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Preface

Transparency and information sharing on defence-related matters are
gaining ground throughout the international community as legitimate
and useful means to enhance confidence and security among nations.
Such efforts seem particularly prudent in South-East Asia where an
arms build-up isin progress—the result of the uncertainty of the post-
cold war regional security framework, increased economic resources
and efforts to make up for long delays in military modernization.

The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) is
therefore pleased to offer this volume as a contribution to the nascent
debate in South-East Asia on the development of region-based
defence-related transparency and information-sharing mechanisms.
This study offers conceptual and factual tools related to arms,
transparency and security in South-East Asia which practitioners and
specialists can use to shape their discussions and policies towards
consensus and common goals. The authors tend to agree that it is too
early to formalize transparency in the form of aregional arms register
or other obligatory submissions at the official level. However, the
time is ripe and South-East Asia is an appropriate place to make
concrete progress at the official and the unofficial level by exploring
the conceptual and practical possibilities for transparency and data
sharing as a means to build confidence and security among regional
neighbours.

The book emerges from a cooperative effort between SIPRI and the
Maritime Institute of Malaysia (MIMA) dating from June 1995,
which has included exchanges of persons and data between the two
institutes, the publication of ASEAN Arms Acquisitions: Developing
Transparency and East Asian Maritime Arms Acquisitions: A
Database of East Asian Naval Arms Imports and Production 1975—
1996, and the MIMA-supported workshop on arms trade transparency
held in Kuala Lumpur in October 1995. The cooperative spirit which
motivates this work draws on the respective strengths and shared
goals the two institutes bring to the relationship.

Adam Daniel Rotfeld
Director of SIPRI
December 1996
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1. Introduction
Bates Gill and J. N. Mak

|. Setting the scene

The dynamism of South-East Asiain terms of multilateral diplomacy,
economic growth, social change and military modernization both
promises the possibilities of stable prosperity and threatens the out-
break of troubling tensions. The critical task for its leaderships and
citizenry in the years ahead will be to put that dynamism to work in
order to manage political, economic, social and military transforma-
tion in ways that are conducive to stability and prosperity.

The issues of arms, transparency and security in South-East Asiaare
intricately interwoven with the larger dynamics of change in the
region.® In no small measure these issues will affect the outcomes,
peaceful or otherwise, of the region’s complex interactions. In recog-
nition of this, in recent years a nascent effort has emerged among
official and unofficial observers concerned with South-East Asian
security to consider whether and how openness and transparency in
arms and defence-related matters might serve as a confidence-building
and security-enhancing measure in South-East Asia and in the Asia—
Pacific region more broadly .2

A number of officia statements, seminars and working papers have
resulted from this effort, but these have most often been too dis-
missive, too ambitious or lacking in conceptual depth, practical rec-
ommendations and alternative approaches. Little in the way of con-
crete suggestions has emerged at either the official or the unofficia
level in South-East Asia. There are, moreover, three arguments often
heard in the region against the development of transparency.

First, some argue that transparency goes too far in revealing sensi-
tive information and military secrets and as a result undermines,
rather than enhances, stability and security. This view too easily

1 Throughout this book, unless otherwise indicated, ‘arms’ refers to conventional weapons.

2 Throughout this book, unless otherwise indicated, ‘ South-East Asia’ is defined to include
Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore,
Thailand and Viet Nam. ‘Asia—Pacific’ refers to the countries of South-East Asia plus
Australia, Canada, China, Japan, North Korea, South Korea, Mongolia, New Zealand, Russia,
Papua New Guinea, Taiwan and the United States.
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ignores the fact that a vast amount of information on arms and
defence-related issues aready exists in the open literature as well as
among intelligence sources. Moreover, properly developed and imple-
mented, transparency and information sharing are not so much about
‘bean-counting’ and quantitative assessments as about the mutually
perceived need to build confidence and understanding among coun-
triesin an uncertain and often insecure world.

Second, the need for greater defence-related transparency is often
dismissed as irrelevant in South-East Asia, a region which already
enjoys considerable stability, prosperity and a growing sense of com-
munity. Yet it is precisely the unique methods of conducting diplo-
macy in South-East Asia which could leave the region ill-prepared to
manage the new security challenges of the post-cold war era. Appro-
priate levels of openness and information sharing on arms and defence
issues could strengthen the relatively stable security environment in
the region and help regional states to develop a more effective
security community for the future.

Third, transparency for transparency’s sake or the wholesale and
uncritical adoption of frameworks and policies developed outside the
region seem ill-suited to addressing region-based problems and will
be rgjected as foreign and inapplicable to regional realities.

Into this breach must be introduced a greater understanding of basic
concepts, conditions and possible pragmatic approaches regarding
arms, transparency and security in South-East Asia. However, the
available literature to date contains very few systematic and compre-
hensive efforts to explore the basic problems, policies and prospects
for developing greater transparency in South-East Asia or to study
how or whether such openness and information sharing might contri-
bute to security in the region.?

In seeking to fill these gaps in the understanding of South-East
Asian security, this book addresses three fundamental questions:

3 One recent work which develops these themes in some depth is Chalmers, M.,
Confidence-Building in South-East Asia, Bradford Arms Register Studies no. 6 (Westview
Press: Boulder, Colo., 1996), especially pp. 171-214, 221-27. See aso Gill, B., Mak, J. N.
and Wezeman, S. (eds), ASEAN Arms Acquisitions: Developing Transparency (MIMA: Kuala
Lumpur, Aug. 1995); and Cossa, R. A. (ed.), Toward a Regional Arms Register in the Asia
Pacific, Pacific Forum CSIS Occasional Papers Series (Pacific Forum CSIS [Center for
Strategic and International Studies]: Honolulu, Aug. 1995).
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1. What conceptual frameworks give shape to efforts to develop
transparency measures on arms and defence-related matters in South-
East Asia?

2. What current strategic and political conditions and policies in
South-East Asia either support or undermine movement towards trans-
parency in South-East Asia?

3. What initial pragmatic and security-enhancing steps might be
taken towards devel oping greater transparency in South-East Asia?

Taken together, the contributions to this volume offer some initial
responses to these queries and seek to advance the debate in South-
East Asia on openness and information sharing related to arms and
defence matters.

I1. Basic principles and definitions
Linking transparency to security

Three core principles infuse the contributions to this volume. First and
most important among these is the belief that properly developed
transparency measures can make an effective and sustained contribu-
tion to improving security among neighbours in the international
community and in South-East Asiain particular. This principle rests
squarely on the understandings that such a process can in itself serve
as a confidence-building measure (CBM) and that such openness will
help to clarify intentions, dispel suspicions and open new avenues for
cooperation, laying the groundwork for trust and improved relations.

Early on in the development of the United Nations Register of Con-
ventional Arms (UNROCA), the world’'s foremost arms trade trans-
parency mechanism, transparency was promoted ‘so as to encourage
prudent restraint by States in their arms exports and to reduce the risks
of misunderstandings, suspicion or tension resulting from lack of
information concerning arms transfers’ ;4

Transparency could prevent exaggerated estimates by States that perceive a
potential military threat from another country. By removing, or at least
reducing, uncertainty about other States' arms transfers, arms races fuelled
by misperceptions could be dampened and regional and international ten-

4 United Nations, Study on ways and means of promoting transparency in international
transfers of conventional arms (UN Office for Disarmament Affairs: New York, 1992), p. 3.
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sions reduced . . . The defensive character of military structures and activi-
ties could also be emphasised. This could alleviate the security concerns of
other States not directly related to arms transfers and could serve as a signal
that thereis areadiness for dialogue on security concerns.®

Considerably more theoretical and empirical work needs to be done
to further delineate and explain the linkage between transparency and
security, or between arms build-ups and the outbreak of instability.
The work in this volume represents a step in this process, particularly
as these efforts apply to South-East Asia.

Theinclusive approach to transparency

A second important principle held by contributors to this volume is
that transparency must be understood in an inclusive sense, to incor-
porate arms-related transparency mechanisms such as arms registers
as well as consultative bodies to address arms build-ups, the sharing
of defence-related information through such means as White Papers
and other exchanges of militarily relevant information and data. This
approach differs in many ways from others which place a too narrow
emphasis on a United Nations-style arms trade register—an approach
which isflawed in at |east three important respects.

First, the UNROCA, in spite of its many successes, has a number of
shortcomings as an arms-related transparency mechanism.¢ Perhaps
most importantly, while it provides useful information, it does not
provide for a consultative mechanism or forum in which the countries
concerned can discuss and address the information available in the
UNROCA. Second, the reporting categories of the UNROCA may not
be well suited to the concerns of South-East Asia and it does not
require reporting on current weapon holdings and domestic produc-

5 United Nations (note 4), pp. 22-23.

6 Comprehensive descriptions and evaluations of the UNROCA include Laurance, E. J.
and Keith, T., ‘ The United Nations Register of Conventional Arms: on coursein its third year
of reporting’, Nonproliferation Review (Mar. 1996); Laurance, E. J. and Wulf, H., ‘ The 1994
review of the UN Register of Conventional Arms’, SPRI Yearbook 1995: Armaments, Dis-
armament and International Security (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1995),
pp. 556-68; Chalmers, M. and Greene, O., Taking Stock: The UN Register After Two Years
(Westview Press: Boulder, Colo., 1995); Chalmers, M. et al. (eds), Developing the UN Regis-
ter of Conventional Arms (Department of Peace Studies, University of Bradford: Bradford,
1994); and Laurance, E. J., Wezeman, S. T. and Wulf, H., Arms Watch: SPRI Report on the
First Year of the UN Register of Conventional Arms, SIPRI Research Report no. 6 (Oxford
University Press: Oxford, 1993).
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tion.” Third, submissions are entirely voluntary and unenforceable,
which means that states may freely choose not to participate.

Thus, wholesale adoption of the UNROCA or a similar arms trade
register system would not meet region-specific arms trade concerns,
nor would it adequately address concerns through the all-important
vehicle of a consultative mechanism. The discussion in this volume
recognizes these potential drawbacks and offers a more inclusive and
flexible approach to what is meant by transparency in arms- and
defence-related matters.

The significance of South-East Asia

The choice to focus this volume on South-East Asiaillustrates a third
principle shared by the contributors: that South-East Asia is particu-
larly well suited as a region to achieve considerable progress in
debates on openness and information sharing concerning arms and
defence matters.

First, in December 1994, following the 1994 review of the
UNROCA, the UN General Assembly voted to wait until 1997 before
reviewing it again, even though the 1994 review had failed to reach
consensus on ways to promote its further development. In the interim
and beyond the 1997 review, efforts to refine the UNROCA must turn
elsewhere, with the potential for regional developments holding the
most promise—as in South-East Asia.

Second, South-East Asiais arelatively small region, which makesit
easier to develop multilateral approaches to arms trade and defence-
related transparency mechanisms. The size and scale of the group also
mean that arms acquisitions, holdings and domestic production are
relatively small, which will make information-sharing and
-monitoring efforts relatively easier.

Third, throughout the nearly 30-year history of the Association of
South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN)8 most countries of South-East

7 The 7 reporting categories of the UNROCA—battle tanks, armoured combat vehicles,
large-calibre artillery, combat aircraft, attack helicopters, warships, and missiles and missile
launchers—are fairly broad. In theory, then, an aircraft-carrier would belong in the same cat-
egory as a small attack craft; and both would be represented simply as a number under
‘warships' with no description of their obvious differences. Moreover, with an emphasis on
land-based systems, the categories are probably less appropriate for the prevailingly maritime
and archipelagic environment in South-East Asia.

8 As of 1 Jan. 1997, the 7 members of ASEAN were: Brunei, Indonesia, Maaysia, the
Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Viet Nam. Cambodia, Laos and Myanmar are expected
to join ASEAN in the near future.
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Asia have developed substantial experience in multilateral approaches
to diplomatic problem-solving. To put it another way, an official cul-
ture of cooperation and openness at the regional level already exists,
often known as the ‘ASEAN process or ‘ASEAN way’, a form of
cooperative multilateralism that is noticeably absent elsewhere in the
Asia—Pacific region and throughout most of the world. The ASEAN
way will present a number of obstacles to developing arms- and
defence-related transparency mechanisms in South-East Asia. At the
same time, however, its flexibility, informality and consensus-
building aspects have proved amenable in the past to concepts of
comprehensive security and CBMs.?

ASEAN has played aleading role in efforts to establish and sustain
other cooperative, multilateral, security-enhancing organizations such
as the ASEAN Post-Ministerial Meetings and the ASEAN Regional
Forum (ARF).%0 The ARF has explicitly expressed its support for its
members to participate in formal and informal arms- and defence-
related transparency measures. In particular, the ARF Concept Paper,
issued in 1995, includes alist of such CBMs and proposals to be con-
sidered and possibly implemented by ARF participants. These include
participation in the UNROCA, publication of defence White Papers,
‘exploration of aRegional Arms Register’, and other such measures.

In addition, the ‘track-two process of semi- and unofficial security-
related dialogue among academic experts and officials in South-East
Asia is well established and offers a widely respected and consid-
erable source of support and direction to discussions at the official
level. The fundamental norms and mechanisms for multilateral dis-
cussions are thus already in place and provide a good basis on which

9 See also chapter 4 in this volume.

10 The ARF was founded in July 1993 during the ASEAN Post-Ministerial Meeting in
Singapore and the first formal meeting of the group was held in Bangkok in July 1994. Sub-
seguent meetings have been held annually, supplemented by intersessional meetings at the
working level. The ARF was formed as the largest multilateral body in the Asia—Pacific
region dedicated to addressing security issues at the official level. Among other declarations,
the ARF has formally endorsed participation of its membersin the UNROCA and encouraged
its membership to submit, on a voluntary basis, annual statements of defence policy. As of
1 Jan. 1997, the members of ARF were: Australia, Brunei, Cambodia, Canada, China, the
European Union, India, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, New
Zealand, Papua New Guinea, the Philippines, Russia, Singapore, Thailand, the United States
and Viet Nam.

11 ASEAN, The ASEAN Regional Forum: A Concept Paper, attached to the ‘ Chairman’s
statement at the Second ASEAN Regional Forum, (ARF), Aug. 1995, Bandar Seri Begawan
(Brunel)'.
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to explore and advance appropriate approaches to arms trade and
defence-related transparency in South-East Asia.

Fourth, the region is currently embarked on a substantial arms mod-
ernization drive which is unfolding amid continuing unresolved dif-
ferences and security problems and against a background of the
development of more externally oriented and contingency-driven
security and arms acquisition policies. Under these conditions arms
build-ups, unless properly handled, could result in unnecessary ten-
sions, suspicions and instabilities. Exploration and possible imple-
mentation of arms-related transparency approaches seem to be war-
ranted as a means to ease the uncertainties presented by the current
arms modernization process in South-East Asia.

Other approaches tend to focus on transparency in the Asia—Pacific
region as awhole, particularly among those countries involved in the
ARF. However, as with the development of other multilateral security
forums in the Asia—Pacific region, it will be the South-East Asian
nations and particularly the members of ASEAN which have the
strongest influence over the development of arms- and defence-related
transparency mechanisms in the region. The size, diversity and
relative inexperience of the ARF will likely slow progress at the offi-
cia level on arms- and defence-related transparency measures within
the ARF, and lingering tensions and suspicions such as exist
particularly among the northern members of the ARF—including
great-power rivalries, territorial disputes and other difficulties—do not
exist to the same degree in South-East Asia.

Reflecting on the realities of the ARF and recognizing ASEAN’s
already impressive accomplishments of multilateralism and leader-
ship, it makes more sense to explore the possibilities for progress
among South-East Asian nations first and then determine the suitabil-
ity of transparency measures on a broader scale.

[11. Concepts, conditions and new approaches

With these principles and definitions in mind, the chapters which
follow lay out a foundation upon which discussions on arms, trans-
parency and security might build in the years ahead. The approach
taken by most authors in this volume seeks to provide experts and pol-
icy makers with a better understanding of the prevailing concepts of,
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conditions for and possible approaches to questions of arms, trans-
parency and security in South-East Asia.

Chapter 2 by Laurance sets the conceptual context within which
arms, transparency and security issues should be discussed. It illus-
trates that if arms- and defence-related transparency mechanisms are
to develop they must do so at the regional level. Laurance details the
five principal concepts or components which should accompany any
attempt to construct a viable mechanism aimed at promoting arms-
and defence-related transparency and argues why these concepts
would be most effective at regional level.

The approach to arms-related transparency developed by Laurance
remains at a mostly conceptual stage and cannot be readily imple-
mented in South-East Asia today, but it will be precisely these con-
ceptual issues which need to be considered more seriously as South-
East Asian experts and policy makers move forward in their debate on
arms, transparency and security in the region. In recognizing this
point, Laurance offers a number of initial, practical steps which might
be taken in the region to strengthen the process of arms- and defence-
related transparency.

Moving from the conceptual to the actual, the next three chapters
present current and likely future strategic and political conditionsin
South-East Asia, especially as they relate to the possible devel opment
of arms and defence-related information-sharing and transparency
measures. In chapter 3 Swinnerton sets out the many security-related
concerns which exist in the region and explains how these concerns
often serve to justify arms acquisitions. At the same time, he notes the
severa positive devel opments within the strategic environment which
help to build confidence and trust within the region.

