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conf lict Management in Southeast Asia: A heutralized Mdlaysia’ll

by

Murugesu Pathmanathan

Introduction
Since the outbreak of the Second World War Southeast Asia has been
subject to contin\]‘ous conflict. The conflict has varied in nature and
intensity, ranging from wars of national liberation, great power intervention
and insurgency. The conflict that has raged in the Indochina area has been
the most prolonged and the costliest in terms of manpower and resources.
A reaction to the conflict situation in the region has been the attempt
through various schemes and plans to introduce some degree of stability and
peace in the area. Of these, the latest has been Malaysia's call for a
neutralized Southeast Asia, expressed subsequently in the Kuala Lumpur
Declauat;ion.2 Issued at the end of the Foreign Ministers' Meeting of the
ASEAN member nations, held in Kuala Lumpur in November, 1971, the Declaration
states, "that the neutralization of Southeast Asia is a desirable objective
and that we should explore ways and means of bringing about its realization,"
and continued to affirm:
1. that Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore
and Thailand are determined to exert initially
necessary efforts to secure the recognition of, and
respect for, Southeast Asia as a Zone of Peace,
Freedom and Neutrality, free from any form or manner
of interference by outside powers,
2. that Southeast Asian countries should make concerted
efforts to broaden the areas of co-operation which

would contribute to their strength, solidarity and
closer relationshipe ’



Neutralization as a technique for the management of power in
the international political system has not been extensively applied. In
the historical experience relating to neutralization, the example that
is often cited as a success is that of Switzerland. The neutralization
of Switzerland was 'a conscious act of preventive diplomacy' which arose
out of the 1815 Congress of Vienna. The neutralization of Austria in 1955
and the attempt to neutralize Laos in 1962 have been the more recent
exercises in the management of conflict through neutralization.

The basic objective of neutralization is to insulate the
neutralized state or area against certain forms of international contention
and intervention. States form the most important candidates as potential
subjects of neutralization. But states need not constitute the only
potential subjects of neutralization. Other potential subjects include
geographical regions such as Southeast Asia, disputed territories without
any claim to sovereignty, cities, and service facilities and resnurces.3

The term neutralization is often ccnfused with a number of
other related and overlapping terms. For tl;e purpose c;f this psper, the
tollowing meanings will be attached to the term neutralization and other
related terms.

1. A neutralized state is one whose political independence

and territorial integrity are guaranteed permanently by
a collective agreement of great powers, subject to the
conditions that the neutralized state will not take up
arms against another state, except to defend itself,
and will not assume treaty obligations witich may
compromise its neutralized status. In an abstract
sense, neutralization is a special international status

designed to restrict the intrusion of specified state
actions in a specified area.



2. Demilitarization, sometimes confu:sed with
neutralization, 1s altoyethier dit ent, although
it mey inv.lve international guarant.;es.
Historically, neutrallzed states have been rarely
demiliturised. Demilitarization simply deprives
the inhabitants ot an area of organized military
force; 1t does not - as neutralization, if it
fulfills its basic function does - contrcl the
actions of other states toward the area involved
or neutralize the area politically. However,
demilitarization of a state or city, or part of a
state, may be associated with neutralization.

3. Neutralism is distinct from neutralization. It
connotes a disassociation from the global
strujgle for influence amonj the superpowers and
their respective allies. It was primarily a
function of and a reaction to the 'cold war'.
Neutralist states were strongly critical of this
East-West conflict and sought a non-aligned
posture only with reference to this conflict.
They did not seek to be neutralized and accept the
obligations which that neutralization entails.

4. Neutralization is also different from neutrality.
Neutrality is similsr to neutralism in that it
describes the altitude of a state vis-a-vis a conflict
- often a military conflict - betw:en other states.
It is a policy of non-involvement in current
conflicts. It is not, like neutralization, concerned
with preventing, moderating or terminating
interstate coercion. Unlike neutralism, however,
neutrality is a legal status as well as a diplomatic
or politcal posture. It could be said that
neutralization means permanent neutrality, rather
than neutrality only in time of a declared state of
conflict.4

What are the functions of neutralization? As stated earlier,
the basic objective is one of isolating an area from international
contention. It is a process which seeks to ensure international order,
of regulating interstate intervention and coercion and.placing the highest
premium on the settlement of international disputes through accepted norms

of international law and diplomacy. For the neutralized state, the effect



the proposal has been channelled through a regional institution, the
Association of Sout.ﬁlea.st Asian N.ations, (ASEAN). mifdiy, the proposal
has passed .the declaratory stage. Formal machinery has been established
by ASEAN to examine e concept with regard to the problems and other
ulociat:d 1llu¢l-i°

