Southeast Asia
Patterns of security cooperation

S o, b AUSTRALIAN
STRATEGIC
POLICY
INSTITUTE

September 2010



Carlyle A Thayer

Carlyle A Thayer is Professor of Politics in the School of Humanities
and Social Sciences, University College, The University of New South
Wales at the Australian Defence Force Academy. He has spent

his entire career teaching in a military environment, first in the
Faculty of Military Studies at The Royal Military College, Duntroon,
(1979-85) and then at the Australian Defence Force Academy

(1985—present). He was given leave ‘in the national interest’

to take up a senior post at the Asia—Pacific Center for Security
Studies, US Pacific Command, Hawaii (1999—2001). On return to
Australia he was seconded to Deakin University as the on-site
academic coordinator at the Centre for Defence and Strategic
Studies, Australian Defence College (2002—04). After that he was
appointed coordinator for the Regional Studies (Security) course at
the Australian Command and Staff College (2006—-07 and 2010).
He was honoured by appointment as the C. V. Starr Distinguished
Visiting Professor in the School of Advanced International Studies at
Johns Hopkins University in 2005 and the Inaugural Frances M. and
Stephen H. Fuller Distinguished Visiting Professor in the Center of
International Studies at Ohio University in 2008. In January 2011 he
will become an Emeritus Professor at the University of New South
Wales. Professor Thayer is the author of over 400 publications
including, most recently, Vietnam People’s Army: development

and modernization (2009).

About ASPI

ASPI's aim is to promote Australia’s security by contributing fresh ideas to strategic
decision-making, and by helping to inform public discussion of strategic and defence

issues. ASPI was established, and is partially funded, by the Australian Government as an
independent, non-partisan policy institute. It is incorporated as a company, and is governed
by a Council with broad membership. ASPI's publications—including this paper—are not
intended in any way to express or reflect the views of the Australian Government.

The opinions and recommendations in this paper are published by ASPI to promote public
debate and understanding of strategic and defence issues. They reflect the personal views
of the author(s) and should not be seen as representing the formal position of ASPI on any
particular issue.

Important disclaimer

This publication is designed to provide accurate and authoritative information in relation to the
subject matter covered. It is provided with the understanding that the publisher is not engaged in
rendering any form of professional or other advice or services. No person should rely on the contents
of this publication without first obtaining advice from a qualified professional person.

Cover image: Ripples on Water Surface. © moodboard/Corbis



Southeast Asia
Patterns of security cooperation ASPI

AUSTRALIAN

STRATEGIC
POLICY
INSTITUTE

Carlyle A Thayer



© The Australian Strategic Policy Institute Limited 2010

This publication is subject to copyright. Except as permitted under the Copyright Act 1968, no part of it may
in any form or by any means (electronic, mechanical, microcopying, photocopying, recording or otherwise) be
reproduced, stored in a retrieval system or transmitted without prior written permission. Enquiries should be
addressed to the publishers.

First published September 2010
Published in Australia by the Australian Strategic Policy Institute

ASPI

Level 2, Arts House
40 Macquarie Street
Barton ACT 2600
Australia

Tel + 612 6270 5100

Fax + 612 6273 9566

Email enquiries@aspi.org.au
Web www.aspi.org.au

Thayer, Carlyle A.

Southeast Asia: patterns of security cooperation / Carlyle A. Thayer.
ISBN: 9781921302572 (pbk.)

Includes bibliographical references.

Security, international—Southeast Asia.
Asian cooperation.
Southeast Asia—Defenses.

355.0310959



Contents

Executive Director’s introduction
Executive summary

Chapter1

Introduction

Chapter 2

Major trends shaping the security environment

Chapter 3

Patterns of security cooperation

Chapter 4

Key tensions

Chapters

Great power influence points
Chapter 6

Opportunities for Australia
Endnotes

Acronyms and abbreviations

References and further reading

i ASPI Strategy

13

31

4

56

63
65

66






Executive Director’s introduction

In the post-Cold War era, Australians have become accustomed to framing

their strategic worries on a broad canvas. The liberation of Kuwait, the shifting
great-power relationships in Asia, the troubles in the South Pacific microstates,
the events of 9/m, the wars in Afghanistan and Irag, and the global financial crisis
have served as the backdrop for a national discussion about Australian strategic
policy that has been wide ranging in its scope and thoughtful in its content.

A closer inspection of that debate, though, reveals that there has been one region
which has frequently been missing from detailed consideration—the region

of Southeast Asia. In large part, the reasons for that omission have reflected
Southeast Asia’s own story of strategic success. The region has moved from being
what US analyst Saul Cohen labelled ‘a geopolitical shatterbelt’ in the 1960s to the
stable, consultative, interactive community it is today. And, like other countries,
Australia tends not to worry about places where good things are happening.

But those good times might be coming to an end. A sea change now seems

to be occurring in the Southeast Asian security environment. As Asian great
powers grow, so the broader strategic circumstances within which Southeast
Asian countries manufactured that story of strategic success have also begun
to shift. That shift is critical to Australia. Southeast Asia forms the intersection
point between the broader Asia and our own neighbourhood, and we cannot be
indifferent to the events taking place there.

For that reason, we asked Professor Carl Thayer, a noted Southeast Asian
specialist, to revisit the topic of Southeast Asia’s strategic future. Carl is an
academic with long experience of the region and an impressive list of publications
to his credit. | am glad that he accepted our offer to produce a Strategy paper on
this topic, and think readers will benefit from his assessment of the issues. He has
skillfully portrayed a shifting range of patterns within the region, and in doing so
has clarified greatly our understanding of the growing strategic tensions there.

[ would like to thank Carl for his efforts and the ASPI team members, on both the
research and publication sides, who have helped make this paper a reality.

Peter Abigail
Executive Director

Photo opposite: Chinese Foreign Minister Yang Jiechi attends the plenary session of the ASEAN Regional
Forum (ARF) in Hanoi, Vietnam, 23 July 2010. © HOANG DINH NAM/epa/Corbis
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Executive summary

Australia will face a more complex strategic environment in
Southeast Asia over the next five years. That environment will be
characterised by an overlay of mutually supporting and competing
security patterns in which Southeast Asian and external powers will
play more significant roles. The strategic weight of key Southeast
Asian states—principally Indonesia and Vietnam—is growing. But it is
not growing as fast as the strategic weight of the Asian great powers,
whose influence will be felt increasingly in the region. Australia will
need to reassess its future role within that shifting environment and
devise a set of strategies that will allow it to promote its national
interests there.

Southeast Asia’s emerging strategic environment is being shaped by
eight major trends: the global economic and financial crisis, China’s
military modernisation and transformation, the United States’
stepped-up engagement, increased arms procurements, the
heightened importance of the maritime domain, the increasing salience
of transnational security issues, the persistence of ‘everyday security
challenges’, and the evolution of the regional security architecture.

In sum, the security environment in Southeast Asia is being shaped by
global, Asia—Pacificwide and domestic trends. Southeast Asia will have
to work hard to maintain its regional autonomy as global forces erode
the boundaries between Southeast Asia and Northeast Asia.

Four major patterns of security cooperation combine and compete

to shape Southeast Asia’s security environment: multilateral defence
cooperation between external powers and individual Southeast Asian
states; US-led theatre security cooperation; Chinese-led exclusivist
East Asian regional security cooperation; and multilateral efforts
centred on the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). Each of
these patterns overlays the other.

The major strategic trends impacting on Southeast Asia have produced
tensions in inter-state relations that may be grouped into five clusters:
maritime disputes in the South China Sea; the security dilemma created
by China’s military modernisation; the potentially destabilising effects



Executive summary

of the diffusion of military technology; the corrosive effects of ‘everyday security issues” and
transnational security challenges.

Emerging security tensions have resulted in some increased cooperation among regional
states and between regional states and external powers. At the same time, in particular
cases these tensions have undermined confidence and trust among states and contributed
to competitive rather than cooperative patterns of security cooperation.

The weakness of individual Southeast Asian states likewise constrains their capacity to act
multilaterally to address region-wide security challenges. In cases where the interests of
external powers are affected these powers may decide to act more assertively outside the
framework of multilateral regional security institutions.

Both the United States and China seek to shape the regional security environment in accord
with their national security strategies. Both major powers reach into similar toolkits to find
appropriate political, economic and military instruments suitable to their national strategies.
But the two major powers differ in their vision of what kind of security order they would

like to see emerge in Southeast Asia and how they go about influencing their preferred
outcomes. In other words, the United States and China use similar means, but in different
ways and towards different ends

China and the United States each seek to shape a different regional order. China promotes
multipolar security arrangements that uphold state sovereignty irrespective of the type of
domestic political system in order to balance if not constrain the power and influence of the
United States. China’s approach emphasises nominal equality among members of regional
multilateral institutions and is particularly focused on binding ASEAN to exclusive East Asian
regionalism. In reality, China is nonetheless first among equals.

