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If the record of the past four decades of relative peaca in the
Western world is anything to go by, the next arena of major intex-—
national conflict may well be fought somewhers in the Asia-Pacific
ragion, and not, A=z has been and is currently thought or anticipated
by mamy, in Western Eurﬂpﬂ.l Rlthowgh the forces of the Western
Alliance are poised and positicned on the flanks, on borders that
divide the Basgt and West after the defeat of Hazi Cermany, ard face
tha threat of an inwvaeion or attack by bthe Boviet Unicn and its Warsaew
Pact allies, and which scenarioc pervades the tenmions between the
pited States and the USSR, the wmutuval destruction of both because of
escalation beyond conwventlional weapone makes it less likely for
conflagration in that continent. Instead, the more probabilistic
battlefield is in Pacifiec RAsia, and this is largely becauee the scens
is less o simple in terms of competing influence and access and the
relations betwesn allies, friends and enemies. Who would, for example,
have predicted or even contemplated the hostility betweon China and
Vietnam so soon after the end of the Second Indochina War given the
close ralations between the two in the Viebtpamese struggle against
Western "imparialist" forees?

1f the Soviet Union is the remaining expansionist imperimlist
power of a past age, her quest for influence; nay domination, may have
to be made somewherse in the Pacific Ocean - and not Europe where the
limits of her territorial imperative cannot extend, short of course of
gains made by military adventurism, beyond the borders she gained at

the end of the Second World War. In 1975, when it was appaxent the UB




was "withdrawing® from Southeast Asia, 1t was the Kremlin that was
gquick to rush in to £i11 the power vacuum that was created. Neverthe-
less, thanks to e bangling nature of Soviet diplomacy, the Russian
bear may [ind that her immense power 1s not really & capability that
50 readily translates into influence, albeit the recent "¥iadivostox
Initlacive" and the emergence of Gorbachev nay present a challenge
that regulres novel :E&punuuu-z

Bit, at the same Cime, it 15 not the Soviet Union, and not the
Soviet Union and the United States in competition that will shape the
spcurity scenario in Asia and the Pacifle: rather it 15 more the
confluence and confrontacion of folr mAajer powers, nanely the afore-
mentioned pair and the People's Republic of China (PRC) , and Japan.
Thigs interplay of 4 principal antagonists sets Pacific Agia as the
nore complex security setting of the world, if only because of rapidly
transforming events that makes it less stable as an Envlrnnneﬁ;?EHLt
now exists 1ln Western Europse., Some observers have noted the 1nﬁr1¢ncy
of a triangular relationship that presents especial power configu-
rations ln the Asla-Pacific, but the lack of attemtion to the fourth
glde of what iz a guadrangular power situation can only be made at
one's perll. Japan, tha vangquished power im the laat Great War, may
actually bs the victor of the post-war prosperity that was fostered by
the United States. But the US—-Fapaneses "alliance™ has bean wnder
severe strain in recent years and its corrosicn may hark an
alternative to peace if the export and macket orientation of Tokyo la

beset by the procectionist policies of Washington.




Furthermore, to illustrate the potentiality of serlous
conflagration, Sino-Soviet competition and its likelibood of erupting
into armed hostilities should not be dismissed too easily, especially
if Beijing's modernization in the Dengist mode allows it a fair
capacity to project its power into its traditiomal or agaumed sphersas
of influence. This alarmiet scemario 1s tempered by the possible
chance thak Chinaﬁg:y become capitalist, buk for the moment a system
that advooates & 'J'Ar:nunl-.ry. two systems®™ approach is not likely to hawve
complataly shed its memory of its heritage of having besn tha "Middle
Kingdom".

1t should thersfore. ha apparent that the secarity sitvation in
Pacific Asia presents A complex web of powear relationshipa, a le=a
gtable environment then that exists in Burope where the line of
demarcation between friend and foe is so oclesar-cut even as
disagreemants surface amonget allies. It i fally, of ocourse, Eo
assime Ehat aerious goestions affecting the astrategle squation betwaan
the United States and the Soviet Union and the calculus of war that
has always loomed in the Buardapean heartland are distinct from securdty
igaues in the Pacific, signifying the global dimensione of superpowsr
interests. Bot, ircespective of the lack of forward mowvement in
negobiations on arme control and & new round of tensions alfter
detente, a stalemate in Borope exiatas. In Pacific-hela, however,
deterrence bhased on nuolear weapone ie less impartant or irrelevant,
and hence conflict sore than likely. It iz not only more than likely —

it has alrEﬂ.ﬂ._'.r oocurred and At least two conflict sitwations still




prevail, namely the Forcan problem and itas relation to NMortheast hsia,
and the Cambedisan (Kampuchean) cenflict and the security situation im
Southeaet Asia.