In chapter 4 Mak focuses on explaining the pros and cons of the
ASEAN way for the development of arms and defence-related trans-
parency. He proposes a humber of ASEAN-specific transparency
approaches and argues that the changing nature of the security envi-
ronment requires ASEAN to adapt its approaches to strengthen
CBMs, particularly those related to arms and defence issues. In chap-
ter 5 Acharya builds on Mak’s contribution by presenting a compre-
hensive survey of past, current and likely future defence cooperation
activities among South-East Asian nations. While the record is
impressive, Acharya cautions that more ambitious proposals for multi-
lateral security-related confidence building—including defence-
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related transparency measures—will face considerable constraints and
must be devel oped patiently step by step.

The three final chapters look ahead, provide examples of certain
approaches to transparency and suggest ways in which they might be
adapted for use in South-East Asia. In chapter 6 Gill seeksto stimulate
and give definition to a more active debate on what constitutes
legitimate as opposed to unwarranted military development in the
region. In doing so he shows that broad areas of consensus already
exist on this question in South-East Asia and spells out several
specific definitions and models which could be utilized as the region
developsits own approach to transparency.

Following Gill, Choi and Panitan in chapter 7 take up the value of
defence White Papers as a form of transparency, set out a number of
standards by which defence White Papers might be evaluated, and
describe their development in the Asia—Pacific region, including a
special case study on the Thai defence White Paper. They conclude by
suggesting a number of particularly relevant recommendations for the
future development of defence White Papers in the region. Chapter 8
by Wezeman describes the pitfalls and benefits of the development of
open-source arms trade registers such as the one maintained by SIPRI.
For any person or institution contemplating the establishment of either
an official or an unofficial arms register, this chapter provides exten-
siveinsights.

At the conclusion of the volume, Wezeman and the SIPRI Arms
Transfers Project offer a highly detailed de facto register of arms
imports and licensed arms production for South-East Asia covering
the period 1975-96. Based on the SIPRI arms transfers database, this
appendix provides an extensive, authoritative and unique data set
which will prove useful to policy makers, security analysts, journalists
and other observers concerned with arms, transparency and security in
the region.

Taken together, the work offered in this volume seeks to make a
modest but meaningful contribution to the ongoing debate over the
development of openness and transparency in defence affairs as an
approach to confidence building in South-East Asia. The contribu-
tions are not intended to constrain or strictly define this debate.
Rather, they hope to offer some of the analytical, empirical and prac-
tical tools necessary for the debate to expand and progress in ways
which will enhance security and prosperity in South-East Asia.



2. A conceptual framework for arms trade
transparency in South-East Asia

Edward J. Laurance

|. Introduction

The two UN expert groups that reviewed the United Nations Register
of Conventional Arms (UNROCA) reached consensus on two points.
First, theory regarding registersisin the nascent stage of development
and no generally agreed theory exists. Second, if such theories are to
develop, they should do so at the regional level. Drawing on the
experience of developing the UNROCA, this chapter puts forward a
theoretical framework to guide the work of those inside and outside
government who are exploring the development of arms-related trans-
parency and information exchange mechanisms at the regional level.

Section |1 of this chapter establishes a five-point conceptual frame-
work outlining how a transparency instrument such as a register can
theoretically prevent arms build-ups from leading to conflict. Sec-
tion Il then presents a set of factors which will determine the likeli-
hood of success for such a regional register—factors which must be
evaluated and developed by actors and analysts in the South-East
Asian region. These criteria lead to section IV and a set of next steps
which might be employed to guide the development of a transparency
mechanism in South-East Asia.

II. Theoretical framework

The term ‘register’ implies more than the mere compilation of mili-
tarily relevant data. In this chapter and throughout the volume the
term is used to represent an all-encompassing mechanism constructed
to prevent the excessive and destabilizing accumulation of conven-
tional arms. Five components are necessary for an arms register to
function effectively (seefigure 2.1).
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Figure 2.1. Theoretical framework for an arms register as a confidence-
building measure

Component one: multilateral data submission

Using transparency as the basis for arms control is very different from
the approaches that were used during the cold war. For most of this
period the only arms control that existed, for example in dealing with
the negative consequences of the arms trade, was unilateral. Supplier
states made their own assessments as to what exports would be
destabilizing and controlled them at the national level.r Those multi-
lateral attempts at conventional arms control in the cold war (for
instance, the US-Soviet Conventional Arms Transfer Talks (CATT),
the Coordinating Committee on Multilateral Export Controls
(COCOM) and the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR))
were mainly attempts by suppliers to prevent acquisitions from
occurring in the first place.

Both the unilateral and the multilateral approach to arms control are
illustrated in the part of the basic model (figure 2.2) depicted by
box A. The arms control effort occurs before the integration of the
armaments into the national arsenal and therefore before the actual

1 For a discussion of the dominance of unilateral over multilateral approaches to con-
trolling the international arms trade during the cold war, see Laurance, E. J., ‘ Reducing the
negative consequences of arms transfers through unilateral arms control’, ed. B. Ramberg,
Arms Control Without Negotiation: From the Cold War to the New World Order (Lynne
Rienner Publishers: Boulder, Colo., 1993), pp. 175-98.
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addition of a military capability that could lead to a destabilizing
military balance. Any decision to prevent or limit such transfers,
especidly if they have significant economic implications, is difficult
to reach. Moreover, in the post-cold war era global and domestic
markets for armaments have shrunk and there is no clear ideological
threat, so that willingness to limit or regulate the arms trade is further
diminished. As aresult both the unilateral and the multilateral models
have shown themselves to be ineffective, which has led to the
development of athird approach, that of transparency.

The transparency approach is fundamentally different from the uni-
lateral and multilateral models. First, it is a confidence-building and
cooperative effort, in contrast to unilateral or most multilateral
approaches which are based on supply-side export denial. Negotiated,
cooperative transparency is an effort to reduce mistrust, misperception
and miscalculation of another country’s intentions in the field of mili-
tary security and, if possible, to build partnership, trust and norms as
to legitimate needs and unwarranted development of military capac-
ity.

Second, the operating principle of this model is that negative effects
of arms build-ups cannot be determined until a military balance is
developed (or is developing) in the first place. This means that any
arms control efforts will necessarily occur later in the arms build-up
pattern depicted in the basic model—the area marked by box B in
figure 2.2. It also means that any mechanism designed to deal with
these build-ups must take into account the level at which a state
begins its build-up (i.e., its current holdings) and what it acquires in
addition through national production as well as imports. It is impor-
tant that arms-related transparency and information exchange mech-
anisms develop data which will allow the assessment of any military
balance that evolves. Further, states can then use these data to correct
any misperceptions that may arise and thereby prevent arms build-ups
from leading to conflict.

This is not to say that those suppliers who did exercise restraint
during the cold war (as most did) did not contribute to the knowledge
of when arms acquisitions can be excessive or destabilizing,? but their

2 For example, the USA held back from selling F-16 fighter aircraft to South Korea during
the late 1970s for fear that North Korea would go back to its patron, the USSR, for the com-
parable MiG-23, the end result being a higher level of military capability on the peninsula
and renewed strategic access for the USSR. There were many examples of supplier states
refusing to sell armsto countries engaged in civil war for fear of adding fuel to araging fire.
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action was typically unilateral: no multilateral institutions were
involved and the lessons were not internationalized. The 1991 Persian
Gulf War changed all this. For the first time the international com-
munity talked in terms of an excessive and destabilizing accumulation
of conventional arms.

In the case of the UNROCA, transparency is achieved when mem-
ber states voluntarily submit militarily relevant data to a multilateral
institution charged with data storage and dissemination. This compo-
nent consists of the form on which states submit data and the instruc-
tions developed to guide these submissions. The UN Centre for Dis-
armament Affairs (UNCDA) provides technical advice to states
regarding these procedures and stores and disseminates the data,
although degrees of detail on the submissions will vary

The architects of the UNROCA hurried through the development of
data structure. In the end they suggested seven categories of major
weapon systems, providing a brief definition for each. The consensus
among participants at the time was that the first five categories would
closely follow the five categories of the 1990 Treaty on Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty): tanks, armoured personnel
carriers (APCs), long-range artillery, combat aircraft and attack heli-
copters. The final two categories, combat ships and missiles and
missile launchers, were added to reflect the experience of the Persian
Gulf War.

The states developing the UNROCA were divided as to whether
militarily relevant data should include procurement through national
production and military holdings as well as exports and imports. They
could only agree on exports and imports and postponed the decision
on the other two categories of data. One expert group was charged
with developing a form which could be easily filled in by member
states. The debates which raged over this seemingly straightforward
task indicate that constructing even this component of the trans-
parency mechanism at the regional level will not be simple.

Throughout the process it was known that the procedural compo-
nent of the register would have shortcomings, mainly because a form
and set of submission procedures had to be developed which covered
all member states. This resulted in many states viewing the register as
an irrelevant exercise, since the categories of equipment were irrele-
vant in their region. Security concerns also vary from region to
region. While the seven UN categories may be pertinent to South-East
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Asia, debates there on developing appropriate weapon categories for
transparency mechanisms need to consider the region’s specific
security environment.

Component two: linking arms build-upsto instability and conflict

Before devising policies for controlling the negative effects of arms
build-ups through arms control and other approaches, analysts must
first deal with the critical issue of the link between arms build-ups and
conflict.® Figure 2.2 shows a model of how arms imports and/or indi-
genous production can lead to destabilization and eventually armed
conflict. For the purposes of this discussion it is assumed that the two
countries concerned are adjacent developing countries.

Arms build-ups are the result of policy decisions by both arms sup-
pliers and recipients. Supplier states use a variety of military, political
and economic rationales for exporting armaments. Similar factors in
recipient states lead to their acquisition of armaments. Some recipient
states acquire additional armaments through indigenous production.
The result, as depicted in figure 2.2, is that at any given time the
military capabilities of two states are a function of acquired
armaments modified by both force multipliers (e.g., command and
control capabilities) and factors such as personnel, maintenance and
doctrine, which can sometimes result in capability lower than appears
to be represented by the armaments themselves.4

If the analyst is to assess stability in military relationships (which is
a necessary part of a transparency regime worthy of the name) even
larger analytical tasks remain: determining when an arms build-up is
‘excessive and destabilizing’; when a particular type of weapon sys-
tem is destabilizing; and when the deployment of particular types of
weapon in a particular manner enhances the likelihood of conflict. As
noted in the diagram, Mussington and Sislin have identified at least
six characteristics of military acquisitions, build-ups and subsequent
balances which increase the likelihood of producing destabilizing
conditions.> The arms control task is nothing less than the develop-

3 For an in-depth analysis, see Pearson, F. S. and Brzoska, M., Arms and Warfare: Escala-
tion, Deescalation, Negotiation (University of South Carolina Press: Columbia, S.C., 1994).

4 For a complete discussion of these modifiers, see Laurance, E. J., The International Arms
Trade (Lexington Books: New Y ork, 1992), pp. 16-40.

5 Specifically, destabilization and conflict are more likely when armaments and equipment
are acquired which by their intrinsic nature lead to any of the following: decreased warning
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ment of multilateral early-warning indicators and a consultative
mechanism which can assess when these indicators point to conflict.

Complicating this analytical task is the reality that military balances
are always part of a larger economic and political context. A set of
objective contextual factors determines how the military balance will
contribute to destabilization and conflict, if at all. These factors com-
prise the well-known set of established ‘ causes of war’, which in most
cases will explain conflict more completely than the military balance.
The perceptions of the partiesinvolved are also included in determin-
ing a military balance. History is full of examples of states which
have launched pre-emptive attacks having misperceived an adver-
sary’ s capabilities or intentions. Similarly, miscalculations of military
capabilities and balances have allowed aggressor statesto start wars.

During the cold war with its focus on nuclear weapons there was
some consensus as to how nuclear weapon build-ups were linked to
war. The fear of first-strike capability was based not only on
presumed hostile intentions but also on military capabilities designed
for afirst strike. Fortunately for mankind, no empirical data were ever
generated to test these propositions. In the case of regional conflict
with conventional weapons, however, the link is much more ambigu-
ous.

Focusing on this link between arms build-ups and conflict also
reveals other realities that have (or should have) a major effect on
arms control approaches. First, there are no international legal instru-
ments which control either the production of or the trade in conven-
tional weapons as there are with weapons of mass destruction. The
laws that govern conventional arms build-ups are national in scope,
with the exception of Articles 2(4) and 51 of the UN Charter, which
establish that no state may interfere in the affairs of another and that
every state has aright to defend itself. With the possible exception of
the CFE Treaty, there is no internationally agreed legal limit to the
level at which a state can be armed with conventional weapons. Sec-
ond, in most cases arms build-ups do not lead to conflict, since they
may create stability through mutual deterrence or exist in a political
context where little reason for armed conflict exists, making arms
build-ups and subsequent balances benign. (See the range of out-

time; provision of breakthrough capabilities; no effective defence against the weapon; one
side gaining insight into the other side’s military preparations; a broadening of target sets;
and the engendering of hostile feelings. Mussington, D. and Sidlin, J., ‘ Defining destabilizing
arms acquisitions’, Jane's Intelligence Review, vol. 17, no. 2 (Feb. 1995), pp. 88—90.
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comes depicted in figure 2.2.) The dilemma for both national and
international policy makers is to develop indicators to assist in deter-
mining when and how arms build-ups may lead to the outbreak of
armed conflict.

Component three: early-warningindicators

Assuming that outside experts, states or multilateral institutions begin
to deal with the policy-relevant theory discussed above, this theory
must eventually lead to a set of concrete indicators that would alert
the members of a regional arms-related transparency mechanism to
the fact that a troublesome build-up is occurring. The indicators
developed by Mussington and Sislin are an example. These indicators
should be extensive enough to provide a comprehensive context in
which to interpret a given acquisition. Very few acquisitions can be
labelled ‘offensive’ or ‘defensive’ at face value. Nevertheless a set of
indicators can be devised which can assist member states in eval-
uating the nature of a given acquisition. This is discussed further in
chapter 6 in this volume. Moreover, military capability is more than
just an inventory of end items: the acquisition of major items such as
main battle tanks, missile boats or combat aircraft can be more or less
destabilizing depending on maintenance capability, ammunition and
gpare parts which may accompany the acquisition. It is highly
unlikely that the data produced by member states will ever take into
account all these factors. Rather, they will need to be addressed as
part of the deliberations of a consultative mechanism.

At present, discussions aimed at developing such early-warning
indicators are at a relatively early stage, both globally and in South-
East Asia. However, official statements as well as track-two activities
in South-East Asia suggest that such discussions may be moving for-
ward.®

6 Syed Hamid Albar, Defence Minister of Malaysia, quoted in ‘Malaysia calls for mea-
sures to bar regional arms race’, International Herald Tribune, 7 Feb. 1996, p. 4; Babbage,
R., ‘Enhancing national military capabilitiesin the Asia Pacific region: legitimate needs ver-
sus unwarranted development’, Paper presented at the ASEAN-ISIS Asia—Pacific
Roundtable, Kuala Lumpur, 5-8 June 1995; and Gill, B., ‘Enhancing national military capa-
bilities in the Asia Pacific region: legitimate needs versus unwarranted development’, Paper
presented at the ASEAN— SIS Asia—Pacific Roundtable, Kuala Lumpur, 5-8 June 1995.
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Component four: a multilateral consultative mechanism

Arms trade transparency approaches to security will depend on a
multilateral institution where data, policy-relevant theory and early-
warning indicators can be addressed. The story of the UNROCA is
instructive. At first glance the 1990 Iragi invasion of Kuwait seemed
to prod the global system into adopting a confidence-building mech-
anism which requested that states publicly register their exports and
imports in the seven major categories of armaments. Some countries,
such as Egypt, India and Pakistan, released such information despite
difficult security situations on their borders, fully expecting the devel-
opment of a serious, functional international consultative mechanism
that would allow prudent and timely discussion of the data that had
been made transparent. When it became clear that the major arms
supplier states did not want such a mechanism, their zeal for the
UNROCA dropped. No serious analysis was done on this aspect of its
implementation, despite the fact that several existing institutions—the
UNCDA, the UN Disarmament Commission and the First Committee
of the UN General Assembly—could have served in thisrole.

Central to the development of a confidence-building mechanism is
the ability to answer questions that arise as a result of information
exchanges. An example from the UNROCA illustrates this need. One
of the rationales for the UNROCA was the prevention of ‘excessive
and destabilizing’ accumulations of conventional arms, but who or
which body will determine what is excessive and destabilizing? The
Conference on Disarmament was given the task of coming up with a
general definition of this condition and, not unexpectedly, failed.

A consultative mechanism which goes beyond traditional diplo-
macy—an established body which would meet regularly to review the
data, theory and early-warning indicators—appears to be necessary.
The functions of such a mechanism would be, first, to lower the politi-
cal and economic costs of addressing excessive and destabilizing arms
build-ups, particularly if such a process is to be part of the UN sys-
tem. A way has to be found to make the questioning of build-ups not
always a matter of high politics but rather a part of confidence
building characterized by low politics. Second, a consultative mech-
anism could also define ‘ excessive and destabilizing’ by developing a
set of parameters used by non-governmental experts to render objec-
tive assessments of military balances. Gradually, this body of experts
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could gain the confidence of states concerned. It would have to ensure
that all partiesto any issue raised were participants. In sum, it must be
a setting for raising issues and building confidence on issues related to
arms trade and acquisition concerns.

Component five: policiesto address arms build-ups

It is clear that, once a build-up has been identified as excessive or
destabilizing by the multilateral consultative mechanism, policies
must be developed and executed to deal with it. For example, the
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) con-
cluded that the end of the cold war meant that the arsenals which
existed in Europe were no longer needed at those levels. The result
was the CFE Treaty, which obligated the member states to build down
to agreed levels. For a regional arms-related transparency arrange-
ment to work effectively, a full range of policy tools should be
available. These might include cooperative defence efforts to reduce
the cost of national defence for the partner states, arms embargoes,
development credits for disarmament and agreements as to rules of
engagement. A wide range of policy tools will alow member states
flexibly to apply measures to address build-ups which are suited to
specific contexts and situations.