' It is rele.va'nt at this point to consider the motivations behind
the Malaysian initiative. A broad analysis of Malaysian external policy
suggests a delineation of the following motivations for her policy of
neut_rauzat‘iom‘ the impetus from non-alignment; considerations of prestige
and security mot.ivel.u

The foreign policy posture of Malaysia swung sharply to one of

non-alignment in 1970. Formal symbolization of this was her participation
in the Third Conference of Non-Aligned Countries, held in Lusaka in
September 1970. It also coincided with a change in the political leadership
of the country when Tunku Abdul Rahman stepped down as Prime Minister and
was succeeded by his deputy, Tun Abdul Razak. Prior to 1970 Malaysian
positions on external issues were very much aligned with the position of
the West. To a large extent this was due to the Anglo-Malaysian Defence
Agroﬂtnt.n The adoption of a posture of non-alignment created the
appropriate political milieu for the nurturing of the ideas of Tun Ismail,
which he first enunciated as a backbencher of the Alliance Party in 196¢€.
When the withdrawal of the British forces from the region was being
discussed in the Malaysian Parliament in January 1968, Tun Ismail suggested
that the time was 'ripe for the countries in the region to declare

collectively the neutralization of Southeast Aala.la The adoption of a



posture of non-aligmment provided the backdrop for the emergence of the
concept of neutraligation. It was at.the Lusaka Ccnfu-e- of Non-Aligned
.Countries. tmt"!‘un' Abdul Razak first placed the nsutralisation of Southeast
Mla-or: tmn.layalmdplﬂlu.l agenda.

. Afumap.ﬂmmn-dw“-um

attention that many. of their leaders have attached to initiatives in’

foreign affairs. One analysis of this has been that "the reputation,

respect, and attention a stat could d abroad served as the
'foreign diploma’ giving him high standing in certain circles at home."14

But added to this is the impelling drive among meany of the Afro-Asian

leaders to leave an 'international mark'. Por karno it was Bandt

For Tunku Abdul Rahman it was regional association. Is neutralisation
such a goal for 'mn Abdul Razak? Certainly, if such a goal is realized,
it would be a lasting testament to the political leedership and vision
of the Malaysian Prime Minister.

The security motive is undoubtedly the stromgest driving element
in the Malaysian efforts for a neutralized sane in the region. The
cornerstone in Malaysian security arrangements until 1971 was the Anglo-
Malaysian Defence Agreement negotiated in 1957. The political survival
of Malaysia in the face of Indonesian military confrontation was largely

secured by the British defence umbrella through the AMDA. Indonesian-

Malaysian relations were r d on a p ful basis through the signing
of the Bangkok Accord in June 1966. In July 1967, ¥hitehall announced
that while it would continue to honour its obligetions under SEATO and

AMDA, it intended to withdraw altogether from its bases in Malaysia and



Singapore in the middle 1970'5.15. '!h;a British plans for withdrawal were
later acceler ﬂ\,edxcnd ‘Uie date for final wit};drawal fixed as the 31 March
1971.16_ The, british decision ptovolied Malaysian fears for her security.
In 1967, the 'l\mku,alttunpted “to persuade Britain to join in the five power
talks (Heitain, Au‘ntrulh, Ne:w lz;almd, Malaysia and Singapore) on future
defence cooperation but was unluccenful.” However, in early 1968 hle was
more successful and a series of Five Power Conferences were held.]'a The
outcome of all this was, that when the Anglo-Malaysian Defence Agreement
came to an end at midnight on the 31 October 1971, it was replaced by a
Five Power Defence Arrangement.

while the Five Power Defence Agreement replaced AMDA, it was
not an effective substitute. It did not in any way allay the security
fears of Malaysia. On the contrary, there were indications that Malaysian
security anxieties were heightened during the period of negotiation of the
defence arrangement which highlighted features that showed up the weakness
of the arrangement. One of these was the differentiation made by the
Australian Government between the defence of 'Malaya' and that of 'Maleysta'.‘g
This was disconcerting to Malaysia. Further, as one study concluded:
"Quite apart from the Sabah question, Australia avoided any formal commitmert,
but sought only a ‘'general underltanding'."zo What was more disconcerting
from the Malaysian viewpoint, was that the Five Power Defence Arrangement
only upheld a firm commitment for consultation rather than far action.Zl
It is not surprising, therefore, that disenchantment with the efficacy of
the Five Power Defence Arrangement was expressed before 1canz;.22

In the light of these developments, especially the realisation

of its vulnerability to an external armed attack as shown by Indonesian



Confrontatirn, it is quite tenabl: to put forward a hypothesis that the
Malaysian concept for a neutralized zone in Southeast Asia, was a subtle
attempt to lock her neighbours into a security framework provided by a
neutralization arrangement. A nuetralization arrangement would functiion
to eliminate or minimise external intervention in the region's affairs,
but also and more importantly, it could be an effective check on inter—
state coerclonwithin the region. A basis for this hypothesis is that of
the Southeast Asian nations, Malaysia is one which has an interest in
upholding the status quo. It has no territorial claims and its energies
are focussed on the consolidation and integration, of the various component«
which were merged to form the enlarged state of Malaysia in 1963.
Additionally, any security arrangement that minimises external attack will
allow her to concentrate her energies to the primary task of nation-
building.