The purpose of this limited paper i8 to review the security
situation existing in Pacific Asia by highlighting past trends amd
future or likely possikilities. "Pacific Asia™ here only means tho
countries normally defined a= those in Bast Asla, Hortheast Asia,
Boutheast Ahsia, the atates of the Pacific, hustralasia, the Sovist
Dnion and the United States. Although the Aslan continent is wvery
large and thers are many security problems, it is felt that this
gecgraphic delineation is necessary because of time and other
limitations., More importantly, however, it is felt that Pacific Amia
{or Asin-Pacific) security problems are crucial in underatanding an
apparent transformation of the "power balance" in the region which
presently is tilted in favour of the United States. Hone the less, it
should be noted that security problems of the Asia-Paciflic are not
unrelated to other areas of the world, as for example, the Indian
Qe .

"Becurity” as wndersmtood here is not confined to the
conventional notion of resisting or overcoming the threat of external
aggression but emphasizes internal defence as wall, Indeed, in
contrast to the European miliew, Paciflc Asia is a conglomeration of
states aly wvarious stages of modernization or development, between
those that are economlcally developed and others which are developing,

between countries with strong social cohesion and those that Are




fragmented, hetween countries that are demseratic and those that are
less B4 or undamocratic. Mot surprisingly, domestic securlbty concernsg
Are mora important in some of these countries, sapecially if these
telata to challenges to authority enanating from communist-insplred
insurganciss and separatist or irrendentist revolis. At the same time,
the invelvemant or intarvention of major Fo¥ers in the various
sub-regions constitute a dynamig factor in intra- and inter-state
rélations and the larger issues of security. Ey stating thus, it
should be noted that Pagific-Asia iw & diverse region, that it is both
ocean and continent, and unity of entity in terms of gecgraphy and
cultura (as in the case of HATO) is n:lm,pl}.r non-existent .,

Az alluded sarlier, "peourity™ should not be understood mainly
in "defence® or military terms, but encompase politicel apd economic
questione. Reonomic survival in terms of a free trade regime may be
the most important regquisite of national survival, and therefore its
security, for nany of these states in the region that has already beean
heralded as being dominant in the twenty-first century, However, the
recession of the 19805 may cause gevers coonomlc problems that may
serve to undermine tho security of meveral of the Pacific-Rsla states
and play a role ln the competition for influence among the major

[EATT T

THE MhIOR POWNERS

Any assessment of the security situation in Pacific Bsla must

bagin with a discugsion of the majer powers, namely the United Btates,
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Lhe Soviet Unlon, the People's Republic of China and Japan., Although
Japan i3 not a4 military power and its self=defense orlentation an
important featurg of its security predisposition, none the less its
important sconomic standing hag shown its dilemma of having to fipd a
political role that it previeuwsly shunned in the international
EEDtEIt.3 But precisely because of 1te ecopomic interdependence, its
potential for a military role should not be easily brushed aside. In
scme senge, the United Btates and the Sowiet Tnicn are Y"external" to
the region, but inasmuch as they are global pwwers are also "Pacific®
powers. The interactions between these powers define the changlng
socurity configuration of the region, but, such relations must also be
seen in ccnnection with those of other actors. The roles of the major
powers, then, determine to no mean extent the seourity issuves of the
region. However, as the United States role is pivotal in the region,
its impact and relations with the other powers is central to our
digcussion,

Since the end of the Pacific War, the United States has enjoyed
a supremacy in the regicn that will probably continue into the end of
this eeatury. Although its "swdden" departure from Southeast Bsia in
1995 was seen as part of a larger withdrawal nfndrnma,q the United
Btates is simultanecusly viewed as a vital factor in the security of
Pacific Asia Inasmich as it can be regarded as a benign power. To some
extent, the United States provides s security umbrella that allows for
the continued economic development of its allies, leading to the

charge by some critice that countries like Japan and South Korea anjoy




a "fras ride" in defenca. On tha othar hand, D8 security intereste may
also mean the "protection® of auvthoritarian regimes such as the
Philippines under Marces, though in this respect its presence Lhara
alesa provides for bthe sedurity of the larger Southesst Aeian
envirenment.