I11. Regional approaches to arms trade transparency

At the global level the UNROCA has only partly developed according
to the model in figure 2.2. There are some problems with data submis-
sion, athough that component is fairly well developed. Components
two and three have not evolved, mainly because of the absence of
component four, a multilateral consultative mechanism which could
critically review the data produced by the member states for the
UNROCA. In the absence of any deliberation on arms build-ups,
nothing has been done in the way of identifying or dealing with such
build-ups.

In some respects, the failure of a meaningful consultative mech-
anism to develop at the global level is understandable. Such a global
mechanism may well have some value as an arms control mechanism
in the sense that it would promote the sharing not only of information
but also of expertise in assessing military balances. In the final analy-
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sis, the presence of excessive and destabilizing accumulations of con-
ventional armsis best determined at the regional level.

The regionalization of the UNROCA has been a part of the exercise
from the start. Paragraph 17 of UN Resolution 46/36L (9 December
1991) establishing the UNROCA ‘calls upon all Member States to
cooperate at aregional and subregional level, taking fully into account
the specific conditions prevailing in the region or subregion, with a
view to enhancing and coordinating international efforts aimed at
increased openness and transparency in armaments’. In an address to
the UN Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters, the UN Secretary-
General supported this approach: ‘ Regional registers should now be
the next step. They have the advantage of allowing the categories of
weapons to be registered to reflect the security concerns felt in the
region’.”

The 1994 Group of Experts report put great emphasis on regional -
ization as the next step for the UNROCA: ‘In order to promote wider
participation in the Register, a regional approach may be benefi-
cia . .. the group took note of relevant initiatives of some regional
organizations or forums'. The report added that ‘regional and sub-
regional efforts should be encouraged. They may pave the way for a
higher degree of openness, confidence and transparency in the region’
and ‘could address the possible regional security concerns relating to
participation in the Register’ .8

Benefits of the regional approach

Data submission in the first years of the UNROCA varied widely by
region, providing further evidence that regionalization of the arms
transparency process may well bring immediate dividends. For
example, interviews with representatives of several African states,
where the participation rate was very low, indicated that this was
largely due to alack of relevance: the seven categories of armaments,
mainly sophisticated and expensive items found in industrialized
states, are not the arms of concern for many African states. Presum-
ably regional mechanisms could be designed to deal with those

7 United Nations, Address of the Secretary-General to the Advisory Board on Disarma-
ment Matters, UN document SG/SM/94/3, 12 Jan. 1994.

8 United Nations, Report on the continuing operation of the United Nations Register of
Conventional Arms and its further development, UN document A/49/316, 22 Sep. 1994,
paras 23, 38, 39.
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weapons accumulated in the region. Regional variants could also take
into account factors such as the culture of transparency and the civil—
military relationship, which vary significantly from region to region.

It is no accident that where regional organizations exist regional
approaches to transparency are seeing some progress. For example,
the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE)®
has continued to take the lead in transparency and consultative mech-
anisms. In the developing world, the Organization of American States
(OAS) recently formed a Permanent Council on Cooperation for
Hemispheric Security. At its June 1995 meeting it adopted a resolu-
tion urging all members to participate fully in the UNROCA, supply
the UN with information on their defence spending regularly,
exchange UNROCA data between member states, and at the regional
level ‘regularly engage in discussions, consultations, and exchanges
of data supplied to the UN Register and data on national policies,
laws, and administrative procedures governing arms transfers and
defense spending’ .1

In South-East Asiathe ARF has directly addressed thisissue. At its
first summit meeting, held in Bangkok in July 1994, all members
agreed to a resolution calling for ‘the eventual participation of all
ARF countries in the Register’ .11 In the second ARF meeting, held in
Brunel in 1995, the ministers present agreed ‘to take note of the
increased participation in the UN Conventional Arms Register since
the first ARF and encourage those not yet participating to soon do
g)’ 12

Not only is the link between arms build-ups and destabilization or
conflict critical for understanding arms control; it also varies signifi-
cantly from one region to another. Most recently this can be seen in
assessments of the ‘armsrace’ in East Asia. States in the region have
been quick to respond with a host of explanations—such as modern-
ization and general economic well-being—rather than offensive
threats or security problems. Different regions are likely to have diff-
erent security environments and perceptions. A regional transparency
approach with the associated consultative mechanisms would be more

9 Formerly the CSCE.

10 Organization of American States, Report of the Permanent Council on Cooperation for
Hemispheric Security, Washington, DC, 5 June 1995, p. 6.

11« Chairman’s statement of the First ASEAN Regiona Forum’, 25 July 1994, p. 3.

12 Quoted from ‘ Chairman’s statement of the Second ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF),
Aug. 1995, Bandar Seri Begawan’, provided to the Northeast Asia Peace and Security Net-
work by the Pacific Forum CSIS, Honolulu.
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likely to yield accurate explanations of acquisition behaviour and
military developments than a universal register or a global approach.

Value of the global register for regional variants

A regional transparency approach, however, should not ignore the
value of aglobal register. First, the UNROCA establishes some basic
global norms such as transparency and the need to avoid or prevent
destabilizing accumulations of conventional arms. Second, it is an
incubator for techniques and procedures that might be utilized or
enhanced at the regional level. Third, an international institution, the
UNCDA, exists and operates as part of the UNROCA machinery.
Fourth, such a global institution aso allows regional actors to interact
multilaterally with non-regional actors, especially arms exporters.
Finally, the UNROCA as a global confidence-building mechanism
has brought together states which normally dealt with this issue only
through rhetoric. This is especially apparent in the operation of the
two expert groups where states were forced to go beyond verbal
charges and counter-charges and engage in the responsible negotia-
tion of atext on the operation and expansion of the UNROCA .13

V. Conclusions: the next steps

The time seems ripe for regions such as South-East Asiato consider
seriously expanding on the idea of using transparency in armaments
as the basis for confidence building and the prevention of destabiliz-
ing arms build-ups. The UNROCA has been a start in this direction
but for a variety of reasons its development has stalled at the level of
providing transparent data on arms exports and imports.

It is critical that all the components described here are addressed
when crafting an arms-related transparency approach. For example,

13 For additional analysis of regional registers, see Chalmers, M., ‘ Openness and security
policy in South-East Asia’, Survival, vol. 38, no. 3 (1996), pp. 82-98; Cossa, R. A. (ed.),
Promoting Regional Transparency: Defense Policy Papers and the United Nations Register
of Conventional Arms (Pacific Forum CSIS: Honolulu, July 1996); Chalmers, M. and
Greene, O., ‘The United Nations Register of Conventional Arms and the Asia—Pacific
region’, eds M. Chalmers and O. Greene, The United Nations and the Asia—Pacific (Depart-
ment of Peace Studies, University of Bradford: Bradford, 1994), pp. 129-54; and
DiChiaro, J., ‘The UN Register in aregiona context: basic concepts', eds M. Chalmerset al.,
Developing the UN Register of Conventional Arms (Department of Peace Studies, University
of Bradford: Bradford, 1994), pp. 271-80.
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should South-East Asia develop a data submission scheme, member
states might only interpret the data on their own without the benefit of
a multilateral consultative mechanism where they could explain and
put into context acquisitions which on the surface are perceived as
destabilizing. Similarly, through a consultative process member states
could define what ‘ destabilizing’ means in their regional context and
develop measures to address such acquisitions. The provision of data
alone could increase misperceptions and detract from the goal of
increasing security in the region.

The following suggestions are steps which might help develop
transparency in the arms trade as a confidence-building measure in
South-East Asia.

First, the maor supplier states, or preferably the UN, should engage
in activities which bolster the capacity of developing states to report
data, assess military balances and build multilateral institutions which
address the linkage between arms and conflict. In South-East Asia, as
elsewhere, part of the reason for scepticism about new transparency
initiativesis simply the lack of staff resources and information.

Second, the process requires more research and discussion at the
regional and global level on how a consultative mechanism designed
to process arms acquisition data would actually prevent excessive and
destabilizing accumulations of conventional arms.

Third, more effort is needed to encourage greater understanding of
and participation in the register process. For example, individual
states should be encouraged to meet with the UNCDA before submit-
ting their annual data to offer and receive technical advice, if nothing
else. These visits could also be used to learn more about the actual
operation of databases, reporting schedules and other matters related
to the UNROCA. A group such as the ARF, which has committed it-
self to participation, could convene a workshop of the persons
responsible for submissions built around the UNCDA *how-to’ man-
ual on the UNROCA.4 Not only could such a meeting handle basics
and frequently asked questions; it could also discuss the experience of
the first severa years of the UNROCA' s existence regarding discrep-
ancies and mismatches. Organizations which publish public-source
military information—such as Jane’'s Information Group or SIPRI—
could be encouraged to make presentations which explain how the

14 United Nations Centre for Disarmament Affairs, Register of Convnetional Arms:
Information Booklet (UN: New York, N.Y., 1993).
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arms trade is to a large degree aready transparent. At a minimum
participants would see that a significant amount of information is
already available, which might serve to break down some of the
barriers to openness. At the time of writing the UNCDA had organ-
ized and conducted six such regional meetings on the UNROCA with
positive results, but none in South-East Asia.

Fourth, either in conjunction with the above-mentioned workshop
or separately, the next step should be an assessment of which condi-
tions exist in South-East Asia that would support the development of
confidence-building measures such as arms trade transparency, con-
sidering the key factors developed above. Such an assessment should
highlight those factors which need further devel opment before an all-
out effort is made to develop a regional arms trade transparency
mechanism.

Finally, much research needs to be done on the link between arms
build-ups and armed conflict. The cases where build-ups have led to
armed conflict are in the minority but are disastrous when they occur.
It is, however, just as important to document and model those cases
where arms build-ups have not led to conflict. Without such knowl-
edge, we are left with the argument that all weapons are destabilizing
and must be eliminated. Policy makers and analysts must get beyond
disarmament to arms control. For those concerned with arms trade
transparency and security in South-East Asia, the framework, con-
cepts and suggestions presented here are offered as a foundation on
which such an approach might be crafted.



3. The strategic environment and arms
acquisitions in South-East Asia

Russ Swvinnerton

|. Introduction

The military and security situation in South-East Asiais viewed with
interest and some concern both within and outside South-East Asia.
Of particular interest, arms acquisitions in South-East Asia are vari-
ously characterized as lying somewhere between the extremes of
benign modernization and a destabilizing arms race, depending on the
commentator’s proximity and viewpoint. Even within the region
views vary. Perceptions of the regional security environment in South-
East Asia with the end of the cold war fall similarly between
extremes: on the one hand a view of arobust, economically pragmatic
world where market forces will settle any differences, and on the other
the idea of a dangerously unstable and uncertain power vacuum.
Despite the end of the cold war, the security imperatives in the
region are the same as they have always been—regional rivalries
(including disputed sovereignty), external power interests and trade
issues. In an effort to better understand this situation and its effect on
transparency and confidence-building mechanisms in the region, this
chapter presents the defining geo-strategic features of the region with
a particular focus on maritime concerns and considers their role in
stimulating current South-East Asian arms acquisitions before briefly
taking stock of developmentsin transparency and trust building.

I1. Defining features

Regional rivalriesand territorial disputes

The concept of South-East Asia as a discrete region began to gain cur-
rency after World War I1.1 Before that, 9 of the 10 countries recog-
nized today as belonging to the region (the 7 members of ASEAN,

1 Thayer, C. A., * Asia Pacific security: problems and prospects: an Australian perspective’,
Paper presented at Malaysian Strategic Research Centre/Australian Defence Studies Centre
Seminar, Kuala Lumpur, 27 Sep. 1995.
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Table 3.1. Disputed maritime claims and boundaries in South-East Asia

Competing claims to the Paracel 1dlands (Xisha Quandao or Quan Doa Hoang Sa) in
the South China Sea, contested by Chinaand Viet Nam

Competing claimsto the Spratly Islands in the South China Sea, contested by China,
Viet Nam, Brunei, Malaysia, Taiwan and the Philippines

Boundary dispute between Indonesiaand Viet Nam on their demarcation line on the
continental shelf in the South China Sea, near Natuna lsland

Boundary dispute between China and Viet Nam on their demarcation line on the
continental shelf in the Gulf of Tonkin

Boundary dispute between Malaysia and Viet Nam on their offshore demarcation
line
Dispute between Malaysia and Singapore over ownership of the island of Pulau

Batu Putih (Pedra Branca or Horsburgh Light), some 55 km east of Singapore in the
Straits of Johore

Competing claims to the islands of Sipidan, Sebatik and Ligitan, in the Celebes Sea,
some 35 km from Sempornain Sabah, contested by Indonesia and Malaysia

Source: Swinnerton, R. and Ball, D., A Regional Regime for Maritime Surveillance,
Safety and Information Exchange, Working Paper no. 278 (Strategic and Defence
Studies Centre, Australian National University: Canberra, Dec. 1993), appendix 1,
table 1.

Cambodia, Laos and Myanmar) were parts of European empires. Only
Thailand has never been a colony of a European power.

Developments in the region since the end of World War Il have
reflected the emergence of states from colonial status, the conclusion
of their wars of ideology and their cooperative movement towards a
sense of regional identity. The states themselves are still significantly
different in character, religion, ideology, politics and philosophy, but
the region’s dynamism and post-colonial history also help to establish
abroader sense of community.

In a region with such a complex history and range of cultures, a
combined population of over 400 million and an even division of geo-
graphic area between sea and land it is not surprising that several
points of contention exist—or that the region has devised means of
dealing with problems (the ‘ ASEAN way’), stressing mutual respect,
good-neighbourliness, consensus building and deferral of difficult
issues to avoid open confrontation.2 The new maritime environment
following the entry into force of the UN Convention on the Law of the

2 See chapter 4 in this volume.
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Sea (UNCLOS) in November 1994 has reinforced the traditional con-
cerns of an ASEAN largely made up of islands, archipelagos and
peninsulas.® The particular territorial stress points are shown in
table 3.1. Viet Nam features prominently and has a long history of
negotiation with China over such issues. These disputes (and the dia-
logue with China) will now presumably be cast into an ASEAN con-
text in a way that adds an interesting dynamic to Viet Nam’s entry
into ASEAN.

These sovereignty disputes in themselves may not cause armed con-
flict between South-East Asian countries, but their existence can
exacerbate tensions arising over other difficulties. Supporters of the
ASEAN way argue that minor irritants would never be a cause of war,
whether or not the issue was combined with another territorial dispute.
Nevertheless, neighbours inevitably view each other with occasional
suspicion and keep their contingency planners preoccupied with the
details of each other’s strategies, capabilities and hardware:

While ASEAN member-states have been reticent about threats emanating to
members from within the ASEAN organisation, the foreign and defence
policies of the member-states, as well as the pattern of arms procurement,
would tend to indicate that more often than not the enemy the ASEAN states
are trying to overcome comes from within the organisation rather than with-
out, even though thisis never openly stated or identified.

External interest and intervention

In the past, extra-regional countries’ interests in South-East Asia
turned on the same US-Soviet balance that preoccupied the world
during the cold war. With an inward-looking former USSR no longer
an active participant and the USA perceived to be disengaging, the
security environment in the region is apparently less certain and less
predictable. The alliances and interplay between China, the USSR and
Viet Nam were clearly of key importance to the emergence and devel-
opment of ASEAN; the conclusion of that ideological conflict and
Viet Nam's entry into ASEAN are clear markers of the extent of the
change that has occurred.

3 Mack, A. and Ball, D., ‘ The military build-up in Asia-Pacific’, Pacific Review, vol. 5,
no. 3 (1992), p. 205.

4 Singh, B., ‘ASEAN’s arms procurements: challenge of the security dilemmain the post-
cold war era’, Comparative Srategy, vol. 12 (1993), p. 217.
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The emergence of China as an economic, political and strategic
power (and potential superpower) has meant that China now preoccu-
pies strategic analysis. This analysis of course includes the potential
balance from other large players, principally the USA and Japan, but
also including India and the Korean peninsula.

On the South-East Asian perception of US disengagement from the
region:

The original cold war ideological and geopolitical rationales for United
States forward presence and for American alliances in the region have lost
most of their force. Not surprisingly, the prospect of continued long-term
American commitment to the region seems increasingly questionable to
some regional defence planners. . . [US withdrawal] is thus a ‘worst-case’
which regional defence planners must take seriously.>

Although the USA remains forward-deployed, the prospect of aless
intensive presence, particularly at sea, encourages South-East Asian
countries to increase their own capabilities at sea.

The interests of large external powers, however, continue to be felt
in the region through a range of other factors, including: (a) the
importance of sea lines of communication (SLOC) throughout the
region, to China, Japan, the two Koreas, Taiwan and the US, and for
continued regional economic development; (b) the interests of US and
multinational oil companies prospecting in the Spratly Islands; and
(c) the important markets for military hardware in South-East Asia
(introducing more distant players, such as Germany, South Africa,
Sweden and, in anew context, Russia).

The enduring feature marking the interest of external powers in the
region, without the paradoxically stabilizing element of cold-war
interest and attention, is the perception that their engagement renders
the strategic security environment of the region less certain and less
secure. The proximity of East Asias main SLOC to the Spratly
Islands, for instance, gives any potential disputes in this area extra-
regional overtones: major trading powers will seek to ensure the free-
dom of the seas while remaining ostensibly neutral in local disputes.
The complexity and importance of disputes over exclusive economic
zones (EEZs) and seabed exploitation increase when conflicting
exploration licences are granted by the parties to large multinational
companies or countries outside the region. The zeal of foreign arms

5 Mack and Ball (note 3), p. 204 (italicsin original).
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marketeers in satisfying (and, arguably, stimulating) demand for new
military equipment also raises the kinds of questions that this study
attempts to answer. In the face of such uncertainty, the countries of
the region must take appropriate measures to acquire suitable capa-
bilities for self-defence and protection of their vital interests.

