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Foreword

Thedifferencesand lingering suspicionsamong the states of the Associ ation of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN) make cooperative approaches to security in the region difficult.
Faced withamyriad of destabilizing factors, including economic difficulties, indigenousradical
Musdlim groups, communal violence, and drug and armstrafficking, the Southeast Asian states
must find effective waysto manage security concerns. In the aftermath of the September 11
terrorist attacks on the United States, Southeast Asiahas becomea* second front” inthewar
onterrorism, and multilateral coordination among theASEAN states, and throughout theAsia
Pacific more broadly, will be essential to maintaining peace and stability intheregion. Inthis
issue of the NBR Analysis, Sheldon W. Simon, professor of political scienceat ArizonaState
University and director of NBR’'s Southeast AsiaProgram, exploresthe official and unofficial
effortsamong the ASEAN statesto address security challengesintheregion.

Inhisfirst article, Dr. Simon examines Track |1 diplomacy and the rel ationship between
the ASEAN Regiona Forum (ARF) and the Councilsfor Security CooperationintheAsia
Pacific (CSCAP). Emerging from the alliances of the Cold War, the ARF and CSCAP, the
ARF'sTrack 11 counterpart, were created to encourage transparency and confidence-build-
ing on nonmilitary security matters, such astransnational crime, environmental hazards, and
illegal migration, and to devel op links among the Southeast Asian states and the countries of
Northeast Asiaand the United States. Although Chinaand the United Stateswereinitially
wary of joining such multilateral security dialoguesfor fear of compromising national sover-
eignty and traditional bilateral ties, the ARF has grown into the world’s most complicated
security forum and CSCAP congtitutesthe broadest Track 11 security organizationintheworld.

Because the CSCAP delegations are future-oriented and lessinvolved in immediate
security concerns, Dr. Simon argues, their work is often considered of lower priority by
government officia swho aremore concerned with protecting sovereignty than“ solving inter-
national problemsthrough cooperativesecurity.” Nevertheless, ininterviewsconducted with
leadersof ASEAN states, Dr. Simon discovered that government officialswereremarkably
positive about interactions with CSCA P del egations and spoke favorably about CSCAP's
ability toallay suspicionsamong neighbors, assist preventivediplomacy by thinking ahead of
theARF, and suggest new waysof conceptualizing and resolving regional security issues. Dr.
Simon concludesthat if the ARF and CSCAP are to continue as (or, as some would argue,
become) significant organi zationsin managing Asian security, all themembersmust accept that
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Asia'sfuture isintegrated among the subregions of the Northeast, Southeast, and South,
modify the noninterference norm, and adopt consensus-based deci sion-making.

In his second article, Dr. Simon addresses Southeast Asia's response to the war on
terrorism, including the prospectsfor multilateral cooperation. Most regional leaderscondemn
the September 11 attacks on the United States, but, dueto their politically significant domestic
Musdlim populations, they caution that Washington not target Idam generally. At thesametime,
several regional leadersare seizing upon terrorism to weaken opposition groups challenging
their regimes. According to Dr. Simon, theregion’sterrorist groupsare primarily indigenous
and do not currently havethe ability or resourcesto extend their operations beyond Southeast
Asia, muchlessinto the United States. Of particular concern, however, arethe explicit and
implicit tiesto Al Qaedathat have devel oped throughout Southeast Asiaand the cross-border
communication among radical terrorist cells. A large number of Southeast Asian Mudimshave
trained under hard-line Islamic teachersin Pakistan and Afghanistan. In addition, Al Qaeda
members have maderegular visitsto Southeast Asia—particularly Indonesia—over the past
decade and have probably devel oped financial tieswith radical 1lamic groupsin theregion.
To date, however, most Mudlim militancy in Southeast Asiaisfocused onlocal issues.

Dr. Simonidentifiesmultilateral cooperation asthekey to disrupting thetiesamong the
region’sterrorist cellsand, over thelonger term, changing the political, social, and economic
conditions that breed terrorists in the region. Although ASEAN has made modest moves
toward regional anti-terrorist cooperation, most effortshavetaken place on abilateral basis—
especially with the United States. For now, U.S. military presenceintheregioniswelcomefor
the enhanced security it brings, and al so for the accompanying economic assistance and infra-
structure devel opment. Moreover, the United Statesisenhancing collaborative security inthe
region through initiativeslike the Cobra Gold joint military exercisesinvolving Thailand,
Singapore, and the United States, with observersfrom Chinaand other countries.

We are very grateful to the United States Institute of Peace and the W. Alton Jones
Foundation for their support of atwo-year project on Track |1 approachesto security coop-
eration, which allowed research and writing of thefirst essay. An earlier version of the second
essay was presented at the National Defense University Pacific Symposium in February 2002.

Richard J. Ellings
President
TheNational Bureau of Asian Research
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Sheldon W. Smon

The development of alimited Asian security community based upon the po-
litical framework of ASEAN dates from the end of the Cold War. With the
Asian Regional Forum (ARF) and the subsequent creation of Councils for
Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP), two fora now exist to
further security transparency, build confidence, and address such common
regional problemsasdrug and armstrafficking, communal violence, and mari-
time piracy. Both organizations, however, have focused on reassurance and
transparency at the expense of preventive diplomacy and the real gains re-
sulting from transnational cooperation. Asanon-governmental advisory group,
CSCAP enhances the intergovernmental ties between ARF states and aug-
ments the diplomatic resources availableto ARF. Yet it isnot clear the extent
to which ARF member states are able to reconcile consensus-based deci-
sion-making and the doctrine of noninterference with the region’s changing
strategic, economic, and political environment.

Sheldon W. Simon is professor of political science and faculty associate of the Center for Asian
Studies and Program in Southeast Asian Studies at Arizona State University where he has been a
faculty member since 1975. He is also director of Southeast Asian Studies for The National Bureau of
Asian Research (Seattle) and a member of the Executive Committee of the U.S. Council for Security
Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific. Dr. Simon consults regularly with the U.S. Defense and State Depart-
ments on Asian security issues and is the author or editor of nine books and over 90 scholarly articles
and book chapters. His most recent book is an edited volume, The Many Faces of Asian Security,
Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 2001. This paper was prepared for The National Bureau of Asian
Research. Research for this paper was supported by grants from the United States Institute of Peace
and The W. Alton Jones Foundation.
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Multilateral security organizationsabound ininternational politics. They rangefromthe
highly ingtitutionalized with political and military structureson oneextreme (NATO) tothose
withimportant political authority but no military capabilities (the UN Security Council) to those
whoseroleisconfined to discussing mutual security concernswithout necessarily resolving
them (the ASEAN Regional Forum). NATO and the UN Security Council are examples of
security organizations designed to respond directly to security threats—theformer to itsmem-
bers, thelatter to global peace. They havetheauthority toinvoketheuse of force. TheASEAN
Regiona Forum (ARF) isadifferent creature entirely. Neither an aliance such asNATO nor
acollective security body such asthe UN Security Council, theARF may best be described as
an elaborate exercisein confidence building among states that must get a ong to prosper but
that have ahistory of mutual suspicion and, in some cases, hostilities.!

TheARF emerged from ASEAN inthe 1990s. The end of the Cold War |eft theAsia
Pacific searching for anew organizing principlefor security.? Whiletraditional alliancesre-
mained, including bilateral treatieswith the United States and the Five Power Defense Ar-
rangement—amultilateral agreement among Grest Britain, Austraia, New Zedland, Maaysia,
and Singapore—these seemed inadequate to deal with security mattersof anonmilitary nature
such astransnationa crime, environmenta hazards, andillega population movements: More-
over, “traditional” security issuespersisted intheform of unresolved territorial disputes, di-
vided gtates, nuclear weapons proliferation, and conflicting maritimejurisdictionsresulting from
the 1982 UN Law of the Sea, which have been addressed in discussions but not resol ved.

Somekind of cooperative security enterpriselinking theregiontoitsmajor partnersin
Northeast Asiaand North Americawas needed to fill the gap. Through the 1976 Treaty of
Amity and Cooperation, ASEAN membershad already pledged among themselvesto resolve
intrae ASEAN disputes peacefully (or postponetheir resolution). Underlying thevision of a
larger security order wasthe hopethat thetreaty’s peaceful resolution commitment could be
extended to other states. This practicewould constitute akind of minimal diffusereciprocity.

1 While a number of articles and books have been written about the ARF and its annual meetings
well documented, the classic study of the Forum’s structure, successes, and failures remains Michael
Leifer's The ASEAN Regional Forum: Extending ASEAN’s Model of Regional Security (London: Inter-
national Institute of Strategic Studies, 1996).

2 Maria Consuelo C. Ortuoste, “The Establishment of the ASEAN Regional Forum,” paper pre-
sented to the Multilateral Institutions in Asia Seminar, Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, Hono-
[ulu, July 14, 2000.

3 This new security agenda is explored in Sheldon W. Simon, ed., The Many Faces of Asian Secu-
rity, Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2001.
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That is, whileASEAN would not expect outsidersautomatically to cometo members aidin
timesof crisisor leap totheir defenseif attacked, at least outside countries could be asked to
renouncethe useof forcein settling any conflictsthey might havewith theAssociation’smem-
bers. The unstated object of these concerns, of course, is China—the only “ extraregiona”
satewithterritorid clamsin Southeast Asa* Thisisessentially aredist vision of theARF. If
successful, it would encourage the Peopl€'s Republic of China(PRC) to explainand clarify its
security policy and planning. China' s neighbors, through the ARF, could then respond with
their concerns about the PRC’s policy in hopes of modifying it and thus enhancing regional
stability. In exchange for PRC transparency, other ARF members would reciprocate. For
Beijing, the payoff would not primarily be accessto ASEAN defense plansbut rather to those
of other members such as Japan and the United States.

Liberal theorists hope that the ARF can go beyond realism to shape cooperation. I
theARF can devisejoint cooperative military actions such asmultinationa maritime patrols,
search and rescue operations, antipiracy activities, and oceanic environment monitoring, then
cooperative security can belaunched. To date, however, these hopesremain for the most part
unrealized. Nevertheless, the transparency measures that have begun are afirst step in the
liberal directioninsofar asthey help to create mutual confidence.

TheARF soriginscan betraced to arealization in the early 1990sthat ASEAN by
itself would be unable to dominate political-security discussionsacrosstheentireAsiaPeacific
rim. Theregion’stwo indigenous great powers—Japan and China—arein Northeast Asia.
The two remaining potential conflict flashpoints—Korea and Taiwan—are also outside
ASEAN'’s spatial realm. Moreover, the United States, as the sole remaining superpower,
concentratesitsforward-deployed Asian forcesin Northeast Asia. In the post-Cold War era,
therefore, Southeast Asiafeared that it would once again become marginaized inAsiaPecific
regional security.

Fortunately for ASEAN, however, no exclusive Northeast Asian effortswere madeto
createasubregional counterpart to ASEAN. Chinaremained wary of security multilateralism
asadeviceto congrainitsregiona ambitions. Japan was still viewed with suspicion by therest
of Northeast Asiaasunrepentant for itsWorld War 11 brutalities, and the K oreaswere under-
standably focused ontheir forty-year military stalemate at the 38th parallel. In effect, ASEAN

4 Curiously, Southeast Asian states do not mention Taiwan in their concerns about China's claims
to the Spratly Islands, even though China's and Taiwan’'s claims are exactly the same.