In terms of the order of batktle; U8 militaxy ::ul:nir;i_q-:ritﬁr cannot
be matched by any othar power, but the problem is more that of
political will te mateh the military capacity. Bince 1969, with tha
advent of the Higoplan Guam Doctrine, it can be discerned that the
United States is not ever likely to commit greound trocps to Asia, even
if mamories of ites Viebnam experience conkinue to Fade. The United
States conkinues to provide aid and other assistance to its alliea and
friemds, but the extent of her commitment apnd invelvement in & raal
caonflict Ritunation iF a worrisome factor. Hecause of this, for
axample, it may well e that a country like Thailand has im recant
yeaEs besn cultivating a sechrity relationship with the RS, since Lte
security ties with the UE — in spite of outwardly strong linkagos -
cannot bhe relied vupon in the fimal Hnalyaiﬂ.5

The Unlted Statesa nevertheless constltutes bthe major ohetasle
to any "adwvance" by the Soviel Union in the regicon. However, U8
military superiority does not in any way limit political and coonomic
oyertures thpt the Eremlin is able to achiews,; the recent fishing
agresmant with Kiribati being one example. Been in a different light,
the question wmay be asked il the U8 interest in the Asia-Facific is

meraely to counter the Soviets, that it is only part of its global

interests. US spokesmen have repeatedly claimed that their interests




dre bn the cegion, bt at the same time it seems ondeniable that
Europi remaing the gesgraphical core of ibe security concerns.

Pp to 1979, when the US begam to initiate "normalization” with
Baijimg (the discusslons began mach earlier), most of Pacific Asia had
nestled in the agaumption that the PHC was the "willain®™ of the
region, but since then US/PRC relations have reached a sitoation
clozer to that of alliss. Although it 12 ne longer walid bto assume
that the U5 and the PRC share a common and undivided concern ;bgut
containing the USER; the former seems less perturbed by the regional
power inclination of the PRO. Tn this regard, 05 interests in Asia can
be seen as more Lo prevent Soviet competition for influence in the
region, in part abetted by its own notion that 1t still maintains
military dominance in the Asia-Pacific. In fact, some Southeast Asian
fears of Che moedernization of China, especially in the military
gphere, aro dismissed by US cbhbservere as "premature” because of the
aesumed U5 militacy domimance in the region for at least the next two
decades, and because such modernization is seen as a very long process
and not so easily adccomplished by Beijing.

Part of the US relaticnship with Beijing mast ultimately lie on
the guestion of Taiwan. In effect, although the issue of Taiwan and
its eventual inelusicn in the PRC is seen as a natural one, the
present gitidation differs little in auhstancé:Lhat there are "two
Chinas", in spite of whatever putward form of the two entities. This
is not & pericus security issuee as much as it is political, bat its

resolubion may in fact depend on the "ong country, two aystems"

experiment in Hong Eong after 1997,
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Glven the strong enphasis on a strategy of the availability and
gtrength of "carrier task forces" in the U5 Seventh Fleet, it may wall
be inferred that Japan remaing the core of Washington's interests in
the Pagific, in fadt giving cradence to the aotion that it is an
'unginkable aircraft earrier'. Japan's strategic location and its
ohoke pointa" that presentse challerges to Soviet navy movements ook
gf Viadiveatok into the Pacific makes it a crucial strategic location
For the United Statea. But if Japan le essentisl ko the US strategic
posture in the Pacific, the latter has of late been pressing for a
greater contribution to their common defence from the former. Buch
pressures are related to broader bilateral issues of sconomice and
trade and alse political guestions ag to the appropriate Japsnesa role
in the region. The probleme of existing trade frictions betwsen Tokyo
and Washington, of tha huge trade deficits in the latter's disfaveur
and of protectionist tendencles in both capitals may lead to confliet
that may engulf tha whole region and destroy the peace gained since
the end of the laot war, a danger that has bean voiced by some
quarters. Japanese contribution to the US security role remains at
present limited, but thisd prospect may loom larger in the years to
come if the US wanes in its role becauss of domestic ard econolic
problems. A 'surrogate' role expected of the Japanese in this sense
may well be realined since both Tokyoe and Washington share common
goncerns of the "threat™ of the Boviet Unicn.

If the United States can be viewed aa the "top deg® nation in
Lhe ngiﬁ—Pauific,E a situation which should continue inte the snd of

this eentury, there can be no guastion that the Soviet Union alscs
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wankts Lo be a Pacific poWer at least in inoremental fashion, and
repognized dn much as il is an Buropean power. But the foviet Union is
8 military power that enjeys litle politleal infloence in all af
Pacific Asia, mxoept pechaps In Indochina and Hoxtl Eorea, and to &
lesser extent in some coantries of the Booth Pacific. Its quest for
influence is viewsed 1ln Western and Japapnesm qUAREEDS as worrisome, and
wvilewed Bore than susplelounsly Ly Deljing. Howsver, some countries are
more “relaged” in their attitude towards the USSR and presumably do
not view It as a long=term threat.