The United States, in contrast, pursues a national strategy aimed at creating an
Asia—Pacificwide security order under US leadership founded on rules-based multilateral
institutions that promote universal values such as democracy and human rights. The US
approach is to enlist the support of key allies and strategic partners as the critical mass
towards achieving those ends.

Southeast Asia has been unable to insulate itself from Sino-American strategic rivalry, and
Sino-American strategic competition appears likely to intensify.

Changes in Southeast Asia’s security environment are pulling Australian strategic policy in
different and possibly contradictory directions. The US alliance relationship focuses mainly
on conventional threats across the Asia—Pacific region, while the focus of the Five Power
Defence Arrangements is giving greater prominence to addressing non-traditional threats
in the maritime domain. ASEAN-led regional security cooperation is at a nascent stage.
ASEAN’s default position has been to address soft security issues such as transnational or
non-traditional threats. The commencement of the ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meeting Plus
process holds the prospect that ASEAN and its security partners will develop new areas of
practical security cooperation which could benefit the region.

Australia’s strategic planners need to pursue a range of pathways to secure Australia’s
national interests in Southeast Asia. One pathway would entail building on and redirecting
the presently existing web of security ties into a more robust multilateral framework.
Another pathway would involve encouraging the US to become more engaged in
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Southeast Asia as a region in its own right. Australia might help build regional support for
that role where it could. And a third pathway would involve Australia revitalising its own
security ties with key Southeast Asian states in order to increase the region’s strategic weight
in dealing with external powers. Australia also should work closely with Southeast Asian
partners to develop a common vision of the region’s future.

4 ASPI| Strategy &=



Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

For much of the past six and a half decades, Australia’s national security
was threatened by the intrusion of major powers into the region to our
north. Japan occupied all of Southeast Asia during World War Il and
mounted attacks on continental Australia from bases in the region.
After the war, China materially assisted the Viethamese communists

in their struggle against French colonialism and provided support for
communist insurgencies in Malaya and Burma. The Soviet Union briefly
provided military equipment, including medium bombers, to Indonesia
in the 1950s. Throughout the Vietnam War in the 1960s and early 1970s,
China and the Soviet Union supported the Vietnamese communist
drive to reunify Vietnam. In the 1980s, the Soviet Union lodged military
forces at Cam Ranh Bay in Vietnam.

During this same period, Southeast Asia was more of a shatterbelt
than a cohesive region. In the 1960s, Indonesia launched a campaign
of confrontation against the newly formed Federation of Malaysia.
Insurgencies raged elsewhere—in Burma, the Philippines and
Thailand—Ileading one analyst to characterise Southeast Asia as a
‘region in revolt’ (Osborne 2007). In short, Southeast Asia was a source
of threat to Australian interests and national security.

Beginning in 1967, Southeast Asian states sought to forge a sense of
regional identity. This took the form of the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations. The five founding members—Indonesia, Malaysia, the
Philippines, Singapore and Thailand—prospered as a result of their
own efforts and the protective security umbrella provided by the
United States.

It was not until the end of the Cold War that the momentum of
Southeast Asian regionalism took shape. ASEAN expanded its
membership to include Vietnam, Laos, Burma, and Cambodia' and
sought to build up regional resilience against the intrusion of major
external powers. Most notably, this took the form of the Declaration of
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a Zone of Peace, Freedom and Neutrality (1971), the ASEAN Treaty of Amity and Cooperation
(1976) and the Southeast Asian Nuclear Weapon Free Zone Treaty (1995).

ASEAN also sought to assert its centrality in regional security affairs with the formation of
the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) in 1994. ASEAN sat in the driver’s seat as chair of the ARF,
and ASEAN norms—‘the ASEAN Way?—framed the ARF’s work program. ARF membership
quickly expanded beyond ASEAN’s dialogue partners? to include states from Northeast Asia,
South Asia and the South Pacific.

In 2003, ASEAN announced its objective of forming an ASEAN Community by 2020 (a date
later brought forward to 2015) based on three pillars: security cooperation, economic
cooperation and socio-cultural cooperation. In late 2007, ASEAN took a major step forward
by adopting an ASEAN Charter to give the organisation a legal character and a rules-based
approach to multilateral cooperation. The three pillars of the ASEAN Community were
transformed into three ministerial level councils.

Major Asian powers, as well as external states, are now
playing an increasingly assertive role in regional affairs.

Southeast Asia has not managed to attain the degree of regional autonomy its leaders
originally sought. Globalisation eroded the boundaries between Southeast Asia and
Northeast Asia, creating an East Asia ‘security complex’ (Buzan 1988; 2003). Major Asian
powers, as well as external states, are now playing an increasingly assertive role in
regional affairs.

This Strateqgy paper will review contemporary security developments in Southeast Asia in

five parts. The first part examines major security trends impacting on the region’s security
(Chapter 2). The second part reviews four major patterns of security cooperation (Chapter 3).
The third part analyses emerging regional security tensions (Chapter 4). Part four identifies
great power influence points (Chapter s). Part five reviews the challenges and opportunities
that contemporary security developments pose for Australia and offers some suggestions for
Australian defence and security strategy (Chapter 6).
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Chapter 2

MAJOR TRENDS SHAPING THE
SECURITY ENVIRONMENT

At least eight major trends are likely to shape the security environment
in Southeast Asia over the next five years.

Global financial and economic crisis

The global financial crisis remains the single most important driver

of inter-state dynamics in Southeast Asia. It has brought home to all
states that they have a vested interest in global economic recovery
as the precondition for a resumption of economic growth in their
domestic economies. Recovery from the crisis has only been made
possible through high-level multilateral cooperation and coordination
at global and regional levels coupled with national economic
stimulus packages.

A major net result of the global financial crisis
has been to accelerate the power shift from
North America and Europe to East Asia.

A major net result of the global financial crisis has been to accelerate
the power shift from North America and Europe to East Asia. The

most dramatic manifestation of this power shift has been to reinforce
China’s rise as a major power in all dimensions of national power. China
now has an enhanced global and regional leadership role through the
Group of Twenty and ASEAN Plus Three (APT).*

China has used its new position to press for strengthened supervisory
and regulatory arrangements over international financial institutions
and greater influence for newly emerging economies in the World Bank
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and the International Monetary Fund. China’s leadership on these issues has found
widespread support in the region.

China’s emergence as a great power could make it a potential strategic competitor of the
United States across the Asia—Pacific and in Southeast Asia. The dynamics of Sino-American
relations will have a major impact on the security environment in Southeast Asia.

The global financial crisis drove home to Southeast Asia its interdependence and
vulnerability to global forces. It also triggered a regional power shift that contributed to the
rise of Indonesia and to a lesser extent Vietnam as major regional players. Both countries
emerged from the global financial crisis in a strengthened position due to their domestic
recovery programs and maintenance of internal stability. Indonesia and to a lesser extent
Vietnam can be expected to play an increasingly important role in shaping Southeast Asia’s
security environment.

China’s military modernisation

There is a direct link between China’s phenomenal economic growth, including recovery
from the global financial crisis, and rising defence budgets to support the modernisation and
transformation of its military forces. This has both strategic and regional implications.

China’s People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) is developing roles and missions that will
permit it to project power beyond its territorial sphere of interest into the Western Pacific
and South China Sea. Admiral Mike Mullen, Chairman of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff, has
stated that the strategic intent behind China’s development of new capabilities seemed to
be ‘very focused on the United States Navy and our bases that are in that part of the world’>
In particular, the construction of the Yulin Naval Base near Sanya, on Hainan Island, provides
China with a forward presence to exercise its sovereignty claims over the South China Sea
and to protect its sea lanes of communication through the Malacca and Singapore straits.

China’s military modernisation and transformation, especially
naval modernisation, has created a security dilemma for
regional states.

In summary, China’s military modernisation and transformation, especially naval
modernisation, has created a security dilemma for regional states. China’s efforts to
safeguard its security by developing what it considers a reasonable force structure to deter
the United States has created insecurity in several neighbouring states due to China’s lack
of transparency.

United States stepped-up engagement

There can be no doubt that the global financial crisis has dented the authority of the

United States and undermined the attraction of its free market capitalist economy as a model
of development. In February 2009, Dennis Blair, then Director of US National Intelligence,
observed in testimony to the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence that the global
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financial crisis ‘has worsened questioning of US stewardship of the global economy and
international financial structure’ and damaged America’s reputation for world leadership.