A number of identifiable patterns appear in the diplomatic
strategy adopted by Malaysia In her efforts to establish 'Southeast asia
as a zcone of Peace, Freedom and Neutrality's In summary, they could be

stated as follows:

1. 1lobbying for the acceptance and active support of
Southeast Asia as a neutralized zone within the
membership of ASEANj;

2. encouraging efforts for the broadening of the
membership of ASEAN to inclyde all countries in
the Southeast Asian regionj;

3. seeking support for the concept of a neutralized
zone from within the region but ?Htside ASEAN,
for example from Laos and Burma;
25
4. tapping on the European experience of neutralization;
S. actively promoting the neutralization ccncept in
various intermational forums, such as the United
Nations, the Commonwealth of Nations and the
Conferences of the Non-Aligned Countries;
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ve disassociating gyradually witn organizations of
which wenpersnip would be incompetible with a
policy ot peutrality such as the Asian and
Faciftc Council (ASPAC).

The P’rob]gs of Neutralization

" The prosi)ecta'cf u;e ‘S.outhent Asian zone being neutralized are
outlined by greater clarity, when one takes the measure of some of the
major problems involved. Such problems which will have to be faced and
resolved before the idea of neutralization assumes any form of political
reality, are to say the least, farmidable and will certainly be a challenge
to the collective political leadership and vision of Southeast Asian
leaders, if they are fully committed to such a policy.

The range of these problems is wide and include among others such
factors as the attitude of the Southeast Asian nations towards the People's
Republic of China and in a similar fashion the perception of Peking of its
future role in the region. Whether the nations in the region share a strong
desire for a programme of neutralization i1s another such important factor.
For the purpose of this exercise the following have been isolated as
representing problems of a much more difficult dimension and the solution
of which would provide the fundamental pre-requisites for the creation of
a neutralized zone. These problems are encompassed in the following issues:

l. the issue of guarantees;

2. the issue of the Straits of Malaccaj;

3. the issue of boundaries;

4. the issue of insurgency; and

S. the issue of regional dominance.



The issue of guarantees. Gusrantees are a critical issue if the

neutralization of a state or a geographical region is not solely an act

of self-imposition. If it is so, it does not constitute an act of
permanent neutrality unless it is accompanied by some form of inter-
national agreement or recognition. The effectiveness of a system of
neutralization is a function of guarantees, as generally, it has heen

the principal role of guarantor states to initiate, maintain, and terminate
treaties for the neutralization of statel.zs

Since the pattern by which Southeast Asia is to be neutralised
has not been clearly laid down by the interested parties, one could
consider two positions which may be operative in relation to the question
of guarantees. The first position would be that while guarantees would
be essential, they need not be formal, underwritten by treaties and
agreements. One opinion on this point is, "All that would be needed will
be a declaration of individual support for the Kuala Lumpur Declaration
at, for instance, the United Nadon.."" The second position would be
that guarantees have to be formal, and there would have to be set up
legal machinery for the activation of these guarantees. This would
undoubtedly, be so, if neutralization is the ocutcome of a negotiated
arrangement among the powers competing for influence in the region.

A compromise view has evolved that since the negotiation of
formal guarantees would be a long-term undertaking, ‘'soft informal'
quarantees be secured m:w.28 This would be advantageous in two respects.
First, a policy of neutralization without rigid treaty limitations for
the countries involved will provide a greater latitude for manoceuvre.

Second, the securing of 'soft informal' guarantees, would keep the



momentum for the creation of a condition of permanent neutrality.

One point requiring clarification on the issue of guarantees is
who should constitute the guarantors. Any consensus on this point is
confined to listing the superpowers as the minimal and crucial element
from whom a guarantee would be required. The speeches of Malaysian
political leaders on neutralization have been supportive of the fact that
the United States, the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China
constitute this minimal and crucial group of guarantor states. In this
context, it is relevant to note that the list of guarantors to Laotian
neutrality included the followingt Burma, Cambodia, Canada, China, Poland,
France, the two Vietnams, Thailand, Russia, India, Britsin and America.