As noted by Simon, the position of the USSR ig decldedly
inferior if compared to the United States becausse of its intractable
conflict with Chipa, its poor relations with Japan, the lack of appeal
of the Boviet model for development sktrategies, and the relative
stability in East Asla [except Indochina) which provides few
opportunities for Soviet LHIIUEHHH-? Although the Soviet military
build=up in the Pacific has been improssive, there are several
deficiencieg in the Kremlin's strategy to be assertive in the regiﬂn,ﬂ
even with the advent of Gorbachew. ¥evertheless, the Sowviet Upion's
efforts are inexorable and sometimes. singularly odd. The Kretlin, for
example, was the only country in the world bo congratulate the Marcos
regime for its nisplaced wictory in the February 1986 elections. Its
continning position of relative influence in Vietnam should not bea
dlgmissed too quickly, in view of the strong nationalist poature of
Hapol,; as the [aoilities it has obtained at Cam Banh and Da Mang are

precions o its naval linkages of its largest fleet, bthe Pacific
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fleet. Bimilarly; it can ke noted that it playe an impertant role in
Horth Eorea and understands Pyongyang's ablllity te "play" to the
competition between the Ervemlin and Beliing.

But the real or more lmmediate challenge of the Soviets to the
pocurity of Pacific Asia lies more in its relations with the FRC, an
igsua that is subsumed aa Hine-Hoviet relations, Although Sine-Soviel
rejations will never reach a sitwation of "normalcy"” before Beijing's
break with Moscow, improvements are possible as bto reduce tensions
between the two, FPears of both the Chinese and Soviets may lead ko
appreciations of "one above the other"; if pot keeping them at
“egquidistance", and this creabes domestic security problems in
varlous lndividual countries, For szample, a fear of Chiness
expansicnism (such as the view of bthe PRC ag the long=term threat to
Southeast Asial may lesd to a more cordial or less hostile responsze to
Soviet attempts to he an important actor in the region. [This need to
stenrr between Scylla and Charabydais is difficult and could be
disastious, as was shown by Cambedia under Sihanouk.] In spite of the
low possibility of the Soviels being akle to satisfy the PRC's three
conditions for normalization,; none the less Beijing recognizes the
legitimate rlght of Moscow Lo retaim base rlghts In Vietnam.

The role of the People's Republic of China in the security of
the Pacific may be "positive™ in that it fs viewed ag potentially less
threatening than the Soviet Unlon. Tn some sense, this notion rests on
the nilitary backwardness of the PRC pven 1f it i a regional power.

The FRC's involwvement as an interested party or antagonist in the
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comflict situations of the regilon, however, belles some of the
guapletong that exist as to its futwre amblelons. The PRC's
involvement in the 1%65 communist coop in Indonesia; for example, is a
haunting memory that still acte as a major pecyhological obstacle to
the resumpltion of diplematic relations or even increased direct trade
batwesn the tws counbries.

Inasmuch as the Sowiet Union is the eminence grise in the
future constellations of El.e::u.ti_ty events in the Pa-::ifiq:, the PRC might
even be duly considerad a menber of the Western alliance, leading to
the possibility of a DS-Japanese-PRC condibhinium against the
"increased Soviet threat". This notion is also linked to the
imputation of a peaceful posture in Beijimg, making it less likely now
to support Morth Korean adwenturism as it 4id in the Eorean Wak.

On the other hand, however, it is not lost in some Asian minds
that the PRC will wage war 1f pecessary to achieve lis dlms, the most
poignant example being the "teach Vietnam a lesson" campaign in 1979.
Although the legson was more a failure, there L8 no doubt Ehat
Beljing's intenticns are less than benign. It is also not lost thet
the FRC has noclear weapons apd delivery capacity which together in
itself is &n inportant consideration of its military/adversarial
Fotential.

Part of the uncertainty of the Chinmese "threat" reste on
domestic political developments in the post-Deng era, that is whether
the "Four Modernizations" will continue or whether the country will

lapre into a "more red" mode. Either way, however, the percepticns of
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Are
a Chinese threat s not likely Lo receds. The fozmer modc may moan &

loss of opportunities for ARaia—Pacific's developing countries to
compate with China {with its low labour oosts} in the manufacturs
trade and the drive For Foareign lnvestment., The latter may moan 4 Mers
hostile China with a prospeck of open lvvaslon or export of communist
subverslon or both. Bat it is more likely that Chisa's role will bhe
that of an independent "third” ackor in the svolving power relation—
ship between the four major powers of the ;:qiun.lﬂ ae b lng ntéﬂxiing
to its own interests. For the moment, also, it coan be anticipated that
her security role will be less belligerent and that her national
precocupation will be ©n Soclio—economic modernization.

The fourch side of the powWwer goadrangle in the security sebting
of Pacific Asia is Japan which has renounced war since its defeat in
1945, Japan, asignificantly also, is non=nuclear in its defence
make=up, & telling testimony of having been the firat and thus far
only paticn to have experienced atomic bombing. An "ally" of Lhe
United States, Japanese re-armament 1s no longer an issue that it had
been in the early postwar years, In splte of its anti-war
constitution, there lg etill apprehension that Japan may one day
re-pmerge a5 4 strong militaristic power bent on subjugating the
Asia-Pacific region. Given her peaceful inclinations and the vast
BCONOELE power it has, however, the crucial challenge for tChe Japanese
i to forge a role that is supportive of the existing power balapce in
Paeific Aoia ot at the same time pot appearlng too strong

1
wititarity. t
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The United Btates 1s ever-anxions that the Japanese will
shoulder a larger share of the defence burden although Tokyo has so
tar resisted allecating more than 1 per cent of its annuval budget to
military expenditures. At the came times, Lthere appears greater support
Lo a Japanese input im the Strategic Defepce Initiative (SDT), a
proposal bhat can see Japanese contribution in the technological and
ecientific dimensions of the common defence between the US and Japan
and Washington's Burcpean allles. The Japanese certainly have the
capacity and wherewithal to develop further ite defence industries to
support her defence effort buat for the moment do not allow sales or
even tranefer of technolegy of its various egudpment.

It has been observes! that Tokyo's contribution to regiocnal
securilty could develop along the political and economic dimensions, a
noticn which would certainly be compatible with the Japanese thesis of
"ocomprehongive &Elt:uritr"l2 ds a prophylactic against war. With the
provision of economic assistance, Japan may be able to help the
modernization efforts of countries of the hAsia-Pacific and therefore
allow these countries to emphasize less on military expenditures. In
turn as well, the economic modernization of these countries will
agsist them to be more self-reliant and resilient and as such bolster
their strength for national survival. The other area is a Japanese
role in modiating conflict, the specific example being the Cambedian
conflict. However, Japan's political role has thus far not been
effective or even well attempted, prosumably because the terrain is
terca incognita. Moreover, Japan's pro-Western stance presents

difficulties in conflict mediation since non-West (in this case, the

Vietnamese) countries naturally becone suspicious,




ik

It phould tharafore be more than apparent that in the next
decade the interaction between the United States, the USER, the PRO
and Japan will be dmportant in the pecurity dimensions of the region.
One often neglected consideration of this relationship is the
targetting against Asian targets of Soviet SS5-20 IRBM missiles in the
Soviet Far Bast. IE UB-Soviet competition in Burope contains the
ingredient of nuclear warfare, thig ip sich less discussed in Pacific
Asia largely because of the "conventional" nature of the strength of
the parties in confrontaticn. Presumably, as the Sovieta continue with
the assertiveness in their forcign policy overtures in the reglon, the
caloulation of puclear weapons parity will become salient in the

sacurity setting of the region.

FINOR OWERS

Some considerabtlen of "minor powers" is germance in apsessing
the Asia-Pacifié security sitvation as their roles are instrymental in
the competition for influence in the region. These minor powers might
in somec scnse be secen as "men-Asian",; but they do see themzelves as
part of the region. These powers are France, Australia and New
Fealand,

A5 in Burope wheibe Prance has developed an indepemdent defence
posture; in the Pacific it remains as a colonial jaower Lhat appeazs
reluctant to forego its possessicns in the interest of its status and
security outlook. It 1s facile to regard French interest in the

Pacific as merely having possessicons for ibks testing of nuclear
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weapons, bot the French presence probably constitutes a global outlook
in Paris that the region should not be separated fron Buropesan
developments. Interestingly, it was the French which took the lead
among FBaropean countries Lo organize in 1984 an interpational meeting
on the emergence of the Paciflc as a challenge to the ﬂEEt‘l3

It could of course be sald that French policy and
adeinistration in its far-flung Pacific possessions are somewhat
anachronistic in this post-colonial epoch, but the French presence may
ba an important deterrent factor, if not alternative; Eo Soviet
panetration of the region. Unfortunately, however, the Friench
copability seems limited and thus far ite policies rather nebulous.
Rathor than pursue a strategic pelicy for the regicn that is related
to mop-comminiet interests, ites view seems bo be that the Pacific aleo
"belongs" to the French - a wiew that seems manifested by its hawving
to increasingly dedl with the articulation for self-determimation in
its possesalons. On the other hand, it is not inconveivahle that the
Soviets wview the Prench presence as anobher stumbling block to its
outreach for influence in the area.

As part of the ANEUS pact, the roles of Australia and New
gealand are critical for the southern flank of the Asia-pPacific
region. However, the views of these antipodean minor powers, long part
of the Western security tradition {both fought as US and British
allies in the last two wars), have become increasingly critical of
thelr roles. Because of the view of not allowing nuclear-powered or

nuclear-armed 5 warships into its |::-::-1'tE|J:|"II New Fealand is now no
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longer park of AREUES, Himilarly, trede and cconomic problems in
Australia's ties wlth the US have cavsed a mood possibly leading to
the former's reconsideration of its security linkages with Washington.

For the last Four decodes, Australis and HNew Zealand have
played an important role in the securlty of Southeast Asla, especially
in previding for the defence of Malaysid and Singapore. They still
continue te play this role by their membership inm the Five-pPower
befence Arrangements (FPDA) throwgh which they contribute naval and
air elements as well as broop abbachments in those twe countries. The
FPDA 18 lmportant in the integrated air defence of Malaysia and
Singapore, and bthe Australians have committed te & continuing rotation
of gorties of their fighter asircraft right op to 1988 even as thay
withdraw their presence from the Bubberworth air-bass.,

The Avatralion and Hew Tealand contribution is small bue none
the less significant to the security of Scutheast Asla. Thelr presance
is ot intimidating but reassuring, The Australian air presenoes not
only provides for asrial defence in conjunction with the Malaysian and
Singaporean air forces, but assist in ABW surveillance of the South
Chipna Sea a5 well as perform a trailping function. In exchange, it can
be noted that Australlan and Hew Zealand troops enjoy and learn hoth
the experience and facilltles of Jjumgle warfare.

Beyond Southeast hkela, the Australians perform & valuable role
in providing for U5 facilitles as part of the latter's global security
network and of course for the linkege in operations between the

Pacific and Indizn Oceans. The stractegic importance of Australasia
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should not be exaggerated, but reocent political developments only
sarve to indicate a troublesome factor between Western &llies. A
reaggessment of thelr roles in the Western allimnce in the Pacific hag
gurely taken place, but 1t is too premature to sssune that their
intereats are now solf-centered and self-serving. Perhaps it may be
opportuns to consider 1f Western securily interests in the region may
e served even in the absence of formal alliance arrangements., In
this regard, too, the aspirations and wishes for a nuclear=free South
Facific should not be viewed as necessarily detrimental to Western
sacurity interests,

In assessing the roles of "minor™ powers, it may be necessary
to include in our discussion Imdonesia and Vietnam who either have the
desire or the strength or both to be regarded as such. Bowever, in
spite of the massive military strength it oow has at its ﬂiapuaal,ls
it does not seem likely for Vietnam bto wage war beyond its occupied
rerrivary of Cambddia. Certainly, iks position as the socialist
cutpost of Southeagt Rsia with Bowviet backing is a threat to the
Security of the regiom, but for the moment its designs are thwarted by
the skilful diplomacy of the ASEAN grouping that has made it possible
for it to be more regarded &s an international pariah. Put Hanoi's
intrasigence over Cambodisa and ASEAN"s refusal o accede to the
gecurity imperative for the need of an Indochinese federation
continues to be the major challenge to the peace and stability of
Southeast Asia and as sush Vietnam must be seen as a “negative®

factor. Such a situation is only a step away from a major
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conflagration in this subragion.

Ag for Indonesia, it has made known ilte pretensicons of heing a
middle power and hﬁnnu:z of Ltp sizge and ppread of territory is
dnclined to htlic?é:ita primacy in the region. But Jakarta's major
preblem is not so0 mauch the gap between desire and capability as Lhe
need for political and territorial comsolidation of ite far-Flung
archipelago. It also lacka the econcmic wherewithal to sericusly mount
amy military adventure Loo far beyond its borders. Jakarta's role is
therefore limited but on the other hand may be instrumental for
subregional unity and cohesicn in Scutheast RAsin, a thems of national

and regional resilience that i1t continucusly refers to, ard is the

source of.

EUE-REGIONAL PROBLEME

As has besn listed, the two zones in the Asia-Tacific that
constitute challenges Lo regional peace are Boutheast Asla and
Wortheast Asis (the Korean peninsula) , precisely those arsas where the
region's two most important wars have besn fought, namely, the Vietnam
and ¥orean Wars. Tt is almo in these two aresas that the intesrests of
the major powers are in contention or inoberaction and ipdeed provide a
locus of the spheres of inflwence,; past, present and future, of the
Unilted States, the USSR, the FRC and Japan.

Far from achieving an era ol peace, the emd of the Vietnmam War
(the second Indochina War) in 1975 signalled instead a pes round of
lhostilities in this subregion of the Rela-Paclfilc, thus living up to

its reputation of being a cegion of turbulence amd revolt. In splte of
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prace feelers thal wers extended by non=cocmminisat AERAN, the comminist
countries of Lndochina continued their hestility towards thelr
nelghhours, thus leading to a divided Southeast Asia. ASEAN'E
susploions of less than benign designs on the part of Banoi were
Bubgtantiated with the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodias in 1978, an
action that continues to be the bone of contention between the two
"blacs" to the presept. This compartmentalization was further
aggravated by the economic disparities between the two - ASEAN on the
one hand being one of the world's fFastest developing reglons and
Indochina on the other being part of the world's poorest pountries,
accentuated no doubt by btheir capitalist versus communist modes of
Produot ion,

Although military confrontation betwsen ASEAN and Indochina
seems less likely now, their rivalry bakes place in the diplomatic and
political arenas, with the former lesding in influence over the
dispute over Canbodia and the rightful governsent in Phnom Penh,
Equally important is the continued involvement of external major
powers, a dilemma for ASEAN that has espoused a Zone of Peace, Freedom
and Neutrality [(Z0PFAN) for the region. ZOPFAN iz premised on the non-
interference of external powers in the affairs of Southeast Asia,
albeit this desire is tempered by a tacit understanding that the
United States continues to be dominant in the balance of forces in the
rag-in:.--n.]'ﬁ However; as has been noted, there is a realization that the
Unitd States cannct be relied upon - after all, Southeast Asia is anly

& derivative ol larger interests in the Asian regicn as a whulnvl?
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In this respect as well, there ls cvonsiderable frustration in
ASEAN of the need for a more comprebensive US understanding of its
problems; especially in its guest for economic modernity. Tha BSEAN
belief is that its naticnal well-being and survival is dependent op
its ability to diversify its economies through manufacturing and to
have established markets for its prisary products. But in recent years
rising protectlonism (for instance, the Jeakins bill) and the decline
of commodity prices have hurt ASEAN's heretofore high growth rates and
which have political and social ramifications, Hather than the lip
sexvlce ln support of ASERN, there is peliaef that countries like the
05 and Japan, to which the grouping is partial te, are upmindfal of
the sub-reqion's more pressing probléams.

¥hilst the ABERN countries attempt to maximize their influence
with Japan and the Unieed States and to reduce Eheir dependency on
these puwerﬂ;la it has to be remembered that the grouping is
essentially one of six equals, thus camplicating the regiocnal security
Bcenarlos or perspectives among them. Although none has yet turned
diametrically away from a pro-Western security orientation, their
notions on self-reliance &re not devoid of considering alternatives
[as ﬂ':I-ﬂ.I'I]_:l].E':I. Halaysia is contemplating purchasing Soviet military
equipnent and the Thais already have tried out Chinese tanks and Iight
infantry weapona). Furthermore, the growilng protectionist policies of
both the US and Japsn would tend to corrode the prevailing political

and security tiea Lthat exist.




23

COne other slgnificant element of the Southeast Asilan security
Bituation iIs that of domestic political stability and 1ts relatiocn to
reglonal order. A major manifestation of this dimension is the
domestic political situation in the Philippines and the viability of
the Cory Aguino governmant Chat replaced in February 1986 the Marcos
regime that had been in power owver the last twa dgcadas.lg Thig
Eituation contrasts with the relative political stability that exiets
in the other ASEAN states. Of concern is the political fragmentation
in the Aguino government and 1ts ability to counter the growing power
of the communist New People's ﬂ]’.ﬂﬁhzn kelatwd to this 18 the
anbivalence or contending views on tho future of US bases at Subic and
Clark after its leagse explires in 1991.

In egntrast , the Indochinese states continue o e stable in
gpite of poocr economic pecformance. But becavse of the paor prospect
of a resolution of the Camnbodian problewm, the Southeast Asian region
will continue to be & problem-ares in the security of the Rsia-Pacific
for the next few years.

As opposed Lo Che comflict in Indochina which has more
indigencns roata, the $itu&tinhkiq Northeast Asla are braceahle to

"
cold war origins, the Koréan Har:dan outbreak of the serious
territorial demarcation problems that had been quickly established in
1845, Th this respect, the Korean problew is more eskin to the issue of
the two Germanies and indeed the South Korean side is supported by the

United States and its Western allies, and on the other North EKorea

invariably by the Soviet Unicn dnd the PRC. But in recent years, a
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mopre than falr amount of stakbility cam ba discerned in thia cegion
largely due to the new regime in the FRC which is more concerned with
a prevailing peace on the Korean peninsula. The "threat™, as it were,
emanates largely from Morth Eorea whose aggresiveness seems unchanged
even as on "opening up" has taken place between Secal and Pyongyang.
Hortheast Asia of course Encompasses Japan, Talwan and a
section of Sino-Soviet border, bukt the Koresan problem is to Hoctheast
Asla as the Indochinese problem is to Southeast Asia. Significantly
enough, two of the four "tigers™ of the Pacific rim, the HICs that
have startled the woerld with their leap into modernisation, are hece,
and trall Japan in achieving success in their export-led dcive. The
FRC, in turn, is also kesn to follow the footetepa of these tigers.
Such emphasis can only mean better security in the region. Howsver as
like tle countries of BEBAN, their growing prosperity and stability
could be hit by a secicus wave of global recesasion or provectionism,
"not only on the scopnomic wuil—heing of these countries but also on
the lubricant that has kept their political sachinery functiﬂning.“zl
Ower the last two decadss, South Eoresa, the country of Ehe
morning calm, has gained spectacular succeas ip its sconomic
modernlzation but resains yulnersble bta an attack fram Horth Haores,
its authoritarian system under continuous siege and its sconomy boo
dependent on exports. Ibks "suocess story" has no doubt provided a
sense of seli=-confidence to South Horea, buat Seoul conkinues to rely
on the presence of the United States for its securlty even as ahe

manages to provide most of her deflence. The presence of 38,000 US
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Lroops db forward locationsis ample reminder of thies psychological
reliance against the threat of exrernal attack by an erratic and
mllitdristic kin—-neighbour.

worth Korea, on the other hand, is not able to so freely rely
on its communist patrons, the Soviet Union or the PRC, far its
military adventures, indicating the intersection of the interests of
these aforementioned two powers with that of Washington in a delicate
Lriangular relationship. Despite its overtly aggresive image, it is
certainly constrained by the PRC and the Boviets, although this does
not dampen its desire to emasculate the Soubkh as much as it can, the
cage of the bombing incident in Hangoon in 1985 being the latest anpd
most poignant example,

As in Southeast Asia, Chere i= an Apparent approximation of &
stand=off betwesn the antagonlists at eonflict in Korea. This does pot
imply, howewer, that there are no tensions but rather to indicate
there is a fair measure of stability in the situation such that
violent or open conflagration is less likely te occur as in the past.
Wome the less, the proclivity of Pyongyang to embark on military
atventures In gusst of its Great Leader's wishes should not be under-
estimated. Tf such wiolence erupts, Upited States' involvement ia
aptomatic, and as such one can also expoct the intervention of the
other poWers. Although Japan is not directly inwvelved, yet at the sane
Lime It shares an interest in seeing bto the stability of this sub-

region apd of South Korea's integriby,
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

If Pacific Asia has enjoyed relative pegace and impacSe Soems fb Lu
the mede in twe of the sub-regiopal situations, namgly Kampuchea and
Korea, the forces of contention and the gquest for influence are not
neceassarily diminished nor have withdrawn inte the background. At the
game bime, it is noteworthy thet economio preblems have come to the
fore that oan threaten bLhe security within and betwesn stabes; thus
rendering a challepge much more complex than military lesues. If the
Zlet Century is the Pacific century, the country that Le the Pacific
Power will be the one that teday has laid ite groundwork in the guest
for influence.

In retruspect, it could be said that relative peace in the
region has been due to overriding interests of both the superpowers tec
security guestions in Burope, but yet conflict has occurred in the
Pacific. Although the US is dominant today, thers appears signe that
its power is being eroded because of the sconomic burden of de!unnejz
and because the floviet Union is incrementally but surely penetrating
the region. Horesover, changing relatlions betwsen the Soviet Unicn, the
US and China could be negative to Washington and the present balance
of power. is noted by Wishihara on SBoutheast Asiar "if a Sino-Boviet
detente should be accomplished in Moscow's terms, namely, if Chima
should be ‘pacified' and loosen relaticns with Washington, this would
be detrimental to the United Staces and its Asian friends, which are
trying to naintain the balance of power in Southeast Asia by working

with Ehinu.'23
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In pari, reldabtive peace in the Asla<Pacific hag been due ko the
relative prosperity and development Tosteraed by free-market strategies
and export-led growth, in turn abetted by a U5 defence unmbrella and
free trade opportunities in the US. However, increasing protectionism
may well lead to stagnation in many of the Asia-Pacific economies with
Cremendous ramifications for natlenal amnd regional well-being and
securliy. Thud, in effect, it is not the Boviet Union or China that
poses Lhe threat but rather the United States and Japan, the latter
two especially in its enveloping trade frictions with global

implications.
o

On Chie note, it is salient that, despite ipterest and such
discussion on Lhe smergence of a Pacific conmunity of free tradling
nations, there has been little substantive progress in forging
cooperation that will benefit the countries of the region. But, in
part, the poor success 15 a function of the "security” connotations of
such notions that has created & reluctance to get together for tha
Common gaad,

Finally, but not least, it is likely that any new conflagration
in the region is likely to Be A maritime incident and not a land=based
one. In this, territorial expansion and the gquest for riches of the
gea may well determine the extent to which major and minoz powers will

compete for infleence and domipation in Pacific Bsia.
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