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Preface

Twenty years have elgpsed since | wrote this paper during my sojourn a the Center for
Internationa Affairs (CFIA), Harvard University, as a Fellow during the 1977-1978 academic year. The
year | spent in Cambridge, Massachusetts, was one of the most fruitful and enjoyable of my life. Freed
from the burden of working at a daily newspaper, a journdigtic career that began in 1954 when | joined
the Korea Times as a young reporter, | could indulge in the pursuit of my research interests by taking
advantage of the liberal academic environment of Harvard.

My interest in Southeast Asia dates back to 1961 when | first visited the region on a reportoria
assgnment. Then, in the autumn of 1974 or about hadf a year before the fal of Saigon and Vietnam's
subsequent unification, 1 made an extensive tour through the region, conducting a round of exclusive
interviews with top government leaders of the then five member countries of the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the three Indochinese states, as well as of Taiwan and Jepan.® This
experience prompted me to further my study, journdigtic rather than academic, of the rapidly changing
region, and my residence & Harvard availed me to write this paper.

After the passage of two decades, the Stuation in Southeast Ada is quite different from whét is
written here. For one thing, ASEAN membership has increased from five in 1978 to nine, including
Vietnam, the country the origind members dreaded for so long. Many countries in the region have
achieved remarkable economic development, well beyond their expectations in the 1970s, athough they
are presently beset by currency crises.

Notwithstanding, | have decided to reprint the paper in a bound edition for limited distribution
with a hope that it may serve as a reference, despite its outdatedness, to students of Southeast ASa, an
andyssthat an Adan journdist made of the region’s complex circumgtances in the late 1970s. As | seeit,
many of the problems discussed in the paper, especidly those involving the sociopolitica setting and
leadership performance by power ditesin anumber of countries, il persst in various formsto hinder the
further progress of each nation and the region as awhole. The paper’stext, including facts and figures, is
same as the original, except for minor copyreading corrections.

Taking this opportunity, I must acknowledge the tremendous assistance and guidance rendered to
me by many professors and colleagues. Firg of dl, | am ever grateful to Dr. Benjamin H. Brown, then

CFIA Felows Director, who made strenuous efforts on behdf of my fellowship for two years, especidly



in connection with arranging financia support. In the course of writing the paper, | owed greetly to the
precious advice and comments made by Harvard Professors Herbert Kelman, Benjamin 1. Schwartz,
Dwight H. Perkins, Jorge Dominguez (who became CFIA Director in 1996), Sdney Verba, Edward W.
Wagner, EzraVogd (who interviewed me in Seoul during his business trip in 1977), and (the late) John
K. Fairbank.

| dso deeply appreciate the thoughtful comments made by my colleagues among the CHA
Fellows -- Professor Nancy Viviani (Austraia); Ambassadors Samud de Beauvais (France), Stephen
Barrett (Britain) and Yoshio Karita (Japan); and Generd Dde Vesser (U.S. Army) -- with whom |
occasonaly had group discussons. Not to be forgotten is my longtime friend, George V. Liu, former
editor-in-chief of the Hong Kong Standard and later senior information officer at the Asan Development
Bank, whose ingghtful advice and assstance heped facilitate my interviews with the Southeast Asan
leaders.

This reprinting was made possible by the kind efforts of Mr. Norman Ware, former copy editor
a the Korea Foundation, who scanned the originaly typewritten copy for word processing and for
suitable copyreading. Findly, | thank my wife, Kum-soon (Kay), who among other things helped me
findlize the typewritten copy, and my son, Y ong-pyo, who endeavored to bring this reprint about.

Hong Soon-il
Seoul
September 1998

! The leaders, most of whom were authoritarian and who by 1998 had either resigned from
public office or been ousted, include (in the order in which they were interviewed) Philippine
President Ferdinand E. Marcos; Indonesian President Suharto; Singaporean Prime Minister Lee
Kwan Yew; Maaysia's Acting Foreign Minister Ahmad Rithauddeen (in the absence of Prime
Minister Abdul Razak); Thai Prime Minister Kukrit Pramoj; Sonnan Southichak, a Pathet Lao
leader; Khmer (Cambodian) President Lon Nol; South Vietnamese President Nguyen Van Thieu;
and Eisaku Sato, who had just resigned from the Japanese premiership.



|. Introduction

With the collgpse of Saigon in the spring of 1975, the clamor of war in Indochina that had lasted
for a quarter century was dlenced as was the tumultuous world opinion that had accompanied the
progress of the political-military confrontation in the peninsula

The United States, once the dominant actor, rapidly retrested from the scene leaving behind a
power vacuum. After its bitter experience in Vietnam, a diffident Washington is yet to present a clear
coherent policy toward Southeast Ada -- a region that until three years ago preoccupied American
Society.