A total of thirteen states underwrote Laotian neutrality. While the
effectiveness of maintaining a state of neutralization is not related to
the criterion of the number of guarantor states, it could be contended
quite justifiably, that a project of neutralization, unprecedented in its
magnitude and involving ten national entities in Southeast Asia, would
possibly have to be underwritten by guarantors other than the superpowers.
The list of guarantors to underwrite Southeast Asian neutrality could be
made up from the following categories:

1. the superpowers;

2. the former colonial powers;

3. the Australasian countries; and

4. the Indian Ocean powers.

Specifically, this suggested broader list of quarantors would
include the USA, the USSR, the CPR, Japan, the UK, France, the Netherlands,

Australia, New Zealand, India and Iran.



Unless there is a strong desire on the part of the superpovers
to assist in the creation of a neutralized zone, discussion on the issue of
guarentees will be purely exploratory, Attitudes expressed by the super-
powers, especially by the USA and the USSR, on a neutralized zone in
Southeast Asia have not been encouraging. The United States has been
considsred the most ‘unresponsive'.’’ Evidence for this view s drawn
from the fact that the United States had already rej)ected a proposal for
@ neutralized Southeast Asia made to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
in 1966.30 Further, it did not respond favourably to a diplomatic
initiative by Malaysia, Indonesia and Japan for the reassertion of a
neutral status for Cambodia. Also, it has been a party to the violation
of the neutral status of Laos. In a more fundamental way, the American
negative reaction to the Kuala Lumpur Declaration is underscored by the
announcement of an alternative security arrangement for Southeast Asia.
The cutlines of this arrangement have been spelled out in the Nixon Doctrine.
The essential elements of this doctrine are constituted of, defence self-
sufficiency, regional military alliance and a nucl€ar guarantee by the
United States. The reaction of the Kremﬂin‘hus been d;cidedly a cool one.
A parallel development to the Nixon Doctrine has been the mooting by Russia
of an Asian Collective Security System. Russian efforts in this direction
are an indication of a negative attitude to a neutralized Southeast Asia.
The Soviet Union sees Southeast Asia as a region where "both Chinese and American

"
influence can be and should be contained. 3

Of the three superpowers, it
has been only the People's Republic of China which has shown any support for
the Kuala Lumpur Declaration. This is partly explained by the fact that of the

32
global powers, China has the greatest security interest in Southeast Asia.



As for the nature of the guarantees themselves, a 'joint-and-
several' pledge to come to the support of a state whose neutral status
has been viclated, would form "the strongest feasible basis for
enforcement."33 One uncertainty involved in the exercise of this
'Joint-and-several' pledge by a great power, is that it could possibly
Justify intervention on the ground of meeting legal commitments under
the neutralization arrangement.34 A suggestion to overcome this has
been the devising of a code of action for the neutralized zone, which
would stipulate that, "intervention will only follow the invitation of
a neutralized state and that invitation can only be made once all other
methods of countering intervention and the instrumentalities of mediation
and conflict resolution have been resorted to, or in the case where the
breach is so serious that no other course is open to the threatened
stute."35

In the final analysis, the success of any scheme of neutrali-
zation is dependent not on any formal machinery but the balance of power
among the major guarantors and that the maintenance of neutralization
through international guarantees, "does not provide automatic assurance
that the guarantee will be observed, but it does raise the cost of
aggression to a higher degree than exists where there is no international

qunrantee."36

The issue of the Straits of Malacca. An evaluation cf the interests of

the superpowers in Southeast Asia is that: "their interests are basically
strategic and in a sense, negative; and that it is part of the big power
game to establish spheres of influence and, therefore, the desire to
ensure phat countries in the region, if not hostile to others, would be

37 ]
friendly to them." Intertwined with the strategic interests of the
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superpowers, would be thelr perception of how guarantees of neutralization
would affect their strategic interests in the region. An area in which
the superpowers have a strategic interest is the Straits of Malacca.
Almost coinciding with the advocacy of neutralization by Malaysia, it has
become a focus of international contention and controversy.

The roots of the controversy over the Straits can be grouped
under three broad developments. One has been the series of claims and
counter-claims made by the littoral states, namely Indonesia and Malaysia,
on the one side and tne protestations of the maritime powers, especially
the global naval powers. The second and earlier development was the
November Accord on the Straits signed between Indonesia and Malaysia in
1971, of which Singapore took note. The third and earliest of these
developments was the unilateral proclamation made jointly by Indonesia
and Malaysia in 1962 of the extension of their territorial sea limit to
twelve miles.

Asserijon by Malaysia and Indonesia of their joint sovereignty
over the Straits of Malacca has stemmed from various reasons, such as the
need to contreol pollution in the Straits area and the need to exercise
stricter traffic control for the sake of navigational safety to avoid
such disasters as the Torrey Canyon. Additional reasons have include the
desire to seek control and ownership of sea-bed resources in the Straits
and security motives.