M aritime economic issues

Tensions and regional rivalries do exist and are in the main managed
by the ASEAN way of ‘track-one’ diplomacy. In addition to territorial
disputes, the maritime context adds other sources of conflict, particu-
larly in economic terms.

The entry into force of the UNCLOS has delivered two outcomes
which are of relevance in this context. First, it has legitimized EEZ
and continental shelf (seabed) claims out to 200 nautical miles, and,
second, it has allowed recognition of archipelagic waters and associ-
ated transit regimes. The former factor adds emphasis to offshore eco-
nomic issues, particularly oil and gas resources, and the latter adds a
new dimension to the use of seaareas in the region for naval and com-
mercia shipping.

Exclusive economic zones

Protection of EEZs takes on new importance with the UNCLOS, and
the acquisition of maritime forces is the logical requirement and
result. The armed forces of South-East Asia, with their historical pre-
occupation with counter-insurgency land wars, required urgent action
to acquire the means effectively to control their EEZs. The categories
of capability required include maritime surveillance, patrol and
response, using ship, aircraft and land-based systems.

Disputed seabed EEZ boundaries are a potential source of friction,
although joint development regimes are emerging which will assist in
cooperative resolution. The key area of seabed/EEZ dispute is the
Spratly Islands. The experience of the Philippines over Mischief Reef
in early 1995 when China set down territorial markers on islets
claimed by the Philippines has brought the Spratlys into sharp relief
for all the ASEAN countries. Given China's superiority in conven-
tional maritime arms compared to ASEAN, the Spratly claimants in
ASEAN (Brunei, Malaysia, the Philippines and Viet Nam) will al
need the ability to influence affairs at seato the limit of their Spratlys
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claims, not for sea assertion or sea denial, but for ‘sea credibility’ or
deterrence.

Fishing remains a continuing source of friction in the region, partic-
ularly between neighbours. Paramilitary and police action by South-
East Asian maritime forces to counter illegal fishing occasionally
resultsin loss of life. The realities of EEZ dominion combined with a
diminishing supply and increasing demand will ensure that fishing
remains a key point of concern between South-East Asian countries
and a justification for the acquisition of maritime surveillance, patrol
and response forces at the lower end of the capability spectrum.

Shipping

In general, regional shipping densities and the value and volumes of
cargoes are all increasing. The combined gross domestic product
(GDP) of the East Asian region is already around 70 per cent of those
of the North Atlantic Free Trade Association (NAFTA) or Europe and
increasing, and it is estimated that the region’s GDP will overtake that
of both North America and Europe between about 2010 and 2020.
Imports into East Asia already have a combined value 20 per cent
greater than those into North America.6

A significant part of this trade is seaborne: over 85 per cent of the
world’s trade travels in ships,” with trade volumes rapidly increasing
in East Asia. Hong Kong reported a 30 per cent increase in containers
handled in 1992 over 1991, with 7.97 million twenty-foot equivalent
units (TEUs) handled, and a projected growth rate of 1 million TEUs
per year.® This 1992 figure is amost double the volume handled in
1989. Hong Kong competes with Singapore as Asia’s busiest con-
tainer port, with Singapore achieving 7.56 million TEUsin 1992 at an
annual growth rate of around 10 per cent.® Singapore is now poised to
become the world' s largest port (after coming a close second to Hong

6 Sopiee, N., ‘ The new world order’, Confidence Building and Conflict Reduction in the
Pacific (1SIS Malaysia: Kuala Lumpur, 1993), pp. 21-22. East Asiais defined as Cambodia,
China, Hong Kong, Japan, North Korea, South Korea, Laos, Myanmar, Taiwan, the Russian
Far East and the ASEAN member states.

7 van Fosen, A. B., The International Political Economy of Pacific Island Flags of Con-
venience, Australia-Asia Paper no. 66 (Griffith University: Brisbane, 1992), p. 5.

8 ‘HK world's busiest port’, Business Asia (supplement to The Australian), 25 Aug. 1993,
p. 24.

9 *Singapore chases shipping crown’, Business Asia (supplement to The Australian), 8 Sep.
1993.
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Figure 3.1. SLOCsin South-East Asia

Kong in 1993).10 Kaohsiung, Pusan and Keelung have aso registered
strong growth in container volumes.it This traffic passes through the
Indonesian Archipelago and island chains to the north, focused
through several straits and areas of concentration (figure 3.1).

The maintenance of sea lines of communication is as much a
responsibility for the owners of cargoes as it is for the coastal states.
For imports and exports bound for or coming from ports within
ASEAN, this responsibility is clearly ASEAN’s, and it provides
ample justification for the acquisition of appropriate maritime capa-
bilities such as mine countermeasures and maritime air defence. States
in the region which extract indirect advantage from shipping through
providore services, bunkering and ship maintenance (Singapore, and
increasingly Indonesia and Malaysia) will of course also be interested
in maintaining the volume and benefit of the trade.

10 Singapore poised to challenge Hong Kong as world's top container port’, Sarawak
Tribune, 20 June 1994, p. 15.

11 Rimmer, P. and Dick, H., Synthesising Australia: National Integration in a Dynamic
Asia—Pacific Economy, Papers of the Australian Transport Research Forum (Bureau of
Transport and Communications Economics; Canberra, 1992), p. 295.
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Figure 3.2. Indonesian proposals for SLOCsin South-East Asia

As mentioned above, the entry into force of the UNCLOS is likely
to place further pressures on SLOC through the region. If Indonesia's
proposal 2 to establish only three north/south and no east/west routes
as archipelagic SLOCs were to come into effect, it would have a
serious impact on shipping (figure 3.2). The region is fortunate to
have arange of alternative routes, allowing the most economical route
to be selected on the basis of weather, currents, ship size and cargo.
To limit the selection of routes would impose additional costs which
would have to be borne in higher commodity prices.

Sea robbery

The continued existence of piracy (more correctly termed sea robbery
because it mainly occurs in territorial waters) is a challenge to ship-
ping in the region. In commercia terms the damage done by piracy
does not approach that done by other, less evocative, threats to

12 K geswanto, T. (Adm.), ‘Indonesia’s naval policy for the 1990s: territorial defencein the
context of archipelagic doctrine’, Paper presented at MIMA, Kuala Lumpur, 3 Dec. 1994.
Adm. Koeswanto is Chief of Naval Staff of the Indonesian Navy.
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cargoes such as fire, theft and weather, but piracy endangers crews
lives and there is a potential for environmental damage where ships
are scuttled. Although piracy provides a useful justification for
mounting cooperative patrols, very few pirates are caught (or arguably
even deterred) by offshore patrols. When the frequency of piracy
reaches a certain threshold, coastal states take unilateral action to
resolve the problem using traditional policing methods. This threshold
usually coincides with the point at which international cooperative
operations are mounted (although it seemsto be afallacy to link inter-
national patrols with the reduction in pirate-like attacks).

Maritime fraud (including the use of disguised ship identities with
bogus certificates of registry—phantom ships—to steal cargoes) is a
potentially more significant problem. It is a particularly difficult type
of cross-border crime to counter because of problems of jurisdiction
and international cargo ownership.

M arket factors and ‘indefinables

The end of the cold war is a factor in the increased availability of
modern weapon systems and delivery platforms. Economic growth in
the region also allows an increasing amount to be spent on arms and
there is the additional dynamic of technology transfer. New state-of-
the-art systems often bring with them atail of technology which can
be transferred into non-military applications, to the benefit of the
recipient country. In addition, major suppliers—faced with post-cold
war cutbacks in procurement orders—are seeking new markets in
South-East Asia as their traditional customers reduce demand. Other
factors are also at play in determining capability acquisition plans and
priorities. Anecdotal information suggests that, as in the rest of the
world, prestige, pecuniary interest and political factors have some
bearing on weapon acquisitions: decisions are not always based on a
rigorous evaluation of strategic imperatives and capability shortfalls.:3

I11. Justifying arms acquisitions in South-East Asia

The countries of the region have had (and some, to a limited extent,
continue to have) insurgency difficulties within their boundaries. In
the past, colonial oversight absolved them from responsibility for

13 suggested by Singh (note 4), p. 223.
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external defence, which was in any case, before the UNCLOS, quite
l[imited in a maritime sense. The states have progressed in their politi-
cal and economic status, and are now financially, strategically and
ideologically empowered to arm for conventional warfare.

The strategic basis for the build-up is not entirely clear—or, rather,
not entirely public. The factors described above—regional rivalries,
external country interests, trade issues and other factors—are all rele-
vant to some extent. The imagery of Mischief Reef of course now
features largely in contingency planning within the region. No South-
East Asian country, including the Philippines, would wish to be in the
same position of helplessnessin the face of another Chinese initiative.
In the case of the Philippines, the aftermath of Mischief Reef was a
proposal for a $2 billion upgrade of the armed forces.4 That is not to
say that the countries of the region are arming to confront China, but
they are ensuring an ability to influence activities in their proximate
sea areas, achieving sea credibility or deterrence.

Several points will help to explain and clarify maritime arms
acquisitions in the region. First, the trend is towards the acquisition of
maritime weapon systems principally for a sea denial role. This
includes maritime surveillance, patrol and response capabilities, and
surface strike from surface and air platforms. Long-distance underway
replenishment and logistic forces are not on the current acquisition
lists, so power projection beyond the South China Sea is not possible.
Some air-to-air refuelling capability is being acquired, but thisisin
the context of fairly limited fighter aircraft ranges and serves to
improve time-on-task rather than increasing the radius of action.

Second, competition is clearly at play. Without challenging the gen-
eral view that no arms race exists in the region, severa commentators
point to simultaneous acquisitions or ‘competitive procurements’,
offering the example of air power procurement (fighter and strike air-
craft) by Malaysia and Singapore since the late 1970s.%> Similarly, the
modernization of Singapore’s maritime forces through the acquisition
of submarine expertise and an old Swedish submarine has the poten-
tial to stimulate other ‘modernizations’ in the rest of South-East Asia.

14 ‘Ramos signs military modernisation law’, Agence France Presse, 23 Feb. 1995, cited in
Snyder, C. A., Canadian Consortium on Asia Pecific Security (CANCAPS), Making Mischief
in the South China Sea, CANCAPS Paper no. 7 (Center for International and Strategic
Studies, York University: York, Ont., Aug. 1995), p. 14.

15 Singh (note 4), p. 223.
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Third, labelling regional arms procurement as simple ‘mod-
ernization’ seems to be a semantic distinction. While many capabil-
ities are being modernized, it would seem to be more than a modern-
ization when significant new capabilities are involved. This assess-
ment is supported by the debate in the USA over South-East Asian
acquisition of the AIM-120A AMRAAM (advanced medium-range
air-to-air missile system), a beyond-visual-range weapon that signifi-
cantly enhances capability:

[In justifying a sale to Thailand] US industry officials argue that missiles
equivalent to the AMRAAM already are being flown by Thailand’s neigh-
bours. Malaysia, for example, has acquired Russian MiG-29 fighters
equipped to launch the AA-12, often dubbed the AMRAAM-ski by US rep-
resentatives. France's recent sale of the Mirage 2000-5 to Taiwan included
500 Mica missiles, which manufacturer Matra Defence-Espace, Velizy, touts
asalighter, cheaper version of AMRAAM .16

The arms acquisitions of course build on a fairly small base, and
their extent is unlikely to cause concern for the extra-regional neigh-
bours, such as China, the two Koreas or Taiwan. Clearly it isalso in
the interests of stability that South-East Asia should have adequate
defence capabilities. However, the acquisition of modern, capable
weapon systems should proceed in away that does not cause concern
for the region itself:

It is the internal balance matrix which will have the most serious implica
tions for ASEAN. The ASEAN build-up can be potentially destabilizing
because the four major powers in ASEAN—Singapore, Thailand, Malaysia
and [Indonesia]—are evenly matched in terms of conventional military
power. IntracASEAN stability can, furthermore, be undermined by historical
animosities and suspicions. All the ASEAN states belong to the ‘junior arms
league’, and are therefore all potential competitors. The fact that much of
ASEAN defence planning is based on contingency planning can be detri-
mental to stability.

While the build-up has not become an arms race, it must be recognised
that the greatest impact of the ASEAN arms program is internal. Conse-
guently, it could be potentially destabilizing if the modernisation programs
are not monitored or moderated.’

18 Hitchens, T., ‘Thais use AMRAAM as US fighter buy lever’, Defense News,
4-10 Sep. 1995, p. 3.

17 Mak, J. N., ‘The ASEAN naval buildup: implications for the regional order’, Pacific
Review, vol. 8, no. 2 (1995), p. 321.
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As suggested by another analyst, the arms modernization process in
South-East Asiais ‘sibling rivalry more than anything elsein aregion
where we are friends and enemies at the same time’ .18

Acquisitions themselves are not intrinsically destabilizing, particu-
larly if they satisfy legitimate non-threatening needs. If it is true that
weakened or poorly defended states |eave the door open to aggression
and instability, then regional stability requires countries independent
(and by extension, the region’s collective) military strength.2® On the
other hand, as indicated by the appendix to this volume, a significant
priority is placed in the region on the current and future acquisition of
advanced fighter and strike aircraft, as well as other planned acquisi-
tions such as submarines and modern surface combatants armed with
long-range anti-ship missiles.20 With these increased capabilities,
regional actors will wish to ensure that these acquisitions and the
security environment in which they are placed contribute to stabiliz-
ing, rather than destabilizing, conditions. Further development of con-
fidence building in the region could strengthen this process.

IV. Building confidence and trust

Measures are needed to defuse the tensions and concerns surrounding
ASEAN arms acquisitions. The former Malaysian Defence Minister,
Najib Razak, delivering the keynote address at a maritime confidence-
building measures (CBMs) seminar in Kuala Lumpur in August 1994,
publicly welcomed the establishment of the ARF as ‘beginning the
process of institutionalising CBMs' .2 That process has continued, and
has led to the derivation of a comprehensive plan for the development
of CBMs, preventive diplomacy and conflict-resolution mechanisms.
The ARF itself significantly advances regional security by providing a
regular forum for senior government representatives and senior
officials to address security issues.

18 Cited in Glashow, J. and Hitchens, T., ‘Booming Pacific rim sparks arms export debate’,
Defense News, 4-10 Sep. 1995, p. 34.

19| egitimate’ and ‘unwarranted’ arms acquisitions are further discussed in the South-East
Asian context in chapter 6 in this volume.

20 For a discussion of why these acquisitions are a cause for concern, see Ball, D., Trends
in Military Acquisitions in the Asia—Pacific Region: Implications for Security and Prospects
for Constraints and Controls, Working Paper no. 273 (Australian National University,
Strategic and Defence Studies Centre: Canberra, 1993), pp. 20-21.

21 Ngjib Razak, ‘CBMs at sea in the Asia Pacific region: meeting the challenges of the 21st
century’, Keynote address at a MIMA seminar, Kuala Lumpur, 2 Aug. 1994.
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The ARF Concept Paper, circulated in advance of the Second ARF
meeting, held in Brunel in August 1995,2 provided lists of measures
recommended for adoption either ‘in the immediate future’ or for
longer-term study in the areas of confidence building, preventive
diplomacy, non-proliferation and arms control, peacekeeping and
maritime security cooperation. These topic areas will now be con-
sidered in track-one and track-two forums, including ARF inter-
sessional seminars, for further development and implementation.z On
the question of arms transfer registers, the ARF has recommended
regional accession to the UN Register of Conventional Arms and fur-
ther study of aregional register. Some of the suggested measures are
already in place or are covered by existing international protocols or
procedures and some are of more diplomatic than operational utility.
Nevertheless, they represent a substantial level of commitment to
identifying practical CBMs, if not yet to implementing them.

The security environment in South-East Asia has both traditional
and novel aspects. Because of the historical importance of trade, even
in colonial times, and its geography, the region has always been a pre-
dominantly maritime region, but only since the entry into force of the
UNCLOS has the requirement to extend economic jurisdiction out to
200 nautical miles been mandatory. Rivalries in the region have
always been present. External powers are now preoccupied with
establishing commercial success through investment and trade—
including arms sales—rather than with imposing colonial rule. This
external power interest has the potential to sharpen regional rivalries
and add to the uncertainty of the regional security environment.

The product of these traditional and modern forces is to generate
substantial capability enhancements within ASEAN. In many cases
equipment acquisitions can be justified through consideration of the
strategic circumstances peculiar to the country under consideration,
but some acquisitions are less explicable. For these a transparency
regime may be required which will defuse the tensions associated with
enhanced capabilities.

22 ASEAN, ‘The ASEAN Regional Forum: A Concept Paper’, attached to the Chairman’s
statement of the Second ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), Aug. 1995, Bandar Seri Begawan
(Brunei).

23 See also chapter 5 in this volume.



4. The *‘ASEAN way’ and transparency in
South-East Asia

J. N. Mak

|. Introduction

In ASEAN, while the notion of regional arms transparency mech-
anisms has gained support from a few members of the ruling élites,
there has been no rigorous attempt to look at how such efforts will or
can fit into the regional scheme of things.! Some basic questions will
have to be asked. The two most fundamental of these are the focus of
this chapter. The first is whether ASEAN needs a transparency mech-
anism such as aregister of conventional arms. The second is whether
the ASEAN tradition of cooperation and conflict management can
form the basis of a process which might result in aregional arms trade
transparency regime.