Notwithstanding this turn of events, Southeest ASa is engrossed in continuity and change
involving intricate domestic and internationa problems, a Situation that could have an impact on the world
order no less sgnificant than that of the Vietnam War, though it may not be as dramdtic. The region,
divided into Communist and non-Communist aress, bears the seeds not only of a possble conflict within
the area but also of a clash between the mgor powers involved -- the United States, the Soviet Union,
China and Jgpan. There are dready signs of rivdry in the shifting baance of power in this geopoaliticaly
sgnificant region.

Because of ethnic, religious and culturd diveraty as wel as differing colonid and post-
independence foreign influences, the region Hill lacks a feding of community among its component
nations. Disputes between even the closest neighbors are recurrent: “Confrontation” in the mid-1960s
between Indonesia and Maaysiais now succeeded by the bloodshed between the two Communist sates
of Vietnam and Cambodia -- despite the ideologica dignments emerging in the region. This diversty,
coupled with the trids and errors accompanying nation-building and fluidity in the regiona environment,
aso gives rise to domegtic unrest -- ranging from separatism and insurgency to communa grife and
politica ingability -- in most countries of the region.

Endowed with rich natura resources and inhabited by about 350 million people, nearly one tenth
of the world population, Southeast Asa has a strong potentid for economic development and stands as a
szable trading partner with extraregiona countries. Although the average annua economic growth rate of
6 percent recorded by non-Communist countries in recent years fals far short of meeting the "risng
expectaions’ of the masses, there is dready a disturbing tendency for the rich to get richer and the poor
to get poorer in two ways -- within individua countries, cresting problems of distribution and socid



jugtice, and among the countries, hindering the progress of much-desired intraregionad economic
cooperation.

A survivor of numerous ephemerd regiona organizations, the Association of Southeast Aan
Nations (ASEAN), composed of five non-Communist nations, has recently begun to function as a
cooperdive entity -- largely at the impetus of the emergence of a Communist Indochina and consequent
changes in the internationd climate. ASEAN nations are acutely concerned to chart a common political-
Security gpproach to cope with the new circumstances, in addition to advancing their avowed goa of
economic collaboration. Yet, before it can develop a workable form of cooperation, ASEAN has to
hurdle such obstacles as enduring conflicts of nationd interests and mutud distrust among its member
nations, factors that had confined the organization to the cradle for nearly a decade after its birth in 1967,

Entwined with these problems are the pains of "politicd modernization” being experienced by the
regiond nations. While the Indochinese dates are in the firm grip of totditarian Communist regimes,
authoritarianism is prevaent to varying degrees in the non-Communist states -- be it rule by military elites
or one-party representative governments. Future political developments in these countries, including
leadership successon crises in some cases, will have serious implications for domestic and regiond
political stability.

Nationdism and anticolonidism are 4ill srong in Southeast Ada, dthough the ruling dites are
attempting to trandate the latter into a regionaist stance vis-avis outside powers. These rulers, who all
experienced the colonid and semicolonid “yoke’ of Western powers, indst that modernization of their
nations should not beidentica with Westernization.

nl

“Don't let us become a carbon copy nation,”” said Indonesian President Sukarno in the heyday
of “guided democracy.” More than a decade later Generd Suharto, who had supplanted Sukarno,
paraphrased his predecessor’s dogan by stating that a developing country should “refrain from smply
borrowing stereotyped ideas and patterns’ from advanced countries.? These identical views, aso shared
by other Southeast Asian leaders, illustrate their search for nationa independence and individudity.

With this complicated backdrop, a number of questions arises What sorts of impacts have the
diverse socioculturd traditions and colonid experiences had on the evolution and formation of indigenous
elites in Southeast Ada? What are the traits and potentidities of the politica leaders and governing dites
of the region’s countries, and how can their political leadership be compared in terms of their internal and

externd roles? More specifically, how do these nations act towards neighboring states, intraregiond



groups and extraregiona powers and blocs? This paper primarily attempts to examine the conduct of
externd affairs of the nations, with these questionsin mind.

Although Southeast Asa is generdly defined as the arc of dates sretching from Burma in the
northwest to the Philippines in the northesst, the geographica extent of this study® is confined to the five
ASEAN countries -- Indonesia, Maaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand.* In this connection,
the term “ Southeast Asa’ is often used in this paper to denote the ASEAN countries, unless otherwise
Specified or implied.



I. Quilt of Diversity: The Sociocultural Setting

Southeast ASais destined to be the communications crossroads of Asia and thusis characterized
by agreat diversity and changes. Located aong the sea lanes between the Pecific and Indian Oceans, the
area from prehistoric days has seen consecutive migrations from north to south and from east to west,
followed by large-scae emigrations during the colonid days, now, the region is a complex cluster of
ethnic entities. While Southeast Asian countries each have digtinct and separate traditions of their own,
none has ethnolinguigtic homogeneity. More than 150 languages and didects exist in the region, most of
which are mutudly unintdligible. Divergties abound within each country, as severd secluded communal
groups live in close proximity to each other but are clearly demarcated by their distinct cultural heritage
and sense of historica experience.