The Indonesian viewpoint has been the dominant influence in this
joint stand. Two closely related concepts, have affected ;Ad.shaped
Indonesian stratsgic thinking. One is the idea of Wawasan Nusantara or

the ‘archipelago principle' as it is generally known. This was incorporated



as Indonesian municipal law in February 1970. According to this principle,
the Indonesians regard that "the seas and straits must be utilised to
bridge the physical separations between the islands, regions and the
manifold ethnic gxm\xpl.""’e The other has been the continuous strand in
Indonesian policy which has regarded the control of the Straits of Malacca

3 The assertion of the joint control by

as being vital for its security.
the two littoral states is "thus seen as a claim to restrict the strategic
mobility of maritime powers which possess the capacity to pose a challenge
to the security of Indonesia and to its own conception of regional order."40

The maritime powers have been almost unanimous in rejecting
Indonesian-Malaysian assertions over the Straits. Generally, this rejection
has been on the principle that the Indonesian-Malaysian position is not in
conformity with internaticnal law. The American view in this respect has
at times been forcefully expressed. Admiral Thomas Moorer, Chairman of the
US Joint Chiefs of Staff stated in Washington that "we should have and must
have, freedom to go through, under and over the Malacca Straitu."u The
controversy has been very much couched in legal terms. The maritime powers
view the Indonesian-Malaysian claim as a double challenge to international
iaw. First, as a challenge to the legal regime of the territorial sea and
second, as a challenge to the legal regime of international utraits.42

Of the maritime powers, Japan has the most crucial economic stake
in the Straits. About 90 percent of her annual oil requirements of
approximately 200 million tons are shipped through the St_ralits, and as
such the Straits has been described as the 'life-line of Japanese ‘lndust'_ry‘.d3
For the naval superpowers, the USSR and the USA, the Straits sea-lane

occupies a vital position in their strategic calculus. This becomes evident



in the 11ght of two factors rooted in the general framework of the naval
and nuclear strategy of Russia and America. With the British withdrawal
east of Suez, the ensuing 'power vaccum' has led to an intense rivalry
between the two global naval powers to establish a ‘naval presence' in
the Indian Ocean. The Straits of Malacca is a vital access route to the
Indian Ocean. For Russia there is the added importance of the Straits
arising from the closure of the Suez Canal. It has been observed that
"1f Russia's naval presence in the Indian Ocean is to have full impact,
unrestricted access to the Malacca Straits would seem impenﬂ:ive."‘M

The development of the nuclear-powered ballistic submarine -
the SSBN has brought new dimensions to thinking about deterrence and the
role of maritime strategy in t:hj.s.q5 The SSBN with its submarine -
launched ballistic missle, is at present the ultimate weapon in the
strategy of nuclear deterrence. "It is harder to find, harder to reach
«~d harler to destroy than any land-based deterrent system is now cr can
hope to be in the forseeable futur:e."46 A strategic recalculation brought
about by the SSBN is that: "it has injected A new c;onst;nt - a quantity
which has the effect of biasing the equation itself in favour of second-
strike deterrence and against first-strike attack.“47 Any development
which affects adversely the manoeuvrability, dispersal potential and
detection possibilities of this 'second-strike deterrence' will not be
conformed to by the two naval superpowers. It is of interest to note,
that of the superpowers only the People's Republic of China has been in
support of the Indonesian-Malaysian .poaition on the Straits of Malm:t:a.lIE

This has been attributed to the fact that of the superpowers, only the

CPR does not possess the resources to pursue global naval interests.



Further, she has not yet acquired the SS3N. Indonesian fears concerning

the free passage of warships through the Straits, and the attempt to

control such passage through procedures of prior notification has the
potential of impinging on this modal point in the nuclear strategy of the two
supernaval pcn«m--."9 They might concede to negotiating the question of

the passage of conventional naval forces through the Stralts.so It is
highly doubtful, however, that they the USA and the USSR would in any

way consider any negotiation that may reduce the overall capability or
advantages of their SSBNs,

From the viewpoint of such considerations in the naval anc
nuclear strategic framework of the two superpowers, the USA and the U3SR,
and in the face of the joint claim by Indonesia and Malaysia over the
Straits of Malacca, serious doubts can be projected about the establishment
and maintenance of a neutral zone in Southeast Asla, especially if such
be scheme of neutralization have to be based on international recognition

and guarantees from the superpowers.