The ASEAN system is in many respects an exclusive one, and this
isinitself a problem: it is transparent only to privileged members or
insiders. The ASEAN system and its multilateral security experience
are somewhat at variance with the notion of common security and
transparency. This has implications for an arms register such as the
United Nations Register of Conventional Arms (UNROCA), which
belongs very much to the public domain.

Three major reasons account for the incompatibility of the ‘ ASEAN
way’ and complete transparency. First, the grouping in security terms
is an inward-looking community. Conceptually, ASEAN security until
the end of the cold war was based on what Michael Leifer described
as ‘collective internal security’.2 Second, ASEAN has always been a
very loosely structured organization marked by a lack of institutional
procedures. It has always preferred bilateral linkages and solutions to

1 A preliminary survey of the terrain has been undertaken by the International Working
Group on Confidence and Security Building Measures of the Council for Security Coopera-
tion in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP). Cossa, R. A. (ed.), Toward a Regional Arms Register in the
Asia Pacific (Pacific Forum CSIS: Honolulu, Aug. 1995). See also Mak, J. N., ASEAN
Defence Re-orientation 1975-1992: The Dynamics of Modernisation and Structural Change,
Canberra Papers on Strategy and Defence (Australian National University, Strategic and
Defence Studies Centre: Canberra, 1994).

2| gifer, M., ASEAN and the Security of South-East Asia (Routledge: London, 1989),
pp. 66-67.
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problems. Thisis at variance with the multilateral structured approach
which characterizes the UNROCA. Finaly, ASEAN has never had a
tradition of multilateral openness, preferring to negotiate and resolve
conflicts quietly, away from the public eye.

Section 11 of this chapter examines the demands that transparency
would make on ASEAN and analyses whether the ASEAN way can
be reconciled with those demands. Section Il considers different
types of armsregister in the regional context and section IV argues the
case for promoting the debate on the suitability of transparency as a
confidence-building measure (CBM) in South-East Asia.

I1. Arms, multilateralism and the ASEAN way
Armsacquisitions and stability

The ASEAN countries have gone through three phases of arms acqui-
sitions. The first was in the 1960s, followed by a second phase from
approximately the end of the 1970s to the mid-1980s. The third and
latest phase started around 1987. This third phase, characterized by its
maritime focus and greatly enhanced capability, is well documented.3

This round of arms acquisitions has been variously described as
defence modernization, as building up a minimal defence capability
and as an arms race. The region’s defence acquisitions in the 1990s
have the most potential to upset the intraaASEAN balance of power,
while their impact on the wider Asia—Pacific region will probably be
minimal. This is because the number of new weapons being acquired
is insignificant compared to the order of battle of countries such as
China, Japan, the two Koreas and Taiwan. Within ASEAN itself,
however, the new systems acquired or on order represent significant
increases in terms of quantity as well as quality. Thus this could have
serious implications for ASEAN and South-East Asian stability.4
Nevertheless some writers take regional stability in South-East Asia
for granted and are quite dismissive of the idea of a regional arms
register.s

3Ball, D., ‘Arms and affluence: military acquisitions in the Asia-Pacific region’, Inter-
national Security, vol. 18, no. 3 (winter 1993/94).

4Mak, J. N., ‘The ASEAN naval build-up: implications for the regional order’, Pacific
Review, val. 8, no. 2 (1995).

5 One regional analyst noted that an arms register ‘would not be a particularly urgent or
even important confidence-building or arms control measure’ because South-East Asiais not
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Given that intraeASEAN tensions and suspicions still exist, a strong
case can be made for the introduction of CBMs to complement the
traditional conflict-management approach of ASEAN.6 Moreover,
ASEAN multilateralism in the post-cold war erais not about manag-
ing the wider regional order, but about sustaining cohesiveness in an
enlarged and possibly different ASEAN. One measure which could
contribute to intra-:ASEAN confidence building is a regional arms
trade transparency mechanism such as aregister. A register would, at
the very minimum, make all ASEAN arms acquisitions known to all
its members at the official level, if not publicly. This would help to
ensure that any build-up would be monitored and, it can be hoped,
prevented from becoming destabilizing; but can such an approach be
implemented within the ASEAN way?

Much of the present stability in ASEAN is based on bilateral links
based on close personal ties. Given that regional leaders will not live
forever, there is a need for institutional structures that will survive
their passing. A mechanism is also needed to deal with the political
disputes which can develop virtually overnight among regional states.

The ASEAN approach to multilateralism

Arms transparency regimes are part of common security as defined by
the Palme Commission.” In recent years ASEAN has moved away
from its espousal of strictly bilateral, intra-ASEAN security ties to
what appear to be more multilateral and slightly more structured
security relationships. This is reflected in the establishment of the
ARF, which represents ASEAN’s first formal multilateral security
effort but isin its earliest stages of development.

particularly nervous about arms acquisitions and defence expenditure. Mohamed Jawhar B.
Hassan, ‘An Asia Pacific armsregister: utility and prospects’, ed. Cossa (note 1), p. 43.

6 Acharya, A., International Institute for Strategic Studies, A New Regional Order in
South-East Asia: ASEAN in the Post-Cold War Era, Adelphi Paper no. 279 (Brassey’s:
Oxford, 1993), pp. 75-76; and Muthiah, A., ‘ Regionalism and the quest for security: ASEAN
and the Cambodian conflict’, Australian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 47, no. 2 (Oct.
1993), p. 211.

7 Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues, Common Security: A
Programme for Disarmament (Pan Books: London, 1982). ‘ Cooperative security’ as defined
by David B. Dewitt is often used as synonymous. This is a Canadian concept which is all-
inclusive. It is characterized by a process ‘to establish habits of dialogue’ supported by track-
two diplomacy. Dewitt, D. B., ‘ Concepts of security for the Asia—Pacific region in the post-
cold war era’, Paper presented at the Seventh Asia Pacific Roundtable, Kuala Lumpur,
69 June 1993.
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Important elements of preventive diplomacy appear to be part of the
ASEAN tradition. Indeed, one of the primary avowed purposes of
ASEAN, embodied in the Bangkok Declaration of 1967, is the
‘promotion of regional peace and stability’ .8 The 1976 ASEAN Treaty
of Amity and Cooperation also eschews the use of force in resolving
disputes and emphasizes non-interference in the internal affairs of
members. While security and stability have been major aims of
ASEAN, the internal and domestic affairs of each country are deemed
to be sacrosanct and inviolable. This latter belief could have important
implications for transparency.

In this respect, the security concept expounded by ASEAN has been
essentially focused on collective internal security. This notion inter-
nalizes security to a high degree. The 1976 Declaration of ASEAN
Concord maintained that ‘the stability of each member state and of the
ASEAN region is an essential contribution to international peace and
security. Each member state resolves to eliminate threats posed by
subversion to its stability, thus strengthening national and ASEAN
resilience’.® The concept of comprehensive security found great
favour among individual ASEAN states for its emphasis on internal or
national resilience. Comprehensive security takes a total approach to
national security: threats are not only military but include political,
economic and socio-cultural threats at various levels and both domes-
tic and international threats.° Comprehensive security was the path to
collective internal security—more commonly referred to in ASEAN
circles as ‘national/regional resilience’. This concept derives directly
from the Indonesian concept of ketahanan nasional and is more
inward-looking than other notions of comprehensive security.t

Because of this internalized ASEAN approach the notion of trans-
parency and open reassurance demanded by common security could
be adifficulty. A degree of dissonance emerges even at the conceptual
level between traditional ASEAN security concepts and the trans-
parency demands of common security.

8 ASEAN, The ASEAN Declaration, Bangkok, 8 Aug. 1967.

9 Cited in Leifer (note 2), p. 66.

10 Muthiah, A., ‘Comprehensive security: interpretations in ASEAN countries’, eds
R. A. Scalapino et al., Asian Security Issues: Regional and Global (Institute of East Asian
Studies, University of California: Berkeley, Calif., 1988), p. 57. Some analysts have equated
the ASEAN concept of national resilience with comprehensive security. However, thereis a
distinction. National resilience is a concept for regime stability, since it includes political
stability and a sense of nationalism among its goals. Irvine, D., ‘Making haste slowly:
ASEAN from 1975’, ed. A. Broinowski, Understanding ASEAN (Macmillan: London, 1982).
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The ASEAN way

Much has been written about the ASEAN way of conflict resolution
and conflict management.12 In essence it is a dialogue characterized
by the following key features:

1. It is unstructured. ASEAN itself was inaugurated without any
clearly defined or formal structure. The process of negotiation is
therefore informal, with no clear format for decision making, much
less for implementing policies.

2. There is little formal agenda apart from scheduled meetings.
Instead, negotiations tend to circle around specific issues as they arise.

3. It is essentially a consensus-building and negotiating process
characterized by two features. musyawarah and mufakat. Musyawarah
is the process of decision making through consultation and discussion;
mufakat refers to the unanimous decision reached.3

4. Unanimity is deemed central to ASEAN conflict management.
This characteristic of consensus building results in policies which
reflect an amalgamation of the most acceptable views of each and
every member. In ASEAN negotiations all parties have power over
each other.

5. Decision making is usually a protracted matter, simply because of
the need to arrive at mutually acceptable decisions.4 Issues are
therefore discussed with no fixed timetable or agenda. The only con-
dition is that the issues must be resolved to the satisfaction of all the
partiesinvolved, however long that might take.

6. The ASEAN processis largely an exclusive, closed one. Negotia
tions are essentially behind the scenes, if not secretive, involving only
key officials working on specific issues. The ASEAN way therefore
lacks transparency at the public level. Historically it distinguishes
between outsiders and insiders. ASEAN decided early on that closed-
door negotiations would be the order of the day because ‘nationa rep-

11 pewitt (note 7), p. 8.

12 For comprehensive descriptions of the ASEAN way, see Kamarulzaman, A., ‘ASEAN
and conflict management: the formative years of 1967-1976’, Pacific Review, vol. 6, no. 2
(1994); and Thambipillai, P. and Saravanamuttu, J., ASEAN Negotiations: Two Insights
(Institute of Southeast Asian Studies: Singapore, 1985).

13 Thambipillai and Saravanamuttu (note 12), p. 11.

14 Thambipillai and Saravanamuttu (note 12), p. 6.
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resentatives can negotiate and consult each other freely without being
obliged to defend their position in public’ .2

7. A tacit agreement prevails to avoid sensitive issues. This some-
times results in problems being hidden rather than resolved. For
example, outstanding intraASEAN tensions such as those between
Malaysia and Singapore are seldom aired officially.

8. Most ASEAN interaction takes place at the bilateral level, a point
particularly true of security linkages. Thereis virtualy no multilateral
defence or security forum. Exceptions include a multilateral annual
seminar on intelligence exchange. In nearly all other areas, such as
military exercises, ASEAN has firmly kept to the bilateral format.

Transparency versusthe ASEAN way

This discussion indicates that a number of incompatibilities stand
between the ASEAN approach to multilateral security and the public
transparency required for the establishment of an effective trans-
parency mechanism for arms trade and defence-related issues. First, at
a fundamental level, ASEAN states would have to agree that trans-
parency would benefit al participants and make a positive contribu-
tion to confidence building. Even if agreement could be reached at
that stage, further agreement would be needed on certain specifics,
such as the form and nature of the transparency mechanism. In addi-
tion, consensus would be needed as to early-warning indicators and
how they would be discussed in order to monitor and avoid potentially
destabilizing build-ups. This process of consensus building and
agreement would be along one and could be derailed by any ASEAN
member if and when it so wished.

Second, the notion of public transparency seems to be at variance
with the ASEAN tradition of quiet, almost secretive, behind-the-
scenes diplomacy. Not only are the multilateral discussions secretive,
but so are policies and decisions at the national level within most
ASEAN states. In terms of openness the ASEAN countries range from
the liberal Philippines, where little is secret, to highly sensitive
Singapore, where virtually anything military would be secret. To
complicate matters, the entry of Viet Nam into ASEAN means that the
ASEAN process of achieving consensus now involves a traditionally

15 Kamarulzaman (note 12), p. 64.
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closed and secretive communist government. The entry of Cambodia,
Laos and Myanmar would complicate matters even more.

Third, even the broad notion of common security is something rela-
tively new for ASEAN. Although the concept has arguably gained
limited acceptance, many regional élites (including key ASEAN offi-
cials) are still more at home with the ASEAN tradition of running a
closed, exclusive group where openness is confined to the members of
the ‘club’. Just as Western societies have their cold warriors
struggling to come to terms with the post-cold war world, so too many
members of the ASEAN élites face the psychological transition from
interacting within an exclusive ASEAN club where links have been
established largely on a bilateral basis and chosen without compulsion
to interacting in common to the challenges of a more multipolar and
demanding world.1

I11. Approaches to arms-related transparency

Is the concept of a meaningful ASEAN arms-related transparency
mechanism therefore doomed at the outset? Not necessarily.

Given the difficulties and sensitivities described above, four poss-
ible approaches might be presented for the development of greater
arms-related transparency at the ASEAN, or regional, level.

A closed ASEAN armsregister

A closed arms register would only be transparent to the ASEAN
members themselves and would not be incompatible with the ASEAN
way. Indeed, it would be part of the ASEAN tradition. Because of this
it would perhaps be the most acceptable official register. However,
there are drawbacks to such a solution. In the first place, it would not
be fully consistent with the concept of public transparency. Because it
would be closed it would have limited utility as amodel for the rest of
the world. It would also be seen as being out of step with the wider
regional move towards cooperative security.

More importantly, a closed arms register would constrain aca-
demics, analysts and the rest of the world community working on dis-
armament and arms control issues from providing inputs and con-
structive criticism. ASEAN alone may not have the expertise to

16 Acharya (note 6), p. 74.
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develop the parameters and indicators for determining stabilizing/
destabilizing thresholds in arms acquisitions. Nevertheless, a closed
register would still be agood start.

A ‘non-ASEAN’ ASEAN armsregister

One way out of the consensus dilemmawould be to adopt the ASEAN
way itself. Whenever ASEAN reached an impasse on particular issues
which did not necessarily jeopardize the cohesiveness of the grouping
it would take action outside the purview of ASEAN. In this sense it
would be possible to jump-start the transparency process by
persuading like-minded members of ASEAN to take part in a South-
East Asian transparency regime. Such an arrangement would involve
ASEAN states but would not involve ASEAN directly.

The Philippines would be one obvious candidate to participate in
such a process, while Malaysia and Thailand might have no serious
reservations about the concept of regional arms-related transparency
measures. This approach seems limited, but it islimited only in terms
of numbers. The core group of members could still go through the
entire intellectual and methodological exercise of developing a sub-
regional arms register and give an example for non-participating
ASEAN member states and the rest of the region of what a conven-
tional arms register can or cannot achieve. Depending on the outcome
of such alimited experiment, the rest of the region might decide for or
against participation.

The problem with this approach is that states with the most to hide,
and which have the most problems with transparency, would probably
refuse to participate. In this sense such a limited register could even-
tually be a self-defeating exercise.

A defacto regional armsregister

The idea of a non-official de facto arms register should not be dis-
missed. Even if an officia regional arms register is implemented, a
non-official track-two exercise would still be valuable in verifying
‘hits and misses' in reporting and in refining methodological
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approaches, including which categories of weapons would have the
greatest regional impact on stability.1”

In the case of ASEAN, a de facto register such asthe MIMA—SIPRI
reporti8 or the register provided in the appendix to this volume could
form the basis for a semi-official arms register. By encouraging the
cooperation of officials and scholars working outside the official
realm, the basic foundation of a de facto register could be refined to
the point of being as accurate as an official register. This might even-
tually persuade ruling élites to participate officially in this process of
common security. Indeed, it may be suspected that it will be at the
academic level that most progress in methodological approaches in
developing arms registers will be achieved. Maintaining a de facto
arms register thus makes good intellectual sense, besides contributing
to the common security process.

A register for specific arms categories

Another approach would be to establish a transparency regime to cap-
ture information on armaments considered most destabilizing to the
region. For example, in the case of ASEAN and the Asia—Pacific
region this might involve a special focus on offensive maritime capa-
bilities. The advantage of such an approach isthat countries would not
be required to reveal everything in their defence inventories. The
challenge is to define categories of weapons considered to have the
greatest impact on regional stability.

Since maritime arms, particularly warships, are by nature not easy
to hide, there is already an element of in-built transparency. However,
the problem would be to persuade participating states to report the
types of sub-systems such as anti-ship missiles embarked on maritime
platforms. Systems can make a difference in determining the defen-
sive or offensive capabilities of a certain platform. There are thus
serious problems to overcome to make a limited register effective. On
balance, however, the idea of such aregister is attractive sinceit could

17 such an effort has been undertaken in 2 studies which compare open-source data with
the official returns of the UN Register. Laurance, E. J., Wezeman, S. T. and Wulf, H., Arms
Watch: SIPRI Report on the First Year of the UN Register of Conventional Arms, SIPRI
Research Report no. 6 (Oxford University Press: Oxford 1993); and Sislin, J. and
Wezeman, S. T., 1994 Arms Transfers: A Register of Deliveries from Public Sources
(Monterey Institute of International Studies: Monterey, Calif., Mar. 1995).

18 Gill, B., Mak, J. N. and Wezeman, S., ASEAN Arms Acquisitions: Developing Trans-
parency (MIMA: Kuala Lumpur, Aug. 1995).
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include states which are prepared to cooperate only in very limited
ways with the hope of further expanding its scope at a future date.