The geographicd factor has dso exposed the region to Asa's two high cultures, those of China
and Indig, and later to Mudim and Chrigtian merchant navigators who were followed by conquerors.
Sdient among the legacies of these outside influences is the presence of the world's mgor religions --
Buddhism, Idam, Chridianity, Hinduism and Taoiam in addition to dl-pervading and basic animism -- a
phenomenon unpardleled in other parts of the world.

Increasing these complexities in the region was the impact of yet another diversty in the Western
colonid rules that framed the prevailing characterigtics of contemporary Southeast Asan politics. The
advent in the early sixteenth century of the Portuguese (Maacca) and Spaniards (the Philippines) was
followed by the Dutch (Indonesia), the English (Burma, Maaysa, Singgpore), the French (Vietnam,
Cambodia, Laos) and the Americans (the Philippines), who began to recede only after World War 1.
Some of the imperidist powers, especidly on the Southeast Asan mainland, drew up nationa frontiers
often with scant regard for ethnic redlities -- pre-existing economic and culturad patterns -- asthey viewed
the region largely in terms of its Srategic position vis-avis Indiaand China

Because the culturd cleavages were so deep and traditiond, persistent and powerful lines of sdif-
identification and solidarity have developed within communal groups -- as has differentiation from other
groups -- which undermine the integrity of the larger societies. This ethnic heterogeneity is afertile source
of domestic conflict that can unobtrusively become linked to interstate palitics.

Ethnic Pluralism



Southeast Asan Sates are yet to fully develop nationa cohesion to go with their sovereign status,
and the fragility of nationd identities is a mgor source of salf-doubt among the dites, partly accounting for
thar intranggent nationdism. A mgor hindrance to the formation of much-needed nationd integrity is the
ethnic diversty that afflicts every one of the nations with centrifugal forces ranging from politica protest to
open rebdlion.

Degpite the homogenizing pressures of modernizetion such as nationd political consolidation,
mass media, market economy, indugtridization and urbanization, ethnic problems -- coupled with diverse
ethnolinguigtic and religious compostions -- are ever perdgtent in the countries (see Table 1). The
meagnitude of this pergstence is conjecturable as even more sophisticated and older Western nations are
caught in frictions of the ethnic divisiveness -- some dricken with extreme separatist movements.

Ethnic problems were built into the Southeast Asan societies from the time of early migrations
that date back to 2500 B.C. The earliest migrants, racidly rdlated to Maays, settled territories of
Madaysia, Indonesia and the Philippines. They formed clusters of smdl solitary villages and lived a very
circumscribed life, having tendency to be hogtile toward people of other villages -- a pattern of life that
can be found in rural Southeast ASatoday. The second waves of migrants, coming from southern Ching,
scattered across the mainland areas -- Burma, Thailand, Laos, Cambodia and Vietnam. Some of these
peoples inhabited the lowlands while others settled, or pushed into, the less economically viable highlands
-- a phenomenon that later became a source of conflict involving cultural and politica centralism.

The last mgor migration began in the nineteenth century when colonid powers brought into the
area amass of Chinese immigrants, and Indians to lesser extent, as chegp labor forces for their tin mines
and rubber plantations. These later migrants gradudly settled in newly expanding urban commercid
centers and filled the role of intermediary between Europeans and the local populace, cresting another
important source of racid friction. In addition to such purposeful immigration, colonid administrators
employed various policies to tackle the ethnic diversity. Y et the policies often turned out -- deliberately or
inadvertently -- to be a counterproductive form of “divide and rule”

Following independence, nationd governments in the region have adopted their own ethnic
homogenizing policies based on the generdly accepted notion of legitimacy: that achievement of nationd
integration, which can supersede ethnic cleavages, is the only way to ensure astate’ s surviva and growth.
But the progress has been largdly discouraging and time-consuming, because many of the policies wereill



conceived and, furthermore, the governments have been preoccupied with the impending task of building
and sustaining the more basc dtructures of nation-states. A more fundamenta factor is that these
governments are erected on the foundations of the precolonia and colonid political and economic
ingtitutions, which unevenly distributed the skills and resources that affect the people€'s chances to
influence or control central governments*

The attempt to secure nationa unity, which transcends ethnic alegiances dmost by definition, has
often resulted in benefiting certain groups at the expense of, or more frequently than, others. Many centra
governments in the region are in fact ethnic themsalves -- ethnic in their chief congtituency, in their politica
and military recruiting patterns, in ther perceptions of other groups in the nation, and in their
discriminatory methods of distributing the benefits of economic development.?