The issue of boundaries. A source of conflict among the states of
Southeast Asia has been the problem of boundaries. The Southeast Asian
~-ates inherited "a boundary system that, in its broad outlines, was
satisfactory enough as a territorial basis for modern nation-hood. Yet
their nations were not integrated ethnically, and they lacked the
administrative apparatus either to reinforce their borders or to build out

to thun."s.‘

As a result boundaries in Southeast Asia have been in a
situation of flux. A primary objective in the search by Cambodia for
international guarantees for her policy of neutrality was to ensure her

territorial integrity in the face South Vietnamese and Thai attitudes.
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A study dealing with the problems of neutrality in Southeast
Asia stipulated that among other things, one pre-requisite for the
effective recognition of a state's neutrality would be that its borders
must not be subject to clj.spuu:.52 This pre-requisite does not prevail in
Southeast Asia. At present there are a number of territorial claims and
counter-claims among the states in the region. One such claim which
could have seriocus implications for the proposed neutralization of the
region is the Sabah claim of the Philippines. As a matter of fact, Filipino
opposition to Southeast Asian neutralization has been based on the Sabah
Claim. Mr. Jose Ingles, the Undersecretary for Foreign Affairs, expressing
his personal view before a special committee of the 1971 Constitutional
Convention opposed neutralization on the basis that one of the obligations
of a neutralized state was that it could neither cede nor acquire territory.
Thus the Philippines would have to forego its claim to Sabdh.s3

State policy on borders is often affected by domestic consider-
ations "in a marner that reflects the relative importance of various
political groups as well as the transitorey natlo.nal -priorities that relate
domestic and international policy."se Further, national policy towards
ethnic minorities is often related to boundary policy, especially if there
exists a substantial minority from (or identified with) a neighbouring
state.ss Part of the colonial legacy in Southeast Asia is that national
boundaries do not coincide with ethnic groupings.

If one remembers that the proposed neutralization of Southeast
Asia will be multiple neutralization, involving a number of states, the

settlement of existing boundary disputes would be almost among the first



order of things. This problem is closely related and compounded by the

issue of insurgency.

The issue of insurgency. It has been the issue of insurgency that has
been the motive for external intervention; The Vietnam conflict, of this
problem of insurgency and the counter-insurgency operations aided and
assisted by external powers. The broad spectrum of insurgency activities
in Southeast Asia could be divided into two categories; those insurgency
activities motivated either wholly or partly by a religious ideology and
the others fuelled by a secular ideology. Often, these two categories of
insurgency. fuse and overlap into each other. The insurgency activities
in which the Muslim inhabitants in the southern areas of Thailand and in
the southern islands of the Philippines fall into the first category.
Such insurgency movements could be considered as being irredentist. Until
some solution to these problems of irredenta is found, an additional
element of instability has to be removed in any programme seeking a
neutralized Southeast Asia.

It is that type of insurgency based on the revolutionary armed
struggle of communist ideology which is a more serious problem. The
creation of SEATO was a reaction to this type of insurgency. Defence
arrangements such as SEATO facilitate great power intervention. The long
term answer to insurgency that is ideologically motivated will lie in the
implementation of economic and social programmes which meet the aspirations
of the masses or the replacement of -the status quo regimes w;t_h more
radical regimes prepared to undertake such economic and social reforms.

Southeast Asian nations which have defence arrangements with

cxternal‘ powers, in either a bi-lateral or multilateral form may be



unwilling to dismantle these arrangements if they are not able to cope
with insurgency problems on their own without calling upon external aid
through these defence arranqements.s5 Another facet of insurgency bearing
on neutralization is that a neutralization scheme tends to favour the
status guo.57 Generally, the insurgency movements have maintained a
critical attitude to the Malaysian proposal. A broadcast of the Voice of

the Malayan Revolution on April 17, 1971 stated that the 'Razak clique'

was alarmed by the development of armed struggle throughout Southeast Asia
and that the "quarantee of neutrality in Southeast Asia by the big powers
is, to put it bluntly, only a by-product of the Nixon Doctrine" and that
"Razak's policy of non-alignment is only a cover for your service to
imperialism in opposing Communism, the people and China."sa The Voice of
the People of Burma, in a statement broadcast on 20 February 1972, said
the neutralization proposal was a "plot to destroy the liberation
movements."59 Any consideration of the problem of insurgency in the
region will have to take into account the attitude of the People's
Republic of China to future 'wars of national liberation'. Chinese
support for a nuetralized Southeast Asia will not be compatible with
support for insurgency movements.

An observation drawn from the historical experience of
neutralization is that states which were neutralized successfully,
enjoyed a fair degree of internal stability. For Southeast Asia the
moral is that some degree of internal stability would be one€-of the

pre-conditions in favour of a neutralized status.