V. Conclusions

It would be tempting to say that the concept of a meaningful register
of conventional arms is incompatible with the ASEAN multilateral
culture and tradition. It would also be easy to argue that the notion of
an arms register would be difficult to develop in the region. More than
that, there is the temptation to take the easy way out by assuming that
there are no intrac:ASEAN security tensions which cannot be resolved
by the traditional ASEAN way of conflict management and negotia-
tions and that an ASEAN arms register is therefore irrelevant and
unnecessary.

As noted above, reliance on the traditional ASEAN conflict-
management approach has several disadvantages. There is good rea-
son, therefore, to complement the ASEAN way with confidence-
building and early-warning mechanisms which can be effective
irrespective of who is in charge or how good relations between
counterparts in the ASEAN official community may be. If ASEAN
wishes to play aleading role in the ARF and to be on the cutting edge
of cooperative security, then it must be prepared to deal with
extremely difficult and challenging concepts.2®

One way to address these challenges is to generate a debate among
regional experts and officials on whether arms-related transparency is
needed in the region and, if itis, in what form it is needed. If the con-
clusion is that transparency could undermine regional security then
either the level of intraeASEAN tensions must be higher than initialy
envisaged or there could be latent distrust between the ASEAN
grouping and other regional states such as China. Other confidence-
building measures apart from transparency should then be examined
for their potential contribution to regional stability. On the other hand,
if arms transparency measures are deemed to be potentially stabilizing

19 One of the region’s most distinguished security analysts argues that a goal for ARF
should be to create an active regional institution in arms control and disarmament and non-
proliferation activities (emphasis added). Wanandi, J., ‘ The future of ARF and CSCAP in the
regional security architecture’, Paper presented at the Eighth Asia Pacific Roundtable, Kuala
Lumpur, June 1994, pp. 8-10. More recently he has argued that non-proliferation and arms
control should be among the 3 main tasks of the ARF. Wanandi, J., ‘ The ARF: objectives,
process and programmes’, Paper presented at the Ninth Asia Pacific Roundtable, Kuala
Lumpur, 5-8 June 1995, p. 5.
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then the challenge would be to move ahead and refine the concept so
that the regional register can provide the indicators needed to assess
when a build-up is excessive and destabilizing. Careful analysis and
debate are needed to determine what form transparency might take,
with the several approaches raised above, among others, being taken
into consideration.2

Given the changing nature of the security environment in South-
East Asia, regional security will be best served if this type of debate
and discussion starts sooner rather than later. The preliminary ideas
suggested here and throughout this volume are first steps in this
debate and can contribute to and support discussions on arms, trans-
parency and security at the official level in ASEAN, South-East Asia
and the wider Asia—Pacific region.2

20 Regardless of the outcome of the transparency debate in ASEAN and the ARF, a de
facto register should be maintained within track two. A de facto register—such as Gill, Mak
and Wezeman (note 18)—could advance the conceptual debate on the link between trans-
parency and security within the wider context of cooperative security and could support spe-
cific studies at both the academic and the official levels.

21 The ARF has expressed its support for regional defence-related transparency and the
unofficial track-two process has actively considered such transparency in the Asia—Pacific
region. However, as argued in chapter 1, ASEAN will need to take the lead for such measures
to take effective shape in the wider region.



5. Defence cooperation and transparency
In South-East Asia

Amitav Acharya

|. Introduction

The countries of South-East Asia and particularly those in ASEAN
have focused on military modernization while at the same time lead-
ing the development of a new regional security framework for the
Asia—Pacific region. ASEAN governments insist that their military
build-up is a modest modernization effort but have also stressed the
need for preventive measures, such as regional arms- and defence-
related transparency measures, to ensure greater mutual trust and
confidence. How feasible are transparency measures in South-East
Asia?

ASEAN has already developed an approach to regional security
which often differs from Western approaches and has proved rela-
tively effective as a confidence-building tool in South-East Asia. This
chapter looks at that track record of intra-ASEAN security and
defence cooperation in order to ascertain whether some of the factors
that have shaped ASEAN's attitude towards intramural defence ties
can also be relevant to its likely response to the current need for mili-
tary transparency and to the feasibility of enhanced regional trans-
parency measures. Section |1 traces the evolution of defence cooper-
ation within ASEAN and examines the various forms of bilateral ties
that have developed among its members. Section |11 examines the
objectives and functions of defence bilateralism and its contribution to
regional security and section IV assesses the relevance of the ASEAN
experience to developing defence information-sharing and trans-
parency measures for the region.

I1. The evolution of defence cooperation in ASEAN

Since its creation in 1967, ASEAN has developed a range of defence
ties. These include border region cooperation, intelligence sharing,
joint exercises, exchanges at military education and training institutes,
frequent senior-level official visits, provision of combat training
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facilities and limited cooperation in the defence industrial sector.
However, these forms of defence cooperation have overwhelmingly
been undertaken on a bilateral basis. The rationale for defence
bilateralism was clearly restated by a former Chief of the Malaysian
Armed Forces, General Hashim Mohammed Ali:

Bilateral defence cooperation is flexible and provide[s] wide ranging
options. It allows any ASEAN partner to decide the type, time and scale of
aid it requires and can provide. The question of national independence and
sovereignty is unaffected by the decision of others as in the case of an
alliance where members can [invoke] the terms of the treaty and interferein
the affairs of another partner.1

The emergence of bilateral defence cooperation among the ASEAN
countries predates the birth of ASEAN in 1967 and can be divided
into three main periods.

Phasel: the formative years

The initial stimulus for defence cooperation within ASEAN came
from the threat of communist insurgency. Such cooperation included
the formation of joint border committees, combined operations to
control the trans-boundary movement of subversive elements and the
sharing of intelligence information about insurgencies. The oldest
bilateral border security arrangement, between Malaysia and Thai-
land, dates back to 1949.2 Indonesia and the Philippines signed a
Border Crossing Agreement in May 1961 followed by a Joint Border
Patrol Agreement in 1975.3 The 1975 agreement covered smuggling,
illegal fishing and immigration, piracy and drug trafficking and the
two sides organized coordinated naval patrols in the waterway
between southern Mindanao and northern Sulawesi involving patrol

1 Ali, H. A. (Gen.), ‘Regional defence from the military perspective’, SIS Focus, no. 58
(Jan. 1990), pp. 41-42.

2 These agreements are: Thai-Malayan Police Frontier Agreement (1949); Agreement on
Border Operations against Communist Terrorists between the Government of Thailand and
the Government of the Federation of Malaya (1959); Agreement between the Government of
Thailand and the Government of Malaysia on Border Cooperation (1965); Agreement
between the Government of Thailand and the Government of Malaysia on Border Cooper-
ation (1970); and Agreement between the Government of Malaysia and the Government of
Thailand on Border Cooperation (1977). Kuntom, R., ‘Bilateral border security cooperation
between Malaysia and Thailand’, Paper presented to the First Annual Thailand-Malaysia
Collogquium, Bangkok, 2—3 Sep. 1987, pp. 2-3.

3 Qraits Times, 26 May 1977.
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craft and maritime reconnaissance aircraft. The basic framework for
Indonesia—Malaysia border cooperation was the Bangkok Agreement
of May 1966 in which joint operations against border-region com-
munists were ‘agreed upon without any formal agreement being
signed’.> This understanding was followed by an exchange of letters
in March 1967. In 1972 the two countries signed a Border Security
Agreement which was revised and expanded in 1984.6 While
Malaysia and the Philippines signed a border agreement in 1977,7
little progress was made because of their dispute over Sabah.

Along with border cooperation agreements, a number of bilateral
intelligence-sharing arrangements emerged between the ASEAN
members during the late 1960s and 1970s as a result of the worsening
situation in Indo-China and the rising threat of communist subversion.
A significant aspect of these arrangements was the fact that some
involved countries which were not part of formal bilateral border
security agreements such as those between Malaysia and Thailand or
Malaysia and Indonesia. Intelligence sharing, which later included an
ASEAN-wide multilateral meeting of the member states' intelligence
organizations, thus provided an aternative form of security collabor-
ation against the threat of insurgency and subversion within ASEAN.

The new US regional security posture articulated in 1969, the Nixon
Doctrine, impressed on the ASEAN states the need for greater self-
reliance, prompting some debate as to whether collective security was
desirable or feasible. Furthermore, the US withdrawal from Viet Nam
in 1973 and the subsequent communist victories in Indo-China led to
renewed calls for greater military cooperation within ASEAN. At its
first summit meeting, however, held in Bali in 1976, ASEAN reaf-
firmed the position that security cooperation would remain outside the
ASEAN framework. The Declaration of ASEAN Concord issued at
Bali gave formal expression to this position by calling for ‘con-
tinuation of cooperation on a non-ASEAN basis between member
states in security matters in accordance with their mutual needs and
interests'. Summing up the position reached at Bali regarding security
cooperation, the Malaysian Prime Minister, Hussein Onn, stated:

4 Personal interview with the Philippine Defence Attaché, Jakarta, 10 Aug. 1989.

5 Rahman, T. A., ‘Indonesian peace mission’, The Star (Petaling Jaya), 15 Aug. 1983.

6 ‘Malaysia/lndonesia security arrangements’, Foreign Affairs Malaysia, vol. 5, no. 2
(June 1972); Djiwandono, S., ‘Regional security cooperation: an ASEAN perspective’,
Pacific Regional Security: The 1985 Pacific Symposium (National Defense University Press:
Washington, DC, 1988), p. 534; and New Straits Times, 29 Nov. 1985.

7 Asian Security, 1981 (Research Institute for Peace and Security: Tokyo, 1980), p. 120.
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It is obvious that ASEAN member states do not wish to change the character
of ASEAN as a socio-economic organisation into a security alliance as this
would only create misunderstanding in the region and undermine the
positive achievements of ASEAN in promoting peace and stability through
socio-economic and related fields . . . [The Bali summit meeting] reiterated
the nature of ASEAN as a non-ideological, non-military and non-
antagonistic grouping.8

Phase|l: the Cambodia conflict, 1979-89

While defence cooperation in the first phase revolved primarily
around border cooperation and intelligence sharing, cooperation in the
second phase featured joint exercises, training and, to a lesser extent,
defence industrial cooperation. ASEAN’s rejection of defence multi-
lateralism was seriously tested by the Vietnamese invasion of
Cambodia in 1978, which made Thailand ASEAN'’s front-line state.
Some senior ASEAN statesmen, such as Adam Malik, a former
foreign minister of Indonesia who had earlier opposed a military role
for ASEAN, now proposed that ASEAN should demonstrate its unity
by holding joint military exercises on the Thai—Cambodian border.®
While pledges were made by Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore to
provide contingency support to Thailand, a framework for ASEAN-
wide security cooperation against external threats proved to be elu-
sive. Any temptation to form ajoint military arrangement to provide
contingency support to Thailand against Viet Nam was tempered by
the fact that ASEAN lacked the collective ability to stand up to an al-
out Vietnamese attack. As Lee Kuan Yew, former prime minister of
Singapore, warned: ‘there is no combination of forces in South-East
Asiathat can stop the Viethamese on the mainland of Asia .1

More importantly, the differing perspectives within ASEAN on the
Sino-Vietnamese rivalry, telescoped by the Cambodia crisis, proved
to be a mgjor barrier to greater intra-:ASEAN political and security
cooperation. Unlike Singapore and Thailand, Indonesia and Malaysia
held the view that it was China, rather than the Soviet Union or Viet
Nam, which posed the most serious long-term threat to regional
security and stability. Their recognition of Viet Nam’s potential as a

8 New Straits Times, 11 Jan. 1978.

9 The Star (Petaling Jaya), 9 May 1984.

10 Cited in Garcia, R. C., ‘Military cooperation in ASEAN’, The Pointer (Singapore),
Apr.—June 1987, p. 9.
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‘countervailing force against China’ 1* meant eschewing amilitary role
for ASEAN which would have provoked and further alienated Viet
Nam at a time when both Indonesia and Malaysia continued to
harbour hopes of an eventual rapprochement with Hanoi.

Another factor which influenced ASEAN’s thinking on defence
cooperation was the development of an alliance relationship between
the Soviet Union and Viet Nam in the 1980s. This was alarming to
ASEAN leaders who regarded it as a threat to the balance of power in
the region. Lee Kuan Yew provided the clearest expression of this
concern. At a press conference in Jakarta on 9 November 1982, he
advocated an expansion of existing bilateral military exercises to
‘multilateral exercises encompassing all the [ASEAN] members' .12
Lee’'s suggestion was rejected by fellow ASEAN members, with
Indonesia reiterating its view that existing bilateral linkages between
ASEAN states were sufficient to deal with emerging security threats
and that any multilateral exercises would be ‘similar to ASEAN
opening a new front’, and would provoke the ‘ other side’ .13

Despite the rejection of multilateral defence cooperation, bilateral
defence ties within ASEAN intensified in the 1980s. Border exercises
with a counter-insurgency focus were joined by air and naval exer-
cises with a conventional warfare orientation. Examples of such exer-
cises include the Malapura naval exercises between Singapore and
Malaysia and the Indopura naval exercises between Singapore and
Indonesia. Bilateral army exercises, initially resisted because they
might allow the security forces of the guest country to familiarize
themselves with the territory of the host nation, were instituted much
later in the late 1980s with the Safkar Indopura exercises between
Indonesia and Singapore and the Semangat Bersatu series between
Malaysia and Singapore. ASEAN countries were also involved in
cooperation in the area of training and exchange of facilities. Singa-
pore was the main beneficiary of such cooperation, maintaining army
training camps in Thailand4 and Brunei’s and a detachment of fighter

11 Hernandez, C., ‘Regional security in ASEAN: a Philippine perspective’, Paper pre-
sented to the Asiatic Research Centre Conference on East Asian Security: Perceptions and
Redlities, Korea University, Seoul, 25-26 May 1984, p. 12.

12 Cited in Richardson, M., ‘ASEAN extends its military ties', Pacific Defence Reporter,
Nov. 1982, p. 55.

13 New Straits Times, 17 Sep. 1982.

14 Bangkok Post, 17 July 1983; and New Straits Times, 18 July 1983.

15 graits Times, 22 Aug. 1986.
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aircraft at the Clark Air Force Base in the Philippines.:6 The Royal
Thai Air Force used the Crow Valley range in the Philippines for air
weapon testing purposes,” while Bangkok offered military training
facilities to Brunei.2® In addition ASEAN members allowed and
encouraged participation of students from other ASEAN countries in
the military education and officer training programmes at their
national military institutions. The most important form of such inter-
action involved the service command and staff colleges used to train
middle- and senior-level officers. Apart from exchanges at the com-
mand and staff level, ASEAN armed forces developed ties in the area
of tactical training. Thailand and Singapore exchanged troops for
commando training, while Malaysian troops trained at the Indonesian
special forces training school at Batu Djgjar and Malaysia's Jungle
and Combat Warfare School in Johore accepted trainees from other
ASEAN states, including officers from Singapore.2®

Another area of intra-ASEAN defence ties which was broached
during this period related to defence industrial cooperation and joint
procurement of weapons. Indonesia had been an early advocate of
ASEAN cooperation in defence industrialization, which it viewed as
an essential response to the strategic situation arising from the US
withdrawal from Indo-China. In 1978 General Maradan Panggabean,
Indonesia’s Coordinating Minister for Security and General Policies,
suggested the establishment of an ASEAN arms factory.? In the after-
math of the Viethamese invasion of Cambodia, Thailand explored but
ultimately rejected the possibility of an ASEAN ‘war reserve con-
tingency pool’ .2t In 1984 Indonesia and Malaysia reportedly agreed to
set up a joint consultative committee to look into the possibility of
purchasing aircraft, spare parts and other military items,22 although the
proposal went no further than this.

Some standardization of weapon systems occurred among the
ASEAN countriesin the late 1970s and early 1980s, although thiswas

16 Warner, D., ‘Point, counterpoint in South China Sea’, Pacific Defence Reporter, Aug.
1984, p. 54.

17 Warner (note 16).

18 The Star (Petaling Jaya), 30 Aug. 1984.

19Mak, J. N., Directions for Greater Defence Cooperation (Institute of Strategic and
International Studies: Kuala Lumpur, 1986), p. 13.

20 New Straits Times, 6 July 1978.

21 personal interview, Bangkok, 26 June 1989.

22 The Star (Petaling Jaya), 17 July 1984.
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not a conscious, coordinated effort. All except Brunei and Viet Nam
acquired F-5 fighters and C-130 transport aircraft, while three
(Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore) acquired A-4 attack aircraft. The
F-16 later entered service in the air forces of Indonesia, Singapore
and Thailand. These three countries and Malaysia also introduced
different versions of the Sidewinder air-to-air missile (AAM), while
the Rapier surface-to-air missile (SAM) entered the inventories of
Brunei, Indonesia and Singapore. In terms of naval weapons, the
Exocet anti-ship missile was purchased by Indonesia, Malaysia and
Thailand and later by Singapore. Commonality was also evident in
ground forces equipment, Commando V-150 armoured personnel
carriers (APCs) being acquired by Indonesia, Malaysia, the
Philippines, Singapore and Thailand, while Brunei, Malaysia, the
Philippines and Thailand introduced Scorpion light tanks to their
inventories.

This apparent standardization was, however, not due to any con-
scious policy or design.z> Opportunities for joint procurement from
external suppliers, which might have resulted in significant cost
savings, were ignored. For example, a joint procurement drive might
have obtained better terms in the purchase of a multi-role fighter air-
craft by Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore and Thailand. As it was,
Indonesia, Singapore and Thailand acquired the F-16A/B from the
USA separately and Malaysia purchased the MiG-29 from the USSR
and the F/A-18 from the USA.2# ASEAN officials themselves were
sceptical about the prospects for joint procurement, production and
standardization.