This converse trend -- as well as the increasing need to concentrate power to meet complex
domestic and international Situations, and the emergence of sophisticated bureaucracies and mechanisms
for planning -- paves the way for the centralization of political authority in nationa governments. With the
consolidation of the State apparatuses, the central governments -- under the control of the largest or most
dominant cultura groupings -- tend to extend their jurisdiction and control over smaler or peripherd
cultura and ethnic groups, producing two contrasting reactions.

One reault is that, owing to government policies amed at a far distribution of services and
development benefits, even the resistant ethnic groups become cooperative as they find the need for
access to and influence within the central government. The other result, when such policies do not exist or
have faled, is intengfied resstance. When the threastened subgroups have ties with dominant groupingsin
other countries, the conflict comes to have regiona and even internationa implications as it can serve asa
source of hogtility between neighboring states. Such ties across the borders, for example, are reflected in
the relations between the Maay minority in Thalland and Kuala Lumpur, and the Mudim insurgentsin the
southern Philippines and Kuda Lumpur over Sabah' srolein ther rebellion.

One ethnic problem of particular importance in terms of domestic, intraregiona and extraregiond
palitics is the szable presence of overseas Chinese in every Southeast Asian country. The stark intensity
of the Chinese problem was exemplified in 1965 when Mdaysa terminated Singapore' s participation in
its federation because, anong other reasons, the combination of the Chinese populace both in the idand
gate and in the peninsula states of Maaya would be sufficient to place the Chinese in the mgority. Other
agpects of the problem are that the expatriate Chinese have certain culturd affinities with China, that they



have had relatively better access to education partly due to colonid policies, and that they ill hold an
enormous financia and commercia advantage despite vigorous “equdization” policies being pursued by
local governments® Although cultural affinity does not easily or automaticaly transform into political
afinity, the envy and suspicion of Chinese communities within severd countries have become mingled
with fears of the People's Republic of China both as a great power and as a Communist country --
especidly after the pro-Communist insurgency in Maaysia during the Emergency and after the Indonesian
Communist Party was alleged to be behind an attempted coup in 1965.

Growing internationd economic interdependence aso has a sgnificant bearing on the region’s
ethnic issues. Although old forms of direct foreign interference are dedlining, indirect foreign influences are
noticesble -- and likely to increase in the future -- in the conduct of development aid programs,
invesment and trade by foreign governments as well as by multilateral ingtitutions and private enterprises.
Whether intended or not, consegquences bolstering certain ethnic and cultural groups tend to arise -- often
intengfying ethnic friction -- even if the foreign inditutions dam that they are only bolstering a nationd
government or the nationa development plan. For, as Cynthia Encloe points out, the ethnic frictions in
Southeast Aga should not be seen as mere disputes between dlegedly rational centra policymakers and
certain parochid citizens but as the outcomes of sgnificant differences between groups with dissmilar
cultura vaues and different levels of economic and political power.

Thisisnot to suggest that dl communa conflictsin Southeast ASawill be violent ones or that they
will be strong enough to topple a centra government. In fact, the very divergty of the ethnic makeup will
probably save most countries of the region from undergoing a polarizing conflict of the sort that has torn
gpat nations like Cyprus and Lebanon. The ethnic conflicts are not entirdly unresolvable as they
demondtrate a common feature that involves compstition for the benefits of economic and socid
development -- an issue that can be managed by penetrating political measures and effective policy
implementation on the part of the nationd governments. As yet, homogenizing efforts in most cases have
proved to be sporadic and piecemed, and the knotty ethnic problems remain to impinge on the ability of

governments to marshd their national resources for effective development programs.

Religious I nfluence



Religion as an dement in culturd plurdism is limited to the great world rdigions -- Idam,
Buddhism, Hinduism and Chridtianity -- which offer not only a comprehensive worldview but aso an al-
embracing socid identity, and dl of them are deeply rooted in Southeast Asa In most countries of the
region, reigion is a srong cohesive force, and its integraive power baances to some degree the
disruptive consequences of rapid socia change and modernization.

Higtoricdly, religion provided a basis for political organization in the traditiond tribal societies as it
played a substantial backup role for dominant outside cultures, which it helped in many casesto prevail in
the region. Introduced firdt to the region largely through the spread of Hinduism and Buddhism, beginning
in the fourth and fifth centuries A.D., were Indian concepts of government, which revolutionized the life
patterns of most Southeast Asans. Chinese influence aso penetrated throughout the region to lesser
extent. The world of the indigenous had been confined to smal commund units, closaly knit by family or
clan relations, and the hogtility and violence between villages worked againg the formation of larger
politica units and sgnificant power centers.

With the new concepts of the nature of authority and man’s relaionship to his universe, which
provided ajudtification for a ruling class, more complicated forms of