The issue of reqional dominance. A neutralized status implies a low

profile in the conduct of foreign affairs. In other words, neutralization
would not be a viable arrangement for any state which perceives for itsel?
a 'major independent role in international politics'.BO Whether this
implication of a neutralized status is acceptable to all the nations in
Southeast Asia is open to question. There are at least two potential
candidates who may view for themselves a major independent role in inter-
natlonal politics, at least on a regional scale. One such candidate is

a unified Vietnam, which might emerge at some later stage, possibly as
the result of a more permanent settlement of the conflict there, than the
Paris Agreement. It is debatable whether a new and unified Vietnam may
harbour territorial ambitions in the Indochina area and also have
aspirations for regional dominance. This question is for the moment
purely hypothetical. It is not such a hypothetical question in the case
of Indonesia. There 1s sufficient evidence to suggest that Indonesia
perceives for herself an active role in world affairs. The nature of

the ruling regime may have changed in Indonesia since the ousting of
President Soekarno but her aspirations fo; regional ;ominance are as
clear as ever. The idea of a Mela ga a, a state comprising all the
peoples of Malay stock in the region is embedded in Indonesian history.
When Indonesia opposed the formation of Malaysia she was of the firm
view that "The stability and security of the region in Southeast Asia

is of prime importance for all countries of the region, including
Indonesia.” (emphasis udded)61 A current assessment of Indonesian

aspirations is that she "sees for herself a role as the fulcrum of

a regional concert which, in time, will be able to provide unassisted



for the security of Southeast Asia."GZ In support of this assessment
is a statement by the Indonesian Foreign Minister, Adam Malik, made in
August 1971 that: "Indonesia is attempting to create an area of goodwill,
friendship and co-operation. Indonesia needs close friendly relations and
mutual understanding particularly in Southeast Asia, so that the limits
of common interests can be projected directly to the eastern border of
India and the southern border of China and Japun."63 Her assertion for
the exercise of sovereignty over the Straits of Malacca, discussed
earlier, is a further indication of her aspiration to play an active role
in international affairs. All this probably explains why there is little
attraction for the political and intellectual leadership in a commitment
to permanent neut:ral:lty.64
It is therefore salient to raise the question whether Indonesian

perceptions of her role in international politics will conform to the

implications of a neutralized status for Southeast Asia?

Conclusion. In the light of the above issues and problems militating
against the establishment of a neutralized Southeast Asia, what are the
prospects for the realization of the Kuala Lumpur Declaration? If there
is one certain answer to this question, it is that it will have to be
2 long-term goal. It is only fair to reiterate that the Kuala Lumpur
Declaration envisages the neutralization of an entire region, a political
accomplishment without precedent.

What are the other alternatives suggested for the mannge.ment of
conflict in Southeast Asia? Three alternatives have recently emerged.
They are, the denuclearigzation of Southeast Asia, the Nixon Doctrine. and

the Asian Collective Security System.



The suggestion of a denuclearized Southeast Asia has come from
Indonesian and Filipino sources, among ot:her:s.65 An Indonesian justifi-
cation denuclearization has been made on the grounds that developments in
weapons technology, especially the SSBNs combined with the naval develop-
ments in the Indian Ocean have made the Southeast Asian region vulnerable
since it lies on the crossroads between two continents and the Indian and
Pacific Oceans. The argument is continued along the line that "If not as
the theatre of the final holocaust it is at least potentially dangerous
as a place of passage of nuclear delivery vehicles."“ A plan of
denuclearization would not be acceptable to the two supernaval powers for
the reasons mentioned earlier relating to the SSBNs as their ultimate
weapon in the escalation ladder. Further, the denuclearisation suggestion
would be contradictory to the Nixon Doctrine which involves an American
nuclear guarantee. In turn, the Nixon Doctrine is unacceptable to nations
in Southeast Asia which are against an American presence in any form and
which could facilitate intervention. As for the Russian initiative, it
1s curious indeed, how the repetition of history takes place, but the
Asian Collective Security System proposed by Russia aims at the contain-
ment of Chinese influence. As an alternative to ameliorate conflict in
the region, the chances of its success are not considerable. If there is
any lesson that could be derived from the experience of SEATO, it is that
any security arrangement organized against the CPR tends to be counter-
productive, if it takes place in a zone which the CPR may view as their
'sphere of influence'. Like the Nixon Doctrine, it contains the poten-
tialities for big power intervention in the area.

What then is left as a viable alternative in the Malaysian

diplomatic agenda? Given the difficulties that are embedded in the goal



of a neutralized Southeast Asia, a feasible substitute goal for
Malaysian foreign policy would be to establish a neutralized status for
herself.