Some of the most important barriers to greater ASEAN cooperation
on joint weapon procurement are differences in military spending
levels, geographic conditions, doctrine and overall military strategy,
all of which lead to divergent procurement needs. Moreover, since
ASEAN producers were not self-reliant in defence-related technol -
ogies, their interest in entering into joint ventures with external
producers far exceeded their interest in creating an ASEAN industry.
Lingering political suspicions among ASEAN states also affected the
prospects for greater cooperation in defence production.2s For

23 Mak (note 19), p. 17.

24 Karniol, R., ‘ASEAN’s need for greater defence cooperation’, Jane's Defence Weekly,
10 Dec. 1988, p. 1495.

25 Ahmed, Z. A., ‘Asean countries should jointly produce weapons, Far Eastern
Economic Review, 20 Feb. 1986, pp. 26-27.
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example, the fear that an ASEAN arms manufacturing scheme might
result in a leading role for Singapore, which would give the island
republic undue leverage over its neighbours, may have been a con-
straining factor on intrac:ASEAN cooperation in defence production.2
These problems continue to weigh against the development of intra-
ASEAN arms production or arms procurement schemes.

Phaselll: post-cold war trends

Even with the end of the cold war, ASEAN has yet to embrace
defence multilateralism while bilateral defence ties within ASEAN
have developed even further. The opening of a 10 850-hectare joint
air weapons testing range in Sumatra in March 1989, developed by
Indonesia and Singapore, was an important example of such bilateral-
ism.2” Other ASEAN countries have also developed military ties
through provision of training facilities. Malaysia and Singapore
launched a bilateral security dialogue, called the Malaysia—Singapore
Defence Forum, and signed a Memorandum of Understanding on
defence industrial cooperation to involve co-production as well as
joint marketing of defence equipment.2 Bilateral defence industry
cooperation was also evident in an agreement between Indonesia’s
PT Pindad and Singapore’s Chartered Firearms Industries allowing
the former to licence-produce Singapore’ s 40-mm automatic grenade
launcher.22 Malaysia and the Philippines overcame their long-standing
dispute over Sabah to sign an agreement covering exchange of
defence-related information, logistic support and training.° Singapore
and the Philippines launched their first ever army exercises, code-

26 | this context the conclusions of a US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) study leaked
to columnist Jack Anderson are interesting. The study contended that Singapore’s defence
industry ‘if developed far enough could give Singapore leverage with neighbouring states by
making them dependent on Singapore for needed spare parts and ammunition’. For a
reference to this study, see Ho Kwon Ping and Cheah Cheng Hye, ‘Five fingers on the
trigger’, Far Eastern Economic Review, 24 Oct. 1980, p. 37.

27 *Promoting bilateral cooperation between Singapore and Indonesia’, The Pioneer,
no. 138 (Apr. 1989), pp. 2-3; and Straits Times, 24 Mar. 1989.

28 Karniol, R., ‘Forum offers new era to Singapore/Malaysia’, Jane's Defence Weekly,
28 Jan. 1995, p. 16; and ‘The first Malaysia-Singapore Defence Forum’, Asian Defence
Journal, Mar. 1995, pp. 15-17.

29¢CIS 40-AGL to be built in Indonesia, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 28 May 1994, p. 23.

30 ‘Defence co-operation’, Jane's Defence Weekly, 8 Oct. 1994, p. 2.
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named Anoa-Singa, in 1993.31 Malaysia signed a Memorandum of
Understanding with Indonesia to import six Indonesian-built CN-235
transport aircraft in return for Indonesia’ s purchase of 20 Malaysian-
built SME MD3-160 trainer aircraft.3

Steps towards defence multilateralism have been extremely modest.
On the one hand, Indonesia and Singapore have offered fellow
ASEAN members access to their jointly developed Air Combat
Manoeuvring Range (ACMR) near Pekan Baru in central Sumatra.3
Furthermore, ASEAN has established a Special Working Group to
discuss defence cooperation, the first formal grouping of defence
officials from ASEAN member states. On the other hand, old barriers
to defence multilateralism persist. A 1990 initiative to create a
regional association of national defence industries of ASEAN states
failed because of political and financial problems.?* More recently, a
Thai invitation to its ASEAN neighbours, as well as Australia, New
Zealand and the USA, to participate in a new multilateral exercise fell
through, although Singapore became the first outside country allowed
to fully observe the US-Thai Cobra Gold military exercise.®®> Simi-
larly, Malaysia's suggestion to establish an ASEAN peacekeeping
force, based on the Nordic battalion model,¢ has received only
limited support within ASEAN.37

A major new development in regional defence cooperation in
South-East Asia is the emergence of bilateral ties between the non-
communist ASEAN states and the Indo-Chinese countries, especially
Viet Nam. Viet Nam's Deputy Foreign Minister indicated Hanoi’s
desire to promote cooperation with ASEAN partners ‘in the field of
national security and defence in mutually acceptable ways with a

31+ Singapore—Philippines first bilateral army exercise’, Asian Defence Journal, July 1994,
p. 85.

32 *Paving the way to purchase of Indonesian transport aircraft’, Asian Defence Journal,
July 1994, p. 82; and ‘Malaysia and Indonesia deal in locally built aircraft’, Asian Defence
Journal, Apr. 1995, p. 79.

33 ASEAN countries offered training facilities’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 29 July 1995,
p. 12.

34 Karniol (note 28).

3B Karniol, R., *“Cobra Gold” extends ASEAN co-operation’, Jane's Defence Weekly,
21 May 1994, p. 12.

36 The Star (Petaling Jaya), 18 Jan. 1995, p. 6. On the Nordic battalion, see Karhilo, J.,
‘Redesigning Nordic military contributions to multilateral peace operations’, SPRI Yearbook
1996: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security (Oxford University Press:
Oxford, 1996), appendix 2C, pp. 101-16.

37 Acharya, A., ‘ASEAN-UN cooperation in peace and preventive diplomacy: its
contribution to regional security’, Indonesian Quarterly, vol. 22, no. 3 (1994), pp. 215-26.
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view to ‘alleviating suspicion and building mutual understanding and
confidence' .38 Viet Nam has established defence links with Indonesia,
the Philippines and Thailand. The Philippines has offered training
facilities for Vietnamese officers at the Philippine Military Academy
and indicated a desire to cooperate on maintenance and reconditioning
of defence equipment. Thailand and Viet Nam have agreed ‘to
exchange military attachés, step up exchanges of commanding offi-
cers and regularly share military information’ .3 An offer by Thailand,
however, to establish a ‘hot line’ between Hanoi and Bangkok,
exchange equipment and hold bilateral naval exercises has been
turned down by Viet Nam pending progress in resolving their over-
lapping territorial claims in the Gulf of Thailand, which attests to
lingering mutual suspicions.4 A visit by Viet Nam’s Defence Minister
General Doan Thue to Malaysiain October 1994 covered a Malaysian
small-arms factory, the headquarters of the Malaysian Special Forces
Regiment and the Lumut Naval Base, suggesting the range of
cooperation that might be undertaken in the future.*

I11. Objectives and functions

Defence cooperation among sovereign states may serve two broad
purposes. The first and perhaps most familiar objective isto deter and
defend against commonly perceived threats. Threat-oriented defence
cooperation usually involves significant inter-operability among the
armed forces of the participating states, a joint command and control
structure, a high degree of standardization of weapon systems and a
formal guarantee of reciprocal assistance against aggression. Such
cooperation may be undertaken on a bilateral or multilateral basis,
although in the history of the contemporary international system the
bilateral type has been more frequent. With few exceptions, develop-
ing countries have preferred bilateral defence arrangements with
major powers to multilateral alliances among themselves.+

38 Graits Times, 7 Dec. 1993, p. 14.

39 Cited in Thayer, C. A., International Institute for Strategic Studies, Beyond Indochina,
Adelphi Paper no. 297 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1995), p. 43.

40 “\/jetnam comes slowly into the fold’, Jane's Defence Weekly, 12 Nov. 1994, p. 16.

41 New Straits Times, 20 Oct. 1994, p. 2.

42 For a conceptual discussion of alternative frameworks for security and defence cooper-
ation in the developing world, see Acharya, A., ‘Regional military—security cooperation in
the Third World: a conceptual analysis of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations',
Journal of Peace Research, val. 29, no. 1 (Jan. 1992), pp. 7-21.
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ASEAN member states have generally avoided threat-oriented
defence cooperation, although they have entered into such agreements
with external powers such as the USA and Australia. As noted above,
some of the bilateral security arrangements within ASEAN have been
geared to internal rather than external threats.

To be sure, the development of intrae:ASEAN bilateral security ties
does not preclude collective action against external or internal threats
in time of need, even if such cooperation is difficult. Najib Razak, a
former Defence Minister of Malaysia, has even claimed that, given
the degree of inter-operability achieved among the ASEAN forces as
aresult of bilateral exercises, ‘there is nothing to prevent ASEAN
from acting collectively if there is the political will to do so.. . If
there is a need to have an ASEAN military force, it could be done
almost overnight’ .43 Yet the potential for such collective action
remains severely circumscribed by intrac:ASEAN suspicions, the lack
of a commonly perceived threat to facilitate peacetime planning and
problems of coordinating logistics, communications and leadership
functions.

A second objective of defence cooperation may be to induce greater
transparency and understanding among the participating states.
Transparency-oriented defence cooperation is a hecessary step in the
development of security communities, the main function of which is
to reduce the likelihood of military conflict between the participating
actors.# Such cooperation may include joint exercises, intelligence
sharing, high-level visits and officer exchanges, and provision of mili-
tary education and field training facilities. These types of cooperation
also occur within threat-oriented alliances, but, unlike the latter,
transparency-oriented defence cooperation involves no advance plan-
ning or preparations against common threats. Instead, military links
develop between countries which may continue to view each other as
potential adversaries in the hope that the resulting dynamic of com-
munication and transparency will reduce the likelihood of war and
facilitate crisis management.

A careful look at the history of intraaASEAN defence cooperation
reveals that much of it falls into the second category. This is evident
from a statement in 1991 by General Hashim Mohammed Ali, the

43 Karniol, R., ‘The Jane'sinterview’, Jane's Defence Weekly, 18 Dec. 1993, p. 32.

44 0On the differences between a defence community and a security community, see
Acharya, A.,' Association of Southeast Asian Nations: security community or defence com-
munity? , Pacific Affairs, vol. 64, no. 2 (summer 1991), pp. 159-78.
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then Chief of Malaysian Defence Forces, listing the following as the
main aims of ASEAN defence and security cooperation: (a) to
enhance the security of the cooperating members (two or more); (b) to
contribute to the larger ASEAN security; (C) to maximize resources,
expertise and technologies and avoid waste; (d) to reduce conflicts;
(e) to provide a mechanism for resolving conflict; and (f) to facilitate
confidence-building measures.*

Of these six goals, none directly relates to threat-oriented coopera-
tion, while the last three clearly fall into the transparency-oriented
category.

Against the backdrop of continued tensions, rivalries and suspicions
among the members, intraeASEAN defence relations have been
geared primarily to developing the habit of conflict avoidance rather
than to preparing against common threats. Bilateral military exercises
are thus not directed against any specific external threat but are
designed, as Singapore’'s defence minister once put it, to ‘build links
with . . . neighbours, overcome suspicions and promote coopera-
tion’ .46

V. Problems and prospects

In recent years ASEAN policy makers seem increasingly to have
accepted the need for enhanced transparency measures. For example,
Singapore’s Defence Minister, Yeo Ning Hong, listed ‘greater trans-
parency in armaments and arms control measures as an important
task for the ARF.4” Maaysia' s former Defence Minister Ngjib Razak
has specifically called for the creation of a regional arms register.4
Perhaps the most detailed proposal for such a register was made by
the Philippines at the Special ASEAN Senior Officials Meeting held
in Bangkok in March 1994. The Philippine proposal envisaged a
South-East Asian Register of Conventional Arms and Military
Expenditure (RCAME) as ‘a confidence-building measure which
would promote greater transparency with respect to a nation’s inten-

45 Ali, H. A. (Gen.), ‘Prospects for defence and security cooperation in ASEAN’, Paper
presented to the Conference on ASEAN and the Asia—Pacific Region: Prospects for Security
Cooperation in the 1990s, Manila, 5-7 June 1991, p. 3.

46 * An exclusive interview with Singapore’ s Defence Chief [Lt-Gen. Winston Choo, Chief
of the General Staff]’, Asian Defence Journal, no. 3 (1989), p. 46.

47 Karniol, R., * The Jan€' sinterview’, Jane' s Defence Weekly, 19 Feb. 1994, p. 52.

48 Ghosh, N., ‘M’sian deterrent capability a positive contribution: Najib’, Business Times
(Singapore), 13 July 1993, p. 3.
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tions'. The proposed register is to be modelled after the United
Nations Register of Conventional Arms (UNROCA). Its aim, as
envisaged in the Philippine proposal, is ‘to help ensure that the arms
modernization programs of South-East Asian states will not escalate
into an arms race’ .4

Bilateral defence links within ASEAN may be useful tools for
greater strategic transparency, but this approach has clear limits. A
case in point is a suggestion by Lee Kuan Yew that Malaysia and
Singapore should consider opening up their military installations to
mutual inspection. It received a cool response from Malaysia, whose
Defence Minister, Syed Hamid Albar, stated:

I think there should be more transparency. On our part, we have been trans-
parent in the development of our programmes, especially the acquisitions of
our new assets. | think the public announcements we have made are quite
sufficient. But opening up of installations for inspectionsis sensitive. It goes
against the grain of military culture, which is quite universal. | think we
should keep each other informed of our acquisitions. To me, it will go along
way in building up mutual confidence.0

ASEAN has responded to the strategic uncertainties of the post-cold
war period by launching an initiative to develop a multilateral security
dialogue among the Asia—Pacific countries. At its summit meeting in
Singapore in 1993 it decided to bring security issues formally onto its
agenda. The first meeting of the ARF in 1994 marked the official
beginning of this process.5! The goals of the ARF include the
enhancement of confidence-building and preventive-diplomacy
measures, leading eventually to ‘elaboration of approaches to con-
flicts'. The second and third ARF meetings, held in Brunei in August
1995 and in Indonesia in July 1996, saw the adoption of an initial set
of transparency-oriented measures, including exchange of annual
defence postures on a voluntary basis, increased dialogue on security
issues on a bilateral, subregional and regional basis, maintenance of
senior-level contacts and exchanges among military institutions, and
encouragement of participation of the ARF members in the

49 Agnote, D. B., *ASEAN members agree to regional arms register concept’, Kyodo News
Service, 8 Apr. 1994.
0 Kassim, I, * Malaysia beefs up armed forces for anew role€’, Straits Times, 24 July 1994,
p. 7.
51 For background, see Acharya, A., International Institute for Strategic Studies, A New
Regional Order in Southeast Asia: ASEAN in the Post-Cold War Era, Adelphi Paper no. 279
(Brassey’s: Oxford, 1993).
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UNROCA .52 Moreover, greater cooperation among ASEAN states on
peacekeeping operations has been proposed, with plans for the estab-
lishment of aregional peacekeeping training centre.

Y et the realization of such proposals remains far from certain.s3
Defence cooperation among the ASEAN members will remain con-
strained by the following factors: (a) intramural rivalry; (b) divergent
threat perceptions; (c) a preference for informal mechanisms; (d) a
shared culture of secrecy; (e) a desire to avoid provoking potential
adversaries; and (f) a sense that existing bilateral mechanisms are
adequate to meet the primary goal of greater trust and understanding
among ASEAN armed forces. Many of these constraints are relevant
in assessing the feasibility of enhanced transparency measures such as
aregional arms register or the sharing of defence-related information
and data.

In the final analysis, lingering suspicions which have thwarted the
development of greater subregiona and regional defence cooperation
in ASEAN will be evident with respect to the creation of defence-
related transparency mechanisms. While ASEAN has accepted the
need for security consultations, dialogue and transparency, it cannot
be taken for granted that the transition to more formal and multilateral
transparency regimes will be made. Individual ASEAN members are
likely to regject intrusive measures of transparency as a threat to
national security. While some substantive transparency measures
within ASEAN cannot be ruled out in the future, they will be feasible
only if defined in very broad terms. The aim of the exercise cannot be
just to create a formal document, but to launch a gradual and broader
process of confidence building consistent with ASEAN’s extremely
cautious approach to defence and security multilateralism.

52 Acharya, A., ‘ARF’s challenges’, Trends (Singapore), no. 60 (2627 Aug. 1995), p. 1.

53 For an assessment of problems facing the ARF, see Acharya, A., ‘ASEAN and Asia
Pacific multilateralism: managing regional security’, eds A. Acharya and R. Stubbs, New
Challenges for ASEAN: Emerging Policy Issues (University of British Columbia Press:
Vancouver, BC, 1995), pp. 182-202.



6. Defining legitimate and unwarranted
military acquisitions in South-East
Asia

Bates Gill

|. Introduction

Data sharing and transparency in military acquisitions should not
consist of simple ‘laundry lists’. Such exchanges should serve as the
bases for defining and determining what is a ‘legitimate’ as opposed
to an ‘unwarranted’” weapon acquisition. The acquisition of weapons
and thelir legitimate or unwarranted character present difficult and sen-
sitive issues for debate. Nevertheless, as Syed Hamid Albar, the
Defence Minister of Malaysia, has argued, ‘A time has come for
countries in the region to agree to some understanding on what
constitutes excessive, threatening or provocative conventional
military capabilities’ .