In broad strategic terms, the global financial crisis has resulted in a reduction of US defence
spending in those areas (such as acquisition accounts, procurement, and research and
development) that are vital if the United States is to maintain its commanding technological
superiority. In sum, the United States will have fewer resources to shape strategic
developments in the Asia—Pacific, including Southeast Asia. In the coming decade, the
United States will rely even more heavily on its allies and strategic partners to cooperate to
ensure regional security.

The change in power relativities between China and the United States has prompted some
strategic analysts to write about the possible erosion of US power and loss of US strategic
primacy. The United States has responded by beefing up its military muscle and renewing its
political engagement with the region.

Over the next several decades, the United States will retain
its role as the world’s leading country in all measures of
national power.

Over the next several decades, the United States will retain its role as the world’s leading
country in all measures of national power. It will also remain the prime maritime power in the
Asia—Pacific and Southeast Asia for the foreseeable future.

The global financial crisis occurred during a transition period in US politics. The Obama
Administration has brought renewed energy to US engagement with Southeast Asia. As
US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton exclaimed in a January 2010 speech to the East-West
Center, ‘the United States is back in Asia’.

Secretary Clinton included Indonesia on her first trip to the Asia—Pacific. She has attended
consecutive ARF meetings since taking office and at her first meeting launched the

Lower Mekong Initiative. The United States has acceded to the Treaty of Amity and
Cooperation and is moving to appoint a resident ambassador to ASEAN. The Obama
Administration has also promoted free trade agreements with selected regional states,
such as Vietnam, under the Trans-Pacific Partnership program. More significantly, President
Obama attended the first ASEAN-US leaders’ meeting and will host the second meeting;
also, he has made a commitment to visit Indonesia.

It is clear that the Obama Administration is not only re-engaging with Southeast Asia, but is
also more willing than the previous Bush Administration to participate through multilateral
channels. ASEAN has responded by inviting the United States to consider joining the East Asia
Summit. The US has responded positively. In sum, stepped-up US engagement will play a
major role in influencing the security environment in Southeast Asia.
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Increased arms procurements

As noted above, China’s defence modernisation and transformation has generated a security
dilemma for regional states. ASEAN states have been circumspect in public statements but
their concerns can be discerned in the significant rise in defence expenditures and the kinds
of weapon systems and platforms that they have acquired. According to the Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute, ‘[arms] deliveries to South East Asia nearly doubled

in 2005-2009 compared to 2000-2004. Deliveries to Malaysia increased by 722 percent in
2005-2009 compared to 2000-2004, for Singapore by 146 percent and for Indonesia by

84 percent’ (Holtom et al. 2010:4).

Southeast Asia’s arms procurements go beyond force modernisation and include the
introduction of new capabilities that can be operated at extended ranges. In other words,
Southeast Asia’s arms buying spree, although largely intended for defensive purposes, may
have a destabilising impact on regional security.

Heightened importance of the maritime domain

The maritime domain will continue to grow in importance in the coming decade as
Southeast Asia and East Asia continue to recover from the global financial crisis and resume
economic growth. This will underscore the geo-strategic importance of the sea domain
stretching from the Gulf of Arabia and the Indian Ocean through archipelagic Southeast Asia
and the South China Sea to the Western Pacific.

There are both positive and negative features of this trend. On the one hand, all nations
in the Asia—Pacific will have a vital common interest in maintaining the security of trade
routes on which their economic prosperity and national security depend. This will be the
case especially for the East Asian economies that depend on sea lanes of communication
that pass through Southeast Asia for trade and for the import of vital energy resources.
The heightened importance of the maritime domain raises the possibility of increased
multilateral cooperation to guarantee maritime security.

On the other hand, vital sea lanes of communication pass through the South China Sea,
where China, Taiwan, Vietnam, the Philippines, Malaysia and Brunei have conflicting
sovereignty claims. It is noticeable that the current military modernisation and
transformation programs contain elements of a naval arms race embedded in competitive
rather than cooperative maritime strategies.

Increasing salience of transnational issues

All ASEAN states stress the salience of non-traditional security issues as a major factor
shaping the regional security environment. Because non-traditional security issues are
transnational in nature and beyond the ability of any state to resolve, they are more
amenable to multilateral cooperative security approaches. It is unsurprising, then,
that Southeast Asian states have given priority to security cooperation to address
non-traditional threats.

It is debatable whether each and every non-traditional issue should be ‘securitised’ and
treated as a threat to national security. Submissions to the ARF's Annual Security Outlook
2009, for example, identified twelve non-traditional security threats: terrorism, piracy,
transnational crime, small arms and light weapons smuggling, money laundering, drug
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trafficking, people smuggling, illegal migration, illegal logging, illegal fishing, avian influenza
and swine flu, and climate change.

The extent to which the armed forces, as distinct from law enforcement, customs,
immigration and public health officials, should be involved in addressing non-traditional
issues is a matter of debate within individual countries. But it is clear from evolving trends
that armed forces will be increasingly involved in addressing these security challenges,
especially in responding to large-scale natural disasters, terrorism, and piracy and armed
robbery at sea.

Persistence of ‘everyday domestic security challenges’

At least seven of Southeast Asia’s eleven states are affected by domestic security challenges
of varying orders of magnitude in which violence has been used to advance the interests

of a particular group or non-state actor. Within the past year, Malaysia, Indonesia, Laos and
Vietnam have all experienced sporadic outbreaks of sectarian or ethnic violence. At the other
end of the scale, Thailand, Myanmar and the Philippines continue to experience political
instability and ethno-nationalist insurgency, ethnic conflict, and communist insurgency and
armed separatism, respectively. Cambodia and Thailand were embroiled in an unseemly
low-level conflict over disputed land surrounding a temple complex on their border.

These ‘everyday domestic security challenges’ will persist over the next decade. The ongoing
conflicts in southern Thailand and the southern Philippines, and the unstable domestic
political situation in Myanmar, if unaddressed, all have the potential to spill over and affect
the security of neighbouring states. The situation in Myanmar could threaten to set back
ASEAN’s unity and cohesion as it moves to implement the newly adopted ASEAN Charter.
Human rights abuses and violations of religious freedom in states experiencing domestic
strife raise the question of whether humanitarian intervention might be considered if a state
fails to meet its obligation to protect its citizens.

..the security environment in Southeast Asia is being shaped
by global, Asia—Pacificwide and domestic trends.

Evolution of regional security architecture

From the very inception of the ARF, ASEAN has insisted on being in the ‘driver’s seat’. Yet,
despite its accomplishments, the ARF remains a security dialogue forum that primarily
advances confidence-building measures (CBMs) on the basis of consensus and ‘at a pace
comfortable to all’ its members. Southeast Asia lacks an overarching security body to
effectively address the range of current and emerging security challenges. This has led
to the initiation of ad hoc efforts, such as the Proliferation Security Initiative to counter
possible proliferation-related trafficking, and the Shangri-La Dialogue to discuss specific
security challenges.

At present, there are a number of proposals to renovate the existing security architecture.
China is pressing for the APT to take a larger role in addressing non-traditional security
challenges. Various Japanese prime ministers have proposed an East Asia community, while
former prime minister Kevin Rudd advocated an overarching Asia—Pacific community.
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All these proposals, to varying degrees, challenge ASEAN’s insistence that it play a central

role in the regional security architecture. One of the most important security trends now
evolving in Southeast Asia is ASEAN'’s drive to create a political-security community to
reinforce ASEAN’s central role in the regional security architecture. In the face of proposals by
non-ASEAN members to upgrade the existing regional architecture, ASEAN has responded
by directing its defence ministers to become more proactive. They are now considering plans
to develop what is known as the ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meeting (ADMM) Plus process,
involving the ten ASEAN defence ministers and eight of their counterpart dialogue partners.®

In summary, the security environment in Southeast Asia is being shaped by global,
Asia—Pacificwide and domestic trends. The global financial crisis has accelerated China’s rise,
military modernisation and influence in regional affairs. It has also given rise to perceptions
that American hegemony is in decline. The United States has responded by beefing up its
military presence and re-engaging with Southeast Asia as a distinctly important region.
These two trends have already resulted in friction in the maritime domain and strategic
competition for influence in Southeast Asia.

Key Southeast Asian states have reacted by adopting ‘self-help’ measures to shore up their
defence capabilities and by pursuing hedging strategies as a response to the geopolitical
transformation now unfolding in the broader Asia—Pacific region. Within Southeast Asia,

a power shift is underway with the emergence of a stable Indonesia potentially followed by
Vietnam as key players, a trend reinforced by Thailand’s domestic disarray.
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Chapter 3

PATTERNS OF SECURITY
COOPERATION

There are four major patterns of security cooperation in Southeast
Asia. The first pattern comprises multilateral defence cooperation
between external powers and individual Southeast Asian states
designed to address specific security concerns. The Five Power Defence
Arrangements (FPDA) and Japanese-initiated anti-piracy efforts are
prime examples of this pattern.