If there is one lesson that Malaysia can draw from the Swiss
experience for such a policy of neutralization, it is that a country
with a plural society, can through the adoption of such a policy
minimize the political pulls of the original homelands of segments of
her population. The appeal for Malaysia in a policy of neutralization
may further lie in the opportunity that her foreign policy could be an
instrument in the task of managing her political, social and economic

development towards the task of nation-building.
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FCULCRIET

Since the writing of this paper, & period of almost three years
has lapsed, Within that time epan a variety of events, some of enormous
significance for the future of Southeast Asia have taken place, Even at
the time of the writing of this postecript, very few of the states in
Southeast Asia are fully adjusted to these new developments, The speed
of the events that have unfoldzd has been heady,

Postscripts by nature are simply an attempt to point out the
direction in which an acaderic piece has been outmoded or is being outmoded,
and to sum up some of the more important developments, It ie difficult to
rerform the latter function herc ac the events referred to earlier are of
such importance that they juetify more extensive treatment, But there has
been one congstant theme in this dynaric scenario of political chanze, This
hae been the value set by the Malayesian political leadership on neutrlizatic
as a lon; term strategy for pecace and development in Southeast Asia., The
aepiration towards Southeast Asia as a zone of peace, freedom and neutrality
ie a theme element in the political strategy of Malaysian foreign policy.

The events that have taken place and which will impinge strongly
on any proposed scheme for the neutralization of Southeast Asia can be
categorised as those affecting the internal political dynamics of states,
the regional political dynamics of Southeast Asia and the political dymamics
of the general international political system, This categorisation does

not fall into neat compartments and overlaps at various points,



An intencification of arred insurpgency, whethor co.funict insjpioed
or otherwise and the changzing of ruling politieal regimes are the cvente
thut come to mind immediately when one is dircussing the internal political
dynarice of states in Southeast Asia. The most important of there has been
the change of ruling regimes in Indo-China. With the imposition of
communict led and conmvnist ingpired regimes in South Vietnam, Canbodia and
Laos, the whole area of Indo-China has come under the spectrum of socicties
being fashioned on the basis of communist ideology, The subcequent
unification of Vietnam consequent to the outsting of the Thieu administra-
tion in 1‘)75, brings about a new and strong factor that will be hound to
have a bearing on any suggestion for a neutralized Southeast Acia, Among
the countries of mainland Southeast Asia, Vietnam will occupy the ctrong
political positiom similar to that of Indonesia among the states of insular
Southeast Asia. However, the full force of thic will only be felt when the
reconstruction and the economic development of Vietnam gets under full ewing,

althou;h the whole of Tndo=China has come under the derination of
connunirt resimes, it murt be borne in mind that there are impertont
differences between them and that they do not necessarily have a comron
viewpoint on various issues confronting them.

One important development falling within the ambit of both
internal political dynamics as well as regional political dynamies has been
the eotablishment of formal diplomatic links between thenon—commmmnist states
of Southeast Asia and the Peoples Republic of China, In thic direction,
the political leadership of Malaycia has played a pace setting role, The
rapprochement of Malaysia and China in 1974 sealed by the visit of Tun Abdul
Razak 1974 was repeated by Thailand and the Philippines, Only Indonesie
still doee not have formal diplomatic relations with China. Thinking on the
part of the Malayeian political leadership hac been very conscious of the
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need to have Peking's support in order to ensure viability of any neutrali-
zation proposal,

Within the region itself, the Association of Southcast Asian
nations has developed into a more ochesive regional organization, The
days when doubt was cast on the viability of ASEAN are over, The Bali
Summit of 1976 when various important arrangements for political and
economic cooperation were worked out will constitute a landmark in the
history of the development of the association, One discordant note in
this, ie that since the founding of ASEAN, the association has not
been sble to enlarge its membership, despite overtures to the other
states of Southeast Asia, Without doubt, the coincidence of Southeast
Asia with the membership of ASEAN will be a profound developmcnt that
can only augur well for the development of the full potential for
regional cooperation. For the present however, there appears to be
polarization among the states of Southeast Asia into ASEAN member states
and non-ASEAN states, This has becn partly due to the developmentc in
Indo—China leading to the established of communist administrations there,

Finally, the broader developments of the general international
political system can be briefly stated, to be the changed role of the
United States in Southeast Asia, the intensification of the Sino-Soviet
rivalry in Southeast Asia and the competition for influence in the Indian
Ocean area,

Each of these is bound to have repercussione on any political
arrangement affecting the peace and stability of Southeast Acia, Although
the United States has withdrawn from Vietnam and elsewhere in Southeast
Agia, it has still not come out with a strong endorsement in favour of

the aeutralization of Southeast Asia,



The death of Tun Adbul Razak, in January 197€ who can be conciderce
the chief architect of the neutralization policy adds a note of political
poigancy in the context of the efforts to effect Southeast Asia as a zone
of peace, freedom and neutrality, If at all the scheme for neutralizing
Southeast Asia takes root, it will be the outstanding testimony to the

statemanship and foreeight of Tun Abdul Razak,
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