In an effort to contribute to this discussion this chapter first briefly
summarizes the basic contextual factors in South-East Asia which
weigh for and against the encouragement of debate on legitimate as
opposed to unwarranted military acquisitions. Section 111 presents
what appear to be areas of consensus or near-consensus with regard to
this debate in South-East Asia and section 1V looks ahead to consider
various ways to stimulate continued fruitful debate on issues related to
the development of national defence capabilities in South-East Asia,
including the determination of legitimate and unwarranted weapon
acquisitions. Section V presents conclusions.

[I. The current context

Within South-East Asia, discussions on the issue of unwarranted ver-
sus legitimate military acquisitions have reached limited consensus
only on certain weapon types, while the debate continues to grapple
with several key conceptual issues. There are two strong arguments
why such discussions should go forward.

1 ‘Malaysia calls for measures to bar regional arms race’, International Herald Tribune,
7 Feb. 1996, p. 4.
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First, from a strictly self-interested point of view, most states rec-
ognize that the unlimited diffusion of arms and military technology is
contrary to their interests. This would seem particularly true for
smaller states whose defence and techno-industrial capacities cannot
keep pace with those of stronger neighbours and who should desire
some restraints on growth in military capacities. Unrestrained arms
diffusion, especially such as leads to imbalances, not only threatens to
generate hostilities but can also undermine financial and commercial
confidence in regional stability, which in turn weakens economic
prospects. Because governments are both the source and the targets of
the arms trade, it follows that they share an interest in developing
ways to try to shape and regulate its processes and outcomes.

Second, from alegal perspective, because states in the region have
entered into certain international agreements and made public pledges
concerning arms trade and proliferation, they should develop national
and multilateral capacities to adequately assume the burden of these
freely chosen obligations and to monitor the commitments they and
other states have made.

However, a number of questions will confront progress in the
debate on legitimate and unwarranted weapon acquisitions, and will
need to be considered carefully.

First, there is no basic and universally accepted set of principles
regarding legitimate and unwarranted military acquisitions—espe-
cially with regard to conventional weapons—which can be consis-
tently and practically applied in shaping relations among states. Hence
such a debate will be breaking some new ground, particularly as dis-
cussions apply to South-East Asia.

Second, legitimate concerns of national self-interest—especially
regarding military, commercial and techno-industrial issues—will
need to be carefully considered as part of the debate. For South-East
Asian countries in the relatively early stages of nation building, the
development and protection of the universally recognized right to self-
defence are a particularly sensitive issue. In a region which has rela-
tively recently shaken off the bonds of its colonial experience, nation-
alism and self-interested state sovereignty may constrain tendencies
towards collectivism, ‘shared sovereignty’ and ideas perceived as
promoting unwelcome restraints on national capabilities. Commercial
and techno-industrial benefits also accrue to the recipients of arms and
technologies through offset arrangements or spin-off. In South-East
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Asia, these points carry special weight as most countries are seeking
to advance indigenous techno-industrial capacity in both defence and
civilian sectors. In order to proceed, the debate on legitimate and
unwarranted military development must seek to address these issues
of national interest.

I11. Areas of consensus
Weapons of mass destruction

Asia—Pacific participation in agreements and treaties limiting the
development and procurement of certain weapons is shown in
table 6.1. It shows that the regional record of consensus on the defini-
tion of legitimate and unwarranted development of national military
capabilities is rather slim, although there are some positive develop-
ments. The table illustrates a strong regional consensus against
nuclear weapons and their proliferation. Parties to the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT), for example, ‘believ[g] that the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons would seriously enhance the danger of
nuclear war’ and NPT non-nuclear weapon states agree:

not to receive the transfer from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or of control over such weapons
or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; not to manufacture or otherwise
acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices and not to seek
or receive any assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices.?

Moreover, on 15 December 1995 the 10 states of South-East Asia,
recalling the 1971 Declaration on the Zone of Peace, Freedom and
Neutrality (ZOPFAN) of 1971 and the subsequent Programme of
Action on ZOPFAN of 1993, agreed to the Treaty on the Southeast
Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone.? The treaty goes beyond NPT obli-
gationsin binding the parties not to devel op, manufacture or otherwise
acquire, possess or have control over nuclear weapons, station or
transport nuclear weapons by any means, or test or use nuclear

2 The NPT is reproduced in Kokoski, R., SIPRI, Technology and the Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1995), appendix A, NPT Art. |1, p. 256.

3 The treaty is reproduced in SIPRI Yearbook 1996: Armaments, Disarmament and
International Security (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1996), appendix 13A, pp. 601-608.



Table 6.1. Participation by select countries of the Asia—Pacific region in agreements and treaties limiting the devel opment

and procurement of certain weapons, as of 1 January 1997

Participant Geneva Protocol2  NPTP Seabed Treaty¢  BTWCY  Inhumane Weapons® CWC'  SEA NWFZ9
Australia yes yes yes yes yes yes no
Brunei no yes no yes no yest yes
Cambodia yes yes no yes no yest yest
Canada yes yes yes yes yes yes no
China yes yes yes yes yes yest no
Indonesia yes yes no yes no yest yest
Japan yes yes yes yes yes yes no
Korea, North yes yes no yes no no no
Korea, South yes yes yes yes no yest no
Laos yes yes yes yes yes yest yes
Madaysia yes yes yes yes no yest yes
Mongolia yes yes yes yes yes yes no
Myanmar no yes no yest no yest yes
New Zealand yes yes yes yes yes yest no
Papua New Guinea  yes yes no yes no yes no
Philippines yes yes yes yes yes yes yest
Russia yes yes yes yes yes yest no
Singapore no yes yes yes no yest yest
Taiwan® no yes yes yes no no no
Thailand yes yes no yes no yest yest
United States yes yes yes yes yes yest no
Viet Nam yes yes yes yes yest yest yes
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a 1925 Protocol for the prohibition of the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of bacteriologica methods of
warfare.

b 1968 Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

€1971 Treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the seabed and the
ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof.

d 1972 Convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of bacteriological (biological) and toxin weapons
and on their destruction.

€1981 Convention on prohibitions or restrictions on the use of certain conventional weapons which may be deemed to be excessively
injurious or to have indiscriminate effects.

f 1993 Convention on the prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling and use of chemical weapons and on their destruction.

9 Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone.

#Taiwan, while not officially recognized as a sovereign state by most governments, is listed as a party to those agreements which it has
signed and ratified.
€ Signed but not ratified.

Source: Ferm, R., ‘Arms control and disarmament agreements’, SIPRI Yearbook 1997: Armaments, Disarmament and International
Security (Oxford University Press. Oxford, forthcoming 1997), annexe A.
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weapons.# It also establishes a Commission (at the foreign minister
level) to oversee the implementation of the treaty and an Executive
Committee (at the senior official level) to ensure proper verification
measures in accordance with a ‘control system’ of information
exchanges, requests for clarifications and fact-finding missions as
described in the treaty. Both the Commission and the Executive
Committee, comprising all the partiesto the treaty, will take decisions
by consensus or barring that by a two-thirds majority of those present
and voting. The treaty also stipulates that the Commission may decide
to take ‘remedial measures’ as appropriate when the Executive Com-
mittee determines a breach of the treaty by one of the parties.

With regard to other weapons of mass destruction, parties to the
1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC) agree
‘never under any circumstances to develop, produce, stockpile or
otherwise acquire or retain’” microbial or other biological agents other
than for peaceful purposes, or their weapons or delivery systems. As
to chemical weapons, a number of states in the region are signatories
to the 1993 Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) but only six
countries of the region have ratified it (see table 6.1).

Regional participation in international agreements related to con-
ventional weapons, such as the 1981 Inhumane Weapons Convention,
is considerably less than participation in agreements related to
weapons of mass destruction.

Armstrade and defence policy statements

It also appears that in recent years countries in South-East Asia have
come closer to a consensus on the need to consider greater informa-
tion exchange and transparency on issues related to conventional
defence procurement and policies.

At an official level, the idea of arms trade information exchange in
ASEAN has gained a certain amount of support. Both Malaysian and
Philippine officials have made calls for a register, while the UN

4 Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone, in SIPRI Yearbook 1996
(note 3), Art. 3, pp. 602-603.

5 On the Commission, the Executive Committee and their respective activities, see Treaty
on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone (note 3), Arts 8-14, pp. 603-605.

6 The BTWC is reproduced in Geissler, E. and Woodall, J. P. (eds), Control of Dual-
Threat Agents: The Vaccines for Peace Programme, SIPRI Chemical & Biological Warfare
Studies no. 15, annexe A, pp. 243-45; see Art. |, p. 243. All the countries of the Asia—Pacific
region but Myanmar are full partiesto the BTWC (see table 6.1).
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Group of Experts noted ARF efforts in this regard and stated that
regional organizations could ‘address the possible regional security
concerns relating to participation in the Register’.” Furthermore, at the
August 1995 ARF meeting in Brunel, participating ministers agreed:
(a) to encourage all ARF countries to enhance their dialogues and
consultations on political and security cooperation on a bilateral, sub-
regional and regional basis; (b) that the ARF countries should submit
to the ARF or ARF Senior Officials Meeting, on avoluntary basis, an
annual statement of their defence policy; and (c) to take note of the
increased participation in the United Nations Register of Conventional
Arms (UNROCA) since the first ARF and encourage those not yet
participating to soon do so.8

ARF participation in the UNROCA and ASEAN participation in
particular have in fact been quite high, as table 6.2 indicates. In addi-
tion, as chapter 7 of this volume notes, the development of defence
White Papers in the region, while in its early stages, has moved in a
positive direction. These types of participation in transparency and
data-sharing programmes are encouraging. However, a regional
approach to further refine the concepts and procedures of registers and
White Papers is required, particularly to address their present weak-
nesses. Moreover, the multilateral development of defence procure-
ment information exchanges will contribute to furthering the debate
on issues related to legitimate needs and unwarranted devel opment.

Track-two processes

Track-two processes abound in the Asia—Pacific and often focus on
security-related concerns. Most recently, some track-two processes
have taken up more specific discussions related to defence procure-
ment and policies, which are important steps in constructive dialogue
on the broader issue of legitimate needs versus unwarranted develop

7 United Nations, Report on the continuing operation of the United Nations Register of
Conventional Arms and its further development, UN document A/49/316, 22 Sep. 1994,
para. 39.

8 ‘Chairman’s statement of the Second ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), Aug. 1995,
Bandar Seri Begawan’, provided to the Northeast Asia Peace and Security Network by the
Pacific Forum CSIS, Honolulu.



Table 6.2. Participation in the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms, 1992-94, by participantsin the ASEAN Regional

Forum

1992 1993 1994

Dataon Dataon Note Info Dataon Dataon Note Info Dataon Dataon Note Info
State imports  exports  verbale imports  exports  verbale imports  exports  verbale
Australia yes nil . yes yes nil yes yes nil .. yes
Brunei no submission recorded no submission recorded no submission recorded
Cambodia no submission recorded no submission recorded no submission recorded
Canada yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
China yes yes no nil yes no yes yes no
India yes yes no nil yes no yes nil no
Indonesia nil nil . no yes .. no yes .. .. no
Japan yes nil .. yes yes nil yes yes nil .. yes
Laos no submission recorded no submission recorded no submission recorded
Malaysia nil nil yes no yes nil no yes nil no
Myanmar no submission recorded no submission recorded no submission recorded
New Zedland  yes nil yes yes nil yes yes nil . yes
Papua N.G. nil nil . no nil nil no nil nil yes no
Philippines yes nil yes no yes .. no yes .. no
Russia nil yes no nil yes no nil yes no
Singapore yes nil no yes nil no yes nil no
South Korea  yes nil .. yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Thailand no submission recorded yes nil no yes nil .. no
United States  yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Viet Nam no submission recorded no submission recorded nil nil no
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Notes: ‘Yes denotes submission of data and information. For uniform tabulation, ‘nil’ is used in cases where governments reported using terms
such as ‘nil’, ‘no’, ‘none’, adash (‘—'), ‘0" or otherwise indicated that no exports and/or imports had taken place in the period indicated. An
ellipse (‘. .") indicates that no information was supplied. In some cases, however, an explanation was provided in the note of the country in
question. ‘Info’ denotes background information provided as part of a submission.

The ARF was founded in 1994. The European Union is represented as an organization in the ARF, but the table does not include EU member
states. Viet Nam joined the ARF in 1995. India and Myanmar joined the ARF in 1996.

Source: Table based on information available as of 6 Mar. 1996 in United Nations documents A/48/344, A/49/352, and A/50/547, and addenda.
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ment. For example, in 1995 SIPRI and MIMA established a research
and publication effort to address the issue of defence procurement,
transparency and security in South-East Asia. The project involves
experts drawn from the region and around the world and has held
regional workshops for officials and analysts and published extensive
analysis and documentation, including a de facto arms trade register of
conventional arms for ASEAN.?

Another leading effort is the work under the auspices of the Work-
ing Group on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures of the
Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP). In
workshop-style meetings in May 1995, April 1996 and November
1996, this group brought specific focus to issues of military trans-
parency, the pros and cons of a regional arms register along the lines
of the UNROCA and the development of defence White Papersin the
region. This effort has resulted in the presentation and publication of
valuable research and proposals on these issues.1°

The UN has made important contributions to generating debate on
these issues in the official and track-two communities. At the Eighth
Regional Disarmament Meeting in the Asia—Pacific Region, held in
Kathmandu in early 1996, the UNCDA sponsored a one-day work-
shop on the Asia—Pacific experience with the UNROCA which
brought together both officials and researchers to address the past and
future prospects of the UN Register, Asia—Pacific participation, and
possible approaches to and variants of the UN Register at a regional
level.

IV. Points of departure

The following discussion serves as a catalyst for further debate on
legitimate versus unwarranted military capabilitiesin South-East Asia.
In the end such discussions need to be carried out by those most

9 Publications of the project include Gill, B., Mak, J. N. and Wezeman, S. T., ASEAN Arms
Acquisitions: Developing Transparency (MIMA: Kuala Lumpur, 1995); Wezeman, S. T.,
East Asian Maritime Arms Acquisitions: A Database of East Asian Naval Arms Imports and
Production 1975-1996 (MIMA: Kuala Lumpur, forthcoming 1997); and the present volume.

10 pyplications related to the CSBM Working Group include Cossa, R. A. (ed.), Promoting
Regional Transparency: Defense Policy Papers and the United Nations Register of
Conventional Arms (Pacific Forum CSIS: Honolulu, July 1996); Cossa, R. A. (ed.), Asia
Pacific Confidence and Security Building Measures (Center for Strategic and International
Studies: Washington, DC, 1995); and Cossa, R. A. (ed.), Toward a Regional Arms Register in
the Asia Pacific (Pacific Forum CSIS: Honolulu, Aug. 1995).
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closely concerned and with the region-specific nature of the discus-
sions kept firmly in mind.

Unwarranted development

Conditions which enhance the offensive or destabilizing character of
weapons deserve special attention. David Mussington and John Sislin
find that instability and conflict are most likely when arms acquisi-
tions by their nature (a) result in decreased warning time, (b) give on
country ‘breakthrough’ capabilities, (c) lead to a broadening of target
sets, (d) permit no effective countermeasures, (€) give one side better
information concerning another’s military preparations, and (f) create
hostility.1* Using these parameters, the acquisition of such capabilities
as aircraft-carriers, long-range cruise missiles, certain modern anti-
ship missiles, at-sea replenishment and in-flight refuelling, attack air-
craft, precision-guided weapons, combined-arms and amphibious
assault training, and large modern submarine fleets might be deemed
unwarranted in certain South-East Asian contexts.

Two caveats should be stated. First, the simple possession of certain
weapons does not necessarily lead to offensive action. Rather, the
political, military and geo-strategic contexts within which these capa-
bilities operate affect the offensive character of the weapons in ques-
tion. For example, the offensive character of the weapon systems
noted above could become more pronounced in a deteriorating politi-
cal situation in which one or both sides in a dispute perceived a mili-
tary advantage in striking first.

Second, most military forces in South-East Asia are not structured,
armed or doctrinally prepared to carry out significant offensive opera-
tions against neighbouring countries but are mostly defensive in char-
acter. Those arsenals in South-East Asia which include anti-ship
missiles (AShMs), air-to-surface missiles (ASMs) and advanced strike
aircraft can pose a limited threat, especially with regard to the disrup-

1 Mussington, D. and Sislin, J., ‘Defining destabilizing arms acquisitions’, Jane’'s
Intelligence Review, vol. 17, no. 2 (Feb. 1995), pp. 88—90. Similarly, Ross Babbage argues
that focus should be brought to 8 criteria in considering legitimate defence development: the
offensive or defensive nature of a weapon; scale of acquisitions; speed of acquisition; use and
deployment of a weapon; international political conditions; the past record of international
behaviour of arecipient; the openness of the recipient’s political system; and the involvement
of the recipient in CSBMs. Babbage, R., ‘ Enhancing national military capabilitiesin the Asia
Pacific region: legitimate needs versus unwarranted development’, Paper presented at the
Tenth Asia—Peacific Roundtable, Kuala Lumpur, 5-8 June 1996.
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tion of naval and commercia shipping, but much of this offensive
capacity can be countered by defences in the region, which reduces
the likely success of offensive operations, especially against land-
based, strategically important sites.

However, this situation could change with certain acquisitions
planned for the future. For example, the increased capacity and num-
ber of strike aircraft which give one country an overwhelming advan-