The second pattern of security cooperation involves United States-led
defence and security cooperation with treaty allies, strategic partners
and others in the Asia—Pacific region.

The third pattern centres on Chinese-led multilateral efforts to bind
ASEAN to a structure of East Asian regional security cooperation with a
major focus on non-traditional security issues.

The fourth pattern involves ASEAN-centred multilateral efforts to
promote security cooperation both among its members and dialogue
partners, and among members of the ARF.

In sum, Southeast Asia’s security environment may be viewed as
comprising layers of those four patterns of security cooperation.
Each of the patterns is discussed below.

Non-ASEAN multilateral cooperation

Five Power Defence Arrangements

The Five Power Defence Arrangements came into force in 1971 as
a loose consultative arrangement involving the United Kingdom,
Australia, New Zealand, Malaysia and Singapore. It is not a formal
alliance. The FPDA is today the oldest—if not only—multilateral
arrangement with an operational dimension in Southeast Asia.
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The highest-level policy body is the FPDA Defence Ministers’ Meeting, which meets
triennially to provide strategic direction. The ministerial meetings are attended by defence
secretaries of the five members and the commander of the Integrated Area Defence System
(IADS). The next senior body is the FPDA Defence Chiefs’ Conference. The defence chiefs
provide reports and professional advice to the FPDA Defence Ministers’ Meeting. They meet
annually with the commander of IADS. Since 2002, informal meetings of the defence chiefs
have coincided with the Shangri-La Dialogue held in Singapore under the auspices of the
International Institute for Strategic Studies.

The FPDA’s third main structure is the FPDA Consultative Council, which oversees policy,
planning and budget. Its meetings are co-chaired by the Secretary General for Defence
Malaysia and the Permanent Secretary for Defence Singapore, and are attended by the high
commissioners and defence advisers for Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom plus
the commander of IADS. It meets biannually, rotating between Singapore and Malaysia.

The FPDA's fourth main structure is the FPDA Activities Coordination Council. The
Coordination Council is composed of defence force representatives from all members
and from IADS headquarters. It also meets biannually and is responsible for coordinating
exercises and activities. It does so through three working groups for communications,
logistics and policy.

And the fifth FPDA structure is the FPDA Professional Forum. The forum involves an annual
seminar hosted alternately by Malaysia and Singapore with a co-host from among the
remaining three partners. The seminar is conducted at the theatre operational level and
focuses on topics of current interest.

The unexpected 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami pushed the FPDA
into humanitarian assistance and disaster relief ...

In addition to those structures, and most importantly, the FPDA has a permanent operational
component based at IADS headquarters at the Royal Malaysian Air Force Base, Butterworth.
IADS is the only standing component of the FPDA. IADS consists of nearly fifty staff drawn
from member states and all three services. IADS plans and prepares for exercises and officer
education and training activities.

In 2000, defence ministers laid the basis for the greatest transformation of the FPDA in its
history. The IADS was restructured from Integrated Air Defence to Integrated Area Defence.
This decision initiated a new period of evolution and transformation.

In 2003, defence ministers agreed that the FPDA should become more relevant by
considering how to meet emerging asymmetric threats while at the same time enhancing
their operational capability and interoperability. The following year, the defence ministers
directed that the FPDA should incorporate non-conventional threat scenarios into future
exercises, with a particular focus on the maritime environment.

The unexpected 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami pushed the FPDA into humanitarian assistance
and disaster relief (HA/DR). In June 2006, FPDA defence ministers endorsed a Malaysian
proposal for the establishment of a regional centre for disaster relief. They directed that the
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FPDA build capacity to enhance interoperability in undertaking HA/DR missions. Increasingly,
FPDA exercises have involved the participation of non-military agencies.

But the FPDA has not neglected its role of addressing conventional threats, as demonstrated
in Exercise Bersama Shield 2010, when seven warships, fifty-nine combat aircraft and nearly
2,500 personnel demonstrated interoperability in a combined air and maritime exercise.

Over the past thirty-nine years, the FPDA has evolved and adapted to the changing strategic
environment. It now boasts a robust consultative structure, a standing multilateral military
component and a comprehensive exercise program. The FPDA has gradually expanded its
focus from the conventional defence of peninsular Malaysia and Singapore air space, through
an annual series of Air Defence Exercises, to large-scale combined and joint military exercises
designed to meet emerging conventional and non-conventional security threats extending
into the South China Sea.

In sum, the IADS command and control system has developed to such an extent that the
armed forces of the five states can effectively operate under a single command to deal with
non-conventional security threats in a maritime environment including HA/DR as well as
more conventional threats to peninsula Malaysia and Singapore.

Japanese-led anti-piracy cooperation

Japan’s Self-Defense Forces are restricted by constitutional and legal provisions in the types
of security and defence cooperation they can undertake with other countries. Since 9/11,
however, Japan has adopted legislation permitting the Self-Defense Forces to undertake
highly circumscribed missions overseas. This has led to a growing involvement by Japan in
regional security affairs.

Japan’s most important contribution to security cooperation in Southeast Asia has been its
promotion of anti-piracy measures. Japan successfully initiated the Regional Cooperation
Agreement on Combating Piracy and Armed Robbery Against Ships in Asia (ReCAAP).
ReCAAP was the first government-to-government agreement to enhance maritime security
in regional waters.

In 2004, all the ASEAN states became charter members.” ReCAAP also includes Japan, China,
South Korea, India, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka. The major functional component of ReCAAP
is the Information Sharing Centre based in Singapore that serves as a clearinghouse for
information exchange and operational cooperation in responding to incidents of piracy and
armed robbery.

In sum, on the basis of both the FPDA experience and Japan’'s more recent overtures for
security cooperation, this first pattern of security cooperation demonstrates that external
and regional states can effectively cooperate to address specific security challenges.

US theatre security cooperation

United States defence and security cooperation with Southeast Asia—the second
pattern—predates the formation of the FPDA and is focused on treaty allies (the Philippines
and Thailand), as well as new strategic partners such as Singapore. In the past, US security
engagement in the Asia—Pacific region has been likened to a ‘hub and spokes’ model with the
United States at the centre.
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Even today, with the formation of ASEAN and the ARF, the United States continues to place
prime emphasis on developing bilateral and multilateral security ties under US leadership.
For example, the US Quadrennial Defense Review Report (2010:59) states, ‘The foundation

of our presence in Asia remains our historical treaty allies... [and] the continued presence of
capable U.S. forces in the region... and better leverag[ing] the capabilities of our regional allies
and partners.

Southeast Asia is subsumed under the US Pacific Command’s (PACOM) Area of Responsibility
that stretches across the Asia—Pacific from Hawaii to the west coast of Africa. US security
engagement takes place under the framework of PACOM’s Theater Security Cooperation
Plan. This plan includes programs to deliver a broad spectrum of security assistance, security
cooperation and capacity building. The 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review identified three
groups of security partners: formal allies (the Philippines and Thailand), strategic partners
(Singapore) and prospective strategic partners (Indonesia, Malaysia and Vietnam).

The following section will review these key US bilateral defence and security relationships
before discussing US region-wide multilateral security cooperation.

Treaty allies

The Philippines. Security ties between the United States and the Philippines date back to 1951
when the two countries signed a mutual security treaty. The agreement effectively went into
cold storage in 1991 when the Philippines Senate voted not to renew the lease on US bases,
forcing the United States to withdraw from Subic Bay Naval Base and Clark Air Base in
November 1992. It took nearly six years before Manila and Washington repaired their defence
ties by signing a Visiting Forces Agreement in February 1998.

The terrorist attacks on the United States on 9/11 provided a
new strategic context for defence ties.

The terrorist attacks on the United States on 9/11 provided a new strategic context for
defence ties. The United States extended Operation Enduring Freedom to the Philippines
and began providing counter-terrorism and counter-insurgency support in the southern
provinces, especially in Mindanao, the Sulu archipelago and the Sulawesi Sea. Annual
bilateral exercises include combined military training, instruction in civil-military affairs,
humanitarian projects and capacity building for disaster relief. Since 2001, the two allies have
conducted an annual exercise known as Balikitan.

