human rights record. Western pressure was unpersuasive and even counter-
productive. ASEAN had declared its desire to engage Myanmar rather than to
isolate it through economic and political sanctions. Having been committed to a
policy of “constructive engagement,”79 the member states could not give in
without prejudicing their own independence. Moreover, excluding Myanmar on
grounds of domestic considerations would have been at odds with ASEAN’s basic
norm of non-interference in the internal affairs of other members. Differences still
existed among the member states. Singapore, Indonesia and Malaysia supported
Myanmar’s entry into the Association and criticised Western intervention.
Thailand and the Philippines were more concerned about the military regime and
its lack of domestic reforms. Partly to avoid an hazardous precedent, the decision
was taken to accept Myanmar with Laos and Cambodia in July 1997. Myanmar’s
admission was also influenced by geo-political calculations; namely, the need to
reduce China’s growing influence on Yangon.

In the case of Cambodia, antagonism between its two Prime Ministers,
Norodom Ranariddh and Hun Sen, resulted in the latter seizing power in Phnom
Penh on 5 July 1997. The outbreak of violence occurred just weeks prior to the
AMM expected to celebrate a united Southeast Asia on the occasion of ASEAN’s
thirtieth anniversary. An ASEAN delegation, led by Indonesia’s Foreign Minister

Ali Alatas and consisting also of the foreign ministers of Thailand and the

"SLeifer, The ASEAN Regional Forum. A Model for Cooperative Security in the Middle East?, p. 6.
77Bangkok Declaration of 1995, ASEAN Heads of Government Meeting, Bangkok, Thailand, 14-
15 December 1995.

"For a full account of Myanmar’s accession to ASEAN and the postponement of Cambodia’s
membership, please refer to Donald E. Weatherbee, “ASEAN and the Political Challenges of
Expansion,” Growing Pains: ASEAN’s Economic and Political Challenges (New York: Asia
Society, December 1997), pp. 27-32.

PFor a description of the constructive policy approach, please refer to Leszek Buszynski,
“Thailand and Myanmar: The Perils of ‘Constructive Engagement’,” The Pacific Review, Vol. 11,
No. 2 (1998), pp. 290-305.

67



Philippines, met Hun Sen, Ranariddh and King Norodom Sihanouk but failed to
mediate in the internal conflict. The member states reluctantly decided to delay the
Cambodian membership at a special meeting of the foreign ministers held in
Kuala Lumpur on 10 July 1997. The joint statement declared that “in the light of
unfortunate circumstances which have resulted from the use of force, the wisest
course of action is to delay the admission of Cambodia into ASEAN until a later
date.”®® At the AMM organised in Subang Jaya on 24-25 July 1997, the ASEAN
foreign ministers “expressed regret that Cambodia could not be admitted into
ASEAN due to the present circumstances in the country’ * 81 They later called for
the organisation of elections in Cambodia in May 1998 as previously scheduled.®
Hun Sen’s action caused embarrassment and led to discussions on the problems of
enlargement and the applicability of the principle of non-intervention.*> ASEAN’s
reaction to the Cambodian coup was a direct violation of its non-interference
principle as it made Cambodia’s entry conditional upon the domestic situation.
This contrasted the case of Cambodia to ASEAN’s handling of Myanmar’s
membership.

In response to the events in Cambodia, Malaysia’s Deputy Prime Minister
Anwar Ibrahim proposed in July 1997 the notion of “constructive intervention”
and argued that “ASEAN must now move from being a largely reactive
organization to one that is proactive. We need to ‘intervene’ before simmering
problems erupt into full-blown crises”.®* Thailand’s Foreign Minister Surin
Pitsuwan suggested in June 1998 the need to amend the basic principle of non-
interference which caused disagreement between the member states at the annual
ministerial meeting of July 1998. Only supported by Thailand and the Philippines,
the notion of “flexible engagement” was strongly rejected by the other members
that feared interference in their domestic affairs. Singapore’s Foreign Minister

Prof. S. Jayakumar referred to ASEAN’s basic principles, including the concept of

%Joint Statement of the Special Meeting of the ASEAN Foreign Ministers, Kuala Lumpur,
Malaysia, 10 July 1997.

$1Joint Communiqué of the Thirtieth ASEAN Ministerial Meeting, Subang Jaya, Malaysia, 24-25
July 1997.

2Joint Press Statement of the Special Meeting of the ASEAN Foreign Ministers, Singapore, 11
August 1997.

% John Funston, “ASEAN: Out of its Depth,” Contemporary Southeast Asia, Vol. 20, No. 1 (April
1998), pp. 25-27.

8 Anwar Ibrahim, “Crisis Prevention,” Newsweek, 21 July 1997.
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non-interference, in his opening statement. He declared that they ‘“have
contributed to ASEAN’s success in the past, and will continue to do so in the
future. Discarding them will not make ASEAN stronger. To the contrary, to do so
may imperil ASEAN’s future.”® The notion of “flexible engagement” was
eventually softened to the euphemistic compromise of “enhanced interaction.” The
admission of Cambodia was again discussed during the sixth ASEAN summit
organised in Hanoi in December 1998. Thailand, Singapore and the Philippines
wanted to delay its membership while Vietnam and Indonesia in particular but
also Malaysia, Laos and Myanmar favoured its early participation. After its future
admission had been announced in Hanoi, Cambodia joined the Association in
April 1999.

In addition to the problems of expansion, ASEAN was incapable of
avoiding and later dealing with the ecological disaster that followed the forest fires
in Sumatra and Kalimantan in 1997. The haze, that reached Malaysia, Singapore
and Brunei and parts of Thailand and the Philippines, marked a significant failure
in environmental management and intra-mural cooperation that discredited
ASEAN as a sub-regional diplomatic player.86 Subsequently, the member
countries experienced an acute economic adversity that started with the collapse of
the Thai Baht in July 1997. The Association was unable to make a substantial
contribution to a potential economic recovery and the member states had to rely on
international help, especially from the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the
World Bank, and domestic initiatives. The East Asian economic crisis thus
confirmed the under-development of ASEAN as an economic institution.
Indonesia was most affected by the crisis that severely worsened its socio-
economic problems and student-led protests provoked the unexpected downfall of
Suharto in May 1998. These events influenced the status and political condition of
the Association. The loss of Indonesian leadership, that followed the fall of
Suharto and the collapse of Indonesia’s economy, has further weakened the regime

%0Opening Statement by Singapore’s Foreign Minister Prof. S. Jayakumar, at the Thirty-First
ASEAN Ministerial Meeting, Manila, the Philippines, 24 July 1998.

*Please refer to James Cotton, “The ‘Haze’ over Southeast Asia: Challenging the ASEAN Mode
of Regional Engagement,” Pacific Affairs, Vol. 72, No. 3 (Fall 1999), pp. 331-351.
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for cooperative security. The Association cannot be expected to significantly move
forward when its leading member is absorbed by domestic difficulties.

In sum, the enlargement has questioned the application of ASEAN
principles and complicated relations with Western partners. Moreover, it has
seriously weakened the effectiveness of the Association by complicating the
process of consultation and the achievement of consensus which governs decision-
making. This has resulted in a decline in unity and harmony among the
participants. Finally, it has damaged intra-mural relations due to the incorporation
within the cooperative process of additional bilateral rivalries and tensions. When
set in the wider context of the economic crisis, the haze and the loss of Indonesian
leadership, it can be said that ASEAN has since 1997 developed into a less
influential and cohesive institution. The economic crisis has also demonstrated
that the ASEAN process of interaction is more fruitful in a buoyant regional
economic climate and that it loses most of its appeal during a period of harsh

recession.

G. ASEAN’s Achievements and Limitations as a Regime for Cooperative
Security

ASEAN’s greatest accomplishment as a regime for cooperative security is
related to its contribution to conflict avoidance and management. The Association
has operated as an instrument to avoid the recurrence of conflict. For example,
Singapore’s Foreign Minister Prof. S. Jayakumar affirmed in 1998 that ASEAN’s
primary role is “to manage relationships which have been and could otherwise
still, all too easily turn conflictual.”®” The likelihood of regional states using force
to resolve disputes has decreased.®® ASEAN has improved the climate of regional
relations and has generally succeeded in containing peacefully, rather than
addressing or solving, differences between its members. Its approach to conflict
avoidance and management has been defined by the <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>