The security and defence relationship gradually broadened and now encompasses US
support for defence reform and a shift in the role of the Armed Forces of the Philippines
(AFP) from internal security operations to territorial defence, including the development of

a maritime security capability by 2016. The United States and the Philippines hope to retrain
and re-equip up to fourteen battalions every year for five years. The Philippines currently
receives the third-largest share of International Military and Education Funding (IMET) in the
Asia—Pacific Region.
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Thailand. The United States—Thailand alliance is based on the 1954 Southeast Asia Collective
Security Treaty (Manila Pact) and an exchange of understandings between the US Secretary
of State and the Thai Foreign Minister in 1962.

US security assistance is aimed at enhancing capabilities for joint operations, including
HA/DR. According to American officials, Thailand provides unmatched access and support to
US armed forces.

Thailand co-hosts Exercise Cobra Gold, an annual exercise first conducted in 1982 as a
bilateral exercise with the United States. Cobra Gold has evolved and is now PACOM'’s
premier event and the largest multilateral exercise in the region. Thailand, the United States,
Singapore, Japan, Indonesia and South Korea took part in the 30th Cobra Gold exercise, held
in 2010, and observers from more than fourteen nations attended. Malaysia will join in 2011.

Like the FPDA exercises discussed above, Exercise Cobra Gold has shifted its focus in recent
years from conventional scenarios to non-traditional security issues such as HA/DR and
peacekeeping. The 30th Cobra Gold exercise, for example, involved a mix of two separate
activities. One was a computer simulated command post exercise involving Thai, US,
Indonesian, Japanese, Singaporean and South Korean military personnel and observers from
ten countries (Brunei, China, Chile, Germany, Laos, Mongolia, New Zealand, South Africa,

Sri Lanka, and Vietnam). The other component was a field training exercise based on the
United Nations multinational peace support operations model involving the six participants
plus UN staff.

Strategic partners

Singapore. In November 1990, in anticipation of the withdrawal of US forces from bases in
the Philippines, Singapore sighed a memorandum of understanding with the United States
allowing military access to Paya Lebar Airbase and Sembawang wharves. Under this
agreement, US fighters deploy periodically for exercises and transiting US ships make

port calls. In November 1992, a US Navy logistics unit was transferred from Subic Bay to
Singapore. In 1998, Singapore began to build facilities for visiting US aircraft carriers at
Changi Naval Base.

A major step forward in bilateral defence relations occurred in July 2005, when Singapore
and the United States signed a Strategic Framework and Defence Cooperation Agreement
recognising Singapore as a major security cooperation partner.

Singapore and the United States conduct military science and technology exchanges and
military training exercises to address common threats such as terrorism and the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction. The two partners also share a common interest in maritime
security. Singapore joined the Container Security Initiative in September 2002 and the
Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) core group in March 2004. Singapore hosted the first
Joint and Combined PSI Exercise in Asia in August 2005.

Singapore participates in Exercise Cope Tiger, a combined air force exercise involving the
United States and Thailand. Singapore is a full participant in Exercise Cobra Gold. In 2007,
Singapore was included in Exercise Malabar, an annual bilateral naval exercise involving the
Indian and US navies held near the eastern approaches to the Malacca Strait.®
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Prospective strategic partners

Indonesia. United States—Indonesia security and defence relations were renewed and
advanced following 9/11 after a period of estrangement over East Timor. As Indonesia
recovered from domestic instability following the Asian financial crisis and collapse of the
New Order, it has re-emerged as a major player in Southeast Asian affairs. Accordingly,

the United States is seeking to develop a comprehensive partnership with Indonesia that
encompasses political and security cooperation. The Indonesian armed forces now play a
greater role in US-sponsored multilateral events and exercises that focus on HA/DR and
peacekeeping such as Exercise Garuda Shield. US restrictions on cooperation with Indonesia’s
special forces, Kopassus, were lifted in July 2010.

Malaysia. When the United States lost its bases in the Philippines, Malaysia quietly offered
to host port visits by US warships. The Malaysian and US air forces conduct a combined
exercise known as Exercise Cope Taufan. In 2009, the United States conducted a major
command post exercise with Malaysia’s Joint Forces Command aimed at enhancing support
for maritime security operations. The United States currently seeks to increase military
cooperation with Malaysia.

Vietnam. In 2008, US relations with Vietnam were advanced with the initiation of the first
Political, Security and Defence Dialogue between the two countries. In 2009, Vietnam’s
defence minister visited Washington and agreed to open direct military-to-military
discussions with the United States. US officials reported that agreement was reached to
look at ways to expand cooperation in peacekeeping, search and rescue, and humanitarian
assistance and disaster relief.

US-led multilateral security cooperation

The United States sponsors a wide variety of multilateral security programs involving
Southeast Asian states through various agencies of the federal government. Many of these
programs are aimed specifically at addressing transnational security challenges such as
counter-terrorism; export controls; non-proliferation and disarmament; illicit production
and trafficking in narcotics; and transnational crime (trafficking in persons, money
laundering etc.).

Theater Security Cooperation Plan. PACOM’s Theater Security Cooperation Plan is coordinated
by the US mission in each country because it includes a host of federal programs in addition
to those offered by the US Defense Department. The US mission is responsible for ensuring
the integration of all security assistance, including military-to-military exchanges, exercises,
cooperative technology development, and capacity building and outreach programs.

PACOM itself sponsors four major multilateral security cooperation programs: Multinational
Planning Augmentation Team (MPAT); Cooperation Afloat Readiness and Training

(CARAT); Southeast Asia Cooperation Against Terrorism; and the Global Peace Operations
Initiative (GPOI).

Multinational Planning Assistance Team. In 2000, as a result of instability in East Timor and
influenced by conflict in the Balkans, PACOM initiated discussions with selected states in the
Asia—Pacific to establish MPAT to create the capacity to deploy quickly a multinational force
headquarters to support the delivery of HA/DR in times of emergencies. MPAT successfully
developed a set of standard operating procedures that have been accepted by its thirty
participants, including international and non-government organisations. PACOM regularly
conducts multinational command post exercises.
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The value of the MPAT program was demonstrated in December 2004, when an earthquake
off the coast of Sumatra triggered a devastating tsunamiin the Indian Ocean.

Cooperation Afloat Readiness and Training. The CARAT program involves US-led annual
bilateral training exercises conducted serially in Southeast Asia. Six ASEAN members
participate: Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. The purpose
of CARAT is ‘to strengthen relationships and enhance the operational readiness of the
participating forces’. For example, the US—Indonesian leg of CARAT involves jungle training
exercises; a major engineering civic action project; a medical civic action undertaking;
symposiums on aviation operations; legal, law enforcement and surface operations; and
afloat exercises.

Southeast Asia Cooperation Against Terrorism. The program is another US-led initiative. It
involves annual counter-terrorism exercises between the United States and Brunei, Malaysia,
the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. In 2009, Indonesia participated as an observer.

Global Peace Operations Initiative. The GPOI was originally spawned by the Group of Eight®
to build the capacity and professionalism of military forces for United Nations-endorsed
peacekeeping missions. The Department of State funds this program in Southeast Asia, and
the Department of Defense implements it.

PACOM provides assistance to regional peace operations training centres in Indonesia,
Malaysia and Thailand. The armed forces from five ASEAN states—Cambodia, Indonesia,
Malaysia, the Philippines and Thailand—have taken part in GPOI programs. An annual GPOI
multilateral exercise is held in Indonesia to enhance interoperability with UN mechanisms.

In summary, United States security cooperation in Southeast Asia is primarily centred

on treaty allies, strategic partners and potential strategic partners operating bilaterally
and/or multilaterally under US leadership. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States
has played a more proactive role in coordinating and leading efforts to promote greater
interoperability among a wider circle of regional states. While US security cooperation
remains centred on developing conventional capabilities, it is now more focused on
addressing capacity building to meet transnational security challenges in the region.

China and multilateral security cooperation

China’s relations with Southeast Asia underwent a sea change in the 1990s. China and
Indonesia restored relations and this opened the door for China to establish diplomatic
ties with Singapore and Brunei. In 1994, China became a founding member of the ARF.
The following year China was officially accorded dialogue status by ASEAN.

Since 1997, when China enunciated what it called its ‘new security concept’, it has become an
active proponent of multilateral security cooperation in Southeast Asia. China first tabled its
new security concept at an ARF conference on CBMs in Beijing in March 1997. Four months
later, Chinese Foreign Minister Qian Qichen formally presented the concept to the 4th ARF
meeting in Malaysia.

It was clear from the onset that China sought to advance two objectives. The first was to
develop a closer relation with ASEAN by ‘talking the talk’ in order to convince its members
that China’s rise would be peaceful. The second objective was to undermine the existing
structure of US alliances. This became evident when Vice President Hu Jintao delivered a
speech in Jakarta in July 2000 to the Indonesian Council on World Affairs. Hu argued that
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‘a new security order should be established to ensure genuine mutual respect, mutual
cooperation, consensus through consultation and peaceful settlement of disputes, rather
than bullying, confrontation, and imposition of one’s own will upon others’1°

The following sections review China’s security cooperation with ASEAN and then the ARF.

China and ASEAN

In November 2002, China—ASEAN relations were advanced with the signing of two major
documents, a joint declaration on cooperation in non-traditional security fields, and
Declaration on the Conduct of Parties in the South China Sea (DOC). The following year,
China acceded to the ASEAN Treaty of Amity and Cooperation and formed a strategic
partnership with ASEAN. The strategic partnership was the first formal agreement of this
type between China and a regional organisation, and it was a first for ASEAN as well. The
joint declaration was wide-ranging and included a provision for the initiation of a new
security dialogue as well as general cooperation in political matters.

In July 2004, at China’s suggestion, ASEAN and China raised their relationship to one of
‘enhanced strategic relations’. This took the form of a five-year Plan of Action (2005—2010)
that was adopted at the end of the year. This plan included a joint commitment to increase
regular high-level bilateral visits, cooperation in the field of non-traditional security,
security dialogue and military exchanges and cooperation. The Plan of Action set out the
following objectives:

* promote mutual confidence and trust in defence and military fields with a view to
maintaining peace and stability in the region

* conduct dialogues, consultations and seminars on security and defence issues
» strengthen cooperation on military personnel training

* consider observing each other’s military exercises and explore the possibility of
conducting bilateral or multilateral joint military exercises

+ explore and enhance cooperation in the field of peacekeeping.

By the end of 2006, China and ASEAN had concluded twenty-eight ‘cooperation framework
mechanisms’ including regular consultations between senior officials on strategic and
political security cooperation, a yearly conference of foreign ministers, and an annual summit
meeting of government leaders.

Non-traditional security issues

China and ASEAN were drawn together to cooperate to meet the threat of severe acute
respiratory syndrome which broke out in China in late 2002 and quickly spread to Southeast
Asia. It impacted most heavily on Singapore, Vietnam and Thailand the following year.
Initially, China was slow to report the avian flu to the World Health Organization. Because
the causes of the flu were unknown and there was no known cure, widespread anxiety

was generated.

ASEAN responded by convening a Special ASEAN-China Leaders’ Meeting to address

the issue. Concerted action then followed. In January 2004, China and ASEAN signed a
memorandum of understanding to further implementation of the 2002 ASEAN-China joint
declaration on non-traditional security.
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To address the problem of drug trafficking from the Golden Triangle area, particularly the
trafficking of amphetamine-type stimulants from Myanmar, and other transnational criminal
activity, China was invited to attend informal ministerial consultations with ASEAN held in
Vietnam and Brunei in 2005 and 2007, respectively. In November 2009, the informal meeting
was upgraded when the 1st ASEAN Ministerial Meeting on Transnational Crime Plus China
was held in Phnom Penh.

South China Sea

Early in 2004, thirteen months after the DOC was signed, China and ASEAN agreed to set up
a joint working group to consider ways to implement it. The recommendations of the group
were submitted to the 1st ASEAN-China Senior Officials Meeting on the implementation of
the DOC, which was held in Kuala Lumpur in December that year. Although the Joint Working
Group has continued to meet and report its findings to the ASEAN—China Senior Officials
Meeting, it has not proven to be an effective mechanism for addressing the ever-increasing
number of incidents between Vietnamese fishermen and Chinese authorities in the

South China Sea. The most recent meeting of the joint working group was held in Hanoi

in April 2010.

Defence cooperation

Defence cooperation between ASEAN and China has been slow to develop. The first
defence-related activity under the 2004 Plan of Action was a workshop on regional security
between ASEAN and Chinese defence officials held in Beijing in July 2006.

In November 2007, China proposed a number of initiatives in the field of non-traditional
security cooperation at the ASEAN Plus Three Summit. China also pressed for
institutionalised defence cooperation and military exchanges among members. Early the
following year, China hosted the 1st China—ASEAN dialogue between senior defence scholars.

China and the ASEAN Regional Forum

When China first joined the ARF it was highly suspicious about multilateral activities that
might curtail its national sovereignty. Over time, however, China has come to embrace
multilateral security cooperation under the auspices of the ARF. China has given priority to
promoting CBMs and dealing with non-traditional security initiatives.

China has played a particularly active role in the ARF’s
inter-sessional work programs related to confidence-building
measures.

China has played a particularly active role in the ARF's inter-sessional work programs
related to confidence-building measures. In March 1997 and November 2003, for example,
China hosted the Inter-Sessional Group on Confidence Building Measures. Since 1997,
China has sent representatives to the ARF meeting of Heads of Defense Colleges and in
September 2000 hosted the 4th ARF meeting of the Heads of Defense Colleges. In 2000,
China also contributed for the first time to the ARF's Annual Security Outlook and began
providing voluntary briefings on regional security. In July 2009, China hosted the inaugural
Inter-Sessional Meeting on Non-proliferation and Disarmament.
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In the field of non-traditional security issues, in 2004, China hosted the ARF Workshop on
Drug-Substitute Alternative Development. The following year, China hosted an ARF seminar
on enhancing cooperation in the field of non-traditional security issues. In 2008, China
co-hosted with Thailand an ARF seminar on narcotics control.

In 2003, at the annual ARF ministerial meeting in Phnom Penh, China proposed the
establishment of a Security Policy Conference composed of senior military and civilian
officials (at vice-ministerial level). According to the Chinese proposal, the objective was to
draft a security treaty to promote ‘peace, stability and prosperity’ in the region. China drafted
and circulated a concept paper before hosting the 1st ARF Security Policy Conference in
November 2004. China’s initiative on a regional treaty failed to gain traction, but the Security
Policy Conference continues to meet. In 2007 and 2008, China co-hosted with Indonesia the
ARF roundtable discussion on stocktaking on maritime security issues. In 2009 and 2010,
China hosted two successive seminars on Law and Regulations on the participation of armed
forces in international disaster relief.

ASEAN Plus Three

The APT process arose from a summit meeting of the leaders of ASEAN, China, Japan and
South Korea in the wake of the 1997 Asian financial crisis. It has since become a permanent
fixture among multilateral institutions in the Asia—Pacific region. It is China’s preferred
mechanism to advance multilateral cooperation in East Asia.

The APT has become a major venue for addressing transnational issues. For example, its
health ministers met in April 2003 to deal with the avian flu outbreak. China has been
proactive within the APT framework in advancing cooperation to deal with disaster relief.
In June 2007, China hosted a five-day workshop on disaster relief by representatives of

APT members’ armed forces in Shijazhuang, Hubei province. In June 2008, China hosted the
2nd ASEAN Plus Three workshop on the role of armed forces in disaster relief. In May 2009,
APT health ministers agreed to develop a regional framework to combat influenza A (H1Nv).

This third pattern of Southeast Asian security cooperation—China’s engagement with the
region—is the newest of the four patterns. It demonstrates the effectiveness of Chinese ‘soft
power’ in cooperating with regional states in a multilateral setting to address non-traditional
security challenges. It also aims to bind ASEAN states to an exclusivist East Asian structure of
security cooperation.

ASEAN-centred security cooperation

The final pattern of regional security cooperation is the indigenous one centred upon ASEAN
itself. Since its formation in 1967, ASEAN has established a dense network of structures

at ministerial level downward to deal with transnational issues. Four bodies play a major
role: the ASEAN Ministerial Meeting on Transnational Crime (AMMTC), the ASEAN Chiefs

of National Police (ASEANAPOL), the ASEAN Senior Officials on Drugs Matters and the
ASEAN Finance Ministers Meeting.

ASEAN’s longest standing mechanism to deal with trans-boundary criminal activity is
ASEANAPOL, established in 1981." The prime concern at that time was trafficking in illegal
drugs.” Over the next two decades and a half, a broader range of issues were included under
transnational crime including arms smuggling, money laundering, illegal migration, piracy
and terrorism. It was not until 2006, however, that ASEAN defence ministers were brought
together to address non-traditional security challenges.
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The ASEAN Ministers of Interior/Home Affairs first met as a body in December 1997 and
adopted the ASEAN Declaration on Transnational Crime to foster greater regional and
international cooperation. The 2nd AMMTC adopted the ASEAN Plan of Action to Combat
Transnational Crime (June 1999).

The events of 9/1, the 2002 and 2005 bombings in Bali, the 2004 bombing of the Australian
Embassy in Indonesia and the bombings of several hotels in Jakarta in 2009 put terrorism
firmly on ASEAN's security agenda. ASEAN decided to bracket terrorism with transnational
crime to signal its autonomy from the US-led global war on terrorism. ASEAN members
oppose terrorism but differ over how best to counter it and what priority to give to terrorism
over other transnational challenges.

Responding to the events of 9/11, ASEAN issued a Declaration on Joint Action to

Counter Terrorism at its 7th Summit in November 2001. The AMMTC convened a special
meeting to discuss regional responses in May 2002. This resulted in the adoption of the

Plan of Action to Combat Transnational Crime (with a terrorism component) and a work
program in August 2002. The work program set out six priority areas: information exchange;
cooperation in legal matters; cooperation in law enforcement; institutional capacity building;
training; and extra-regional cooperation. At the same time, ASEAN signed its first joint
declaration to combat terrorism with the United States. In response to the terrorist outrage
in Bali in October 2002, the 8th ASEAN Summit issued a further declaration condemning
terrorism and calling for joint action the following month.

Significantly, in November 2002, ASEAN and China signed a
declaration on Cooperation in the Field of Non-Traditional
Security Issues that included terrorism.

ASEAN has also developed international counter terrorism cooperation with nine other
states and the EU.” Significantly, in November 2002, ASEAN and China signed a declaration
on Cooperation in the Field of Non-Traditional Security Issues that included terrorism. Once
again China demonstrated that it could ‘talk the talk’ by agreeing with ASEAN to subsume
terrorism under the rubric of non-traditional security.

Nonetheless, individual ASEAN states, such as Singapore, accord a high priority to countering
terrorism. All ASEAN members are required to implement UN Security Council resolutions on
anti-terrorism, such as Resolution 1373 (2001).

ASEAN may be viewed as an organisation at the lower end of an international cascade of
counter-terrorism measures flowing from the United Nations, the Group of Eight Financial
Action Task Force on Money Laundering, the Asia/Pacific Group on Money Laundering,
international financial institutions (the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund and the
Asian Development Bank) and the Asia—Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) Secure Trade

in the Asia Region initiative. ASEAN’s counter terrorism policies are shaped by these external
inputs and adapted to the specific circumstances of Southeast Asia. ASEAN, for example,
encourages its members to sign all thirteen international counter-terrorism conventions and
protocols adopted by the United Nations.
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ASEAN took a major step forward in 2006 when it adopted the ASEAN Convention on
Counter-Terrorism at its 12th Summit. This is ASEAN’s first legally binding anti-terrorism
agreement. Individual member states are now in the process of seeking domestic ratification.
The legal basis for cooperation under this convention has been underpinned with the signing
of the Treaty of Mutual Legal Assistance in Criminal Matters by Brunei, Indonesia, Laos,
Malaysia, the Philippines, Myanmar, Singapore, and Vietnam. Currently, ASEAN members are
engaged in drafting a comprehensive plan of action on counter-terrorism.

In 2004 and 2005, Southeast Asia was struck by two major natural disasters, the

Indian Ocean tsunami and Cyclone Nargis, respectively. ASEAN was found wanting in 2004,
when the United States, India, Japan and Australia took the lead in providing emergency
disaster relief. Individual ASEAN members such as Singapore and Malaysia also made
important contributions.

In 2005, ASEAN played a critical role in providing HA/DR to Myanmar when the State Peace
and Development Council government obstructed international relief efforts. Due to the
proactive intervention by the ASEAN Secretary General, a tripartite core group, involving
Myanmar, the United Nations and ASEAN, was put in place to arrange the delivery of
international emergency relief. An ASEAN emergency rapid assessment team provided a
crucial evaluation of the situation on the ground. An ASEAN humanitarian task force was set
up with twelve members, two from each country and the ASEAN Secretariat, to direct the
relief effort.

The events of 2004-05 have raised the importance of HA/DR as a non-traditional security
challenge to priority level for ASEAN and its member states. The 14th ASEAN Summit (2008)
designated the ASEAN Secretary General as coordinator for humanitarian assistance in cases
of large-scale disasters.

The ASEAN Community is composed of three pillars: the
ASEAN Political-Security Community, the ASEAN Economic
Community and the ASEAN Socio-Cultural Community.

ASEAN Political-Security Community

In 1996, ASEAN defence officials initiated their first security dialogue at the annual

ASEAN Special Senior Officials’ Meeting.* This meeting brought together ASEAN defence
officials and their foreign affairs counterparts. Four years later, the ASEAN chiefs of army
began meeting informally in a process that has become known as the ASEAN Chiefs of Army
Multilateral Meeting. The other ASEAN service chiefs and heads of intelligence also began

to meet regularly; these meetings were called, respectively, the ASEAN Air Force Chiefs
Conference, the ASEAN Navy Interaction and the ASEAN Military Intelligence Meeting.

In 2003, ASEAN took determined steps to revitalise itself and take the lead in regional
community building. At a summit meeting held in Bali that year, ASEAN adopted the
Declaration of ASEAN Concord Il (Bali Concord Il) setting out its goal of creating an
ASEAN Community by 2020. ASEAN was motivated by the desire to assert its centrality in
regional security and to reinforce Southeast Asia’s regional autonomy in its relations with
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external powers, particularly China and the United States. In 2007, ASEAN brought forward
the deadline for the ASEAN Community to 2015.%

The ASEAN Community is composed of three pillars: the ASEAN Political-Security
Community, the ASEAN Economic Community and the ASEAN Socio-Cultural Community.
The goal of creating an ASEAN Political-Security Community immediately led to a dramatic
shift in interaction among ASEAN defence officials. In 2003, ASEAN chiefs of defence force
began meeting in a process known as the ASEAN Chiefs of Defence Force Informal Meeting.
The word informal in the title indicates that this process was not yet under the official ASEAN
structure, although individual member states participated.

To implement the concept of an ASEAN Political-Security Community, ASEAN senior officials
drafted, and their leaders approved, the ASEAN Security Community Plan of Action and the
ASEAN Political-Security Community Blueprint. The strategic thrust of these documents was
to promote comprehensive security and to ensure that ASEAN remained the driving force in
the ARF and the centre of relations with its dialogue partners.

The ASEAN Security Community Plan of Action called for increased cooperation in five

areas: political development (peaceful settlement of intra-regional differences, promotion
of human rights, the free flow of information and mutual support in good governance);
shaping and sharing norms (work towards a code of conduct in the South China Sea and the
adoption of a legally binding ASEAN convention on counter-terrorism); conflict prevention
(greater transparency through CBMs, more military-to-military interaction, a conflict early
warning system, a regional arms register and maritime security cooperation); conflict
resolution (national peacekeeping centres) and post-conflict peace building (safe havens, a
humanitarian crisis centre, educational exchanges and promotion of a culture of peace).

ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meeting

In May 2006, ASEAN defence ministers met for the first time and began the process of
institutionalising defence cooperation on a regional basis. The ADMM brought under its
umbrella separate meetings of the ASEAN service chiefs (army, navy and air) and military
intelligence that had been meeting informally outside the official ASEAN framework.

The ADMM was the last ministerial sectoral body to be established by ASEAN. It was set

up to implement greater defence and security cooperation on three levels. The first level
involved promoting practical cooperation at the operational level among ASEAN militaries
through a rolling two-year work plan drawn up by the ASEAN chiefs of defence. The second
level involved ASEAN’s engagement with non-ASEAN countries in non-traditional and
trans-boundary issues. The third level was to reinforce ASEAN’s centrality in Southeast Asia’s
security architecture.

The ASEAN defence ministers quickly focused on ways of addressing non-traditional security
threats and enhancing cooperation with ASEAN'’s dialogue partner counterparts. The

3rd ADMM, held in Thailand in February 2009, for example, adopted the Joint Declaration

on Strengthening ASEAN Defence Establishments to Meet the Challenges of Non-Traditional
Security Threats. It also adopted three important concept papers: The use of ASEAN

military assets and capacities in humanitarian assistance and disaster relief; ASEAN defence
establishments and civil society organisations (CSOs) cooperation on non-traditional security;
and ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meeting-Plus (ADMM-Plus): principles for membership.
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In 2007, ASEAN members finally approved the ASEAN Charter to give their organisation

a legal identity and to move towards becoming a more rules-based body. The ASEAN
Charter came into effect on 15 December 2008 and resulted in the formalising of ASEAN’s
decision-making processes. The Charter created the ASEAN Council, composed of heads of
government/state, as its highest body.

The next level of decision making was the ASEAN Coordinating Council, made up of foreign
ministers. This council oversaw the work of three new community councils: the ASEAN
Political-Security Community Council, the ASEAN Economic Community Council and the
ASEAN Socio-Cultural Community Council. Under these new arrangements the ADMM
became the sectoral ministerial body under the ASEAN Political-Security Council.

With the adoption of the ASEAN Charter, ASEAN moved to push its twin objectives of
regional autonomy and centrality in the regional architecture by lobbying external states,
including all members of the UN Security Council, to accede to the Treaty of Amity and
Cooperation. Success was achieved when the Obama Administration signed on. In July 2010,
Canada and Turkey acceded to the treaty. ASEAN members also agreed to amend the treaty
in order to permit the EU to do likewise.

Since 2006, ASEAN defence ministers have moved swiftly to open cooperative defence
relations with their dialogue partners. The 2nd ADMM that met in Singapore in November
2007 adopted the ADMM-Plus concept paper outlining the principles of external
engagement. The 3rd ADMM, which met in Pattaya in February 2009, adopted the concept
paper ADMM-Plus principles for membership, co-authored by Singapore and Thailand. The
4th ADMM, which met in Hanoi in May 2010, adopted two key documents: ADMM-Plus:
configuration and composition and ADMM-Plus: modalities and procedures. ASEAN will hold
the first ADMM-Plus meeting in Hanoi in October 2010 with the participation of defence
ministers from eight of their dialogue partners: Australia, China, India, Japan, New Zealand,
Russia, South Korea and the United States.

Over the longer term, ASEAN-led multilateral cooperation is
slated to develop a regional capacity for peacekeeping.

The ASEAN-led process of enlarged security cooperation is to address practical steps to
engage the region’s armed forces with civilian counterparts, including non-governmental
organisations, to address major natural disasters in cooperation with dialogue partners. Over
the longer term, ASEAN-led multilateral cooperation is slated to develop a regional capacity
for peacekeeping.

Other ASEAN multilateral defence cooperation

The individual states of ASEAN engage in a multiplicity of bilateral and multilateral exercises
with other ASEAN states and with external powers. These are not officially ASEAN-sponsored
activities. Three important arrangements are discussed below.

According to figures produced by the International Maritime Bureau, the number of piracy
incidents in Southeast Asian waters peaked in 2000 at 242, or over half the recorded
incidents for piracy globally. The United States, in particular, was very concerned that a
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linkage might develop between regional terrorism and piracy. In March 2004, Admiral
Thomas Fargo, Commander of US Pacific Command, proposed a US Regional Maritime
Security Initiative to safeguard the Malacca and Singapore straits. Indonesia and Malaysia
vociferously opposed US intervention. Although the Malacca Strait has been designated an
international waterway, it falls within the sovereign jurisdiction of the littoral states.

In July 2005, Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore combined forces and launched

Malacca Straits coordinated patrols involving navy patrol boats. In September 2005,
Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore joined once again to launch coordinated air patrols

over the Malacca Strait, known as Eyes in the Sky. An agreement on standard operating
procedures and a cooperative air surveillance and intelligence exchange group was agreed in
2006. Two years later, Thailand joined the scheme.

As a result of multinational security cooperation by littoral
states, the number of piracy incidents fell steadily after 2004.

As a result of multinational security cooperation by littoral states, the number of piracy
incidents fell steadily after 2004. By 2009, Southeast Asia accounted for 45 out of

406 incidents globally, or 11%. This was the lowest figure recorded by the International
Maritime Bureau since 1994. This demonstrated that regional states were capable of
combining and addressing a major transnational security challenge without the assistance
of external powers.

The third regional initiative involves a series of bilateral agreements between Vietnam and
its neighbours—Thailand, Cambodia and Malaysia—to conduct coordinated patrols along
their maritime borders to protect fishermen from piracy and armed robbery. In addition,
hotlines have been set up between naval commands to deal with incidents involving the
arrest of fishermen caught poaching. Hanoi and Jakarta are currently discussing Indonesian
participation. As a result of the ADMM process, Vietnam'’s bilateral efforts have now

been regionalised. At the 4th ADMM in May 2010, it was agreed that ASEAN navies would
cooperate to patrol their maritime boundaries.

ASEAN Regional Forum

The ARF is a security dialogue forum comprising twenty-seven members with a geographical
footprint spanning the Asia—Pacific. In 1995, ARF ministers approved a concept paper

setting out three phases of development: CBMs, preventive diplomacy and ‘elaboration of
approaches to conflict’. Shortly after, it was agreed that because of the overlap between
CBMs and preventive diplomacy the two stages could proceed in tandem.

The ARF adopts a voluntary work program on the basis of inter-sessional groups and
inter-sessional meetings (ISMs), whose mandates must be renewed each year. The ARF also
sponsors the ARF Defence Dialogue for defence and military officials.

In 1995, the ARF set up three ISMs—search and rescue, peacekeeping and disaster relief—and
one inter-sessional group on CBMs and Preventive Diplomacy. The mandates for the first
two ISMs were not renewed in 1997 and the mandate for the ISM on Disaster Relief lapsed in
1999. The inter-sessional group on CBMs and Preventive Diplomacy, the mainstay of the ARF,
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is the longest functioning working group and its mandate has been continually renewed up
to the present.

In 2002, in a move that gave a new lease of life to the ARF (widely viewed at the time

as nothing more than a talk shop) an Inter-Sessional Meeting on Counter Terrorism and
Trans-National Crime was established (ISM CT/TC). The ISM CT/TC developed a multifaceted
and far-reaching work plan that spawned numerous practical counter-terrorism proposals
and cooperative activities. In 2009, for example, the ARF approved the Work Plan for
Counter-terrorism and Transnational Crime.

Between 2002 and 2008, the terrorist threat in Southeast Asia declined and morphed into
numerous splinter groups. Responding to these changes, in 2009 the ARF approved a new
work plan with a special focus on illicit drugs, bioterrorism and cybersecurity.

In 2005, in the aftermath of the Indian Ocean tsunami and Cyclone Nargis, the ARF
reinstated the ISM on Disaster Relief. The ISM DR met ten times between its founding and
September 2010. In a major milestone, the ARF approved the ARF Statement on Disaster
Management and Emergency Response, adopted the ARF General Guidelines on Disaster
Relief Cooperation and in 2010 took note of the Australian-drafted Strategic Guidance for
HA/DR. The ISM DR is currently in the process of drafting the ARF Disaster Relief Standard
Operating Procedures. In 2009, ARF ministers endorsed a joint Singapore-Australia ARF
Disaster Relief Mapping Service.

The 16th ARF adopted the ARF Work Plan on Disaster Relief in July 2009 and directed the
ISM DR to further refine the draft concept paper on ARF voluntary model arrangements for
use of foreign military and civil defence assets in disaster relief. In sum, the ARF has moved
swiftly to develop a regional framework for responding to natural disasters.

In 2009, the ARF expanded its work program. At the 16th ARF ministerial meeting,
ministers approved two new working groups, the ISM on Maritime Security and the ISM on
Non-Proliferation and Disarmament.

The ARF is now poised to shift from phase one, with its emphasis on CBMs, to phase

two, preventive diplomacy. In 2008, after a review of ARF institutional procedures and
mechanisms, the 15th ARF ministerial meeting endorsed the ARF Review Paper. Senior
officials are now considering a preventive diplomacy work plan to develop measures to

deal with priority areas such as non-traditional security challenges and explicit preventive
diplomacy measures for promoting peaceful cooperation to prevent disputes and conflicts
from escalating to armed conflicts. The ARF shift to phase two is planned to occur in tandem
with the development of the ASEAN Political-Security Community.

The 17th ARF meeting (July 2010) adopted the Hanoi Action Plan to implement the ARF Vision
Statement, which contains concrete goals and measures to be carried out between 2010 and
2020 in such areas as counter-terrorism, transnational crime, disaster relief, non-proliferation,
maritime security and peacekeeping. The ARF ministers also approved a list of seventeen
cooperative activities for the 20102011 period. In 2010, the ARF endorsed the preparation of a
Maritime Security Work Plan.
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Conclusion

This chapter has examined four patterns of security cooperation in Southeast Asia. The first
pattern, subregional multilateral cooperation by regional and external states, was developed
to meet specific security concerns. The FPDA was formed following the United Kingdom's
withdrawal from the region and was designed to provide for the defence of peninsula
Malaysia and Singapore. The FPDA originally addressed conventional threats, but in recent
years it has evolved to include maritime security and asymmetric threats in its exercise
program. Japanese-led security cooperation was designed to counter the threat of piracy

in sea lanes of communication that passed though Southeast Asia. Both types of security
cooperation supplemented rather than detracted from the more dominant patterns of
security cooperation.

The second major pattern of security cooperation—US theatre security cooperation—was
designed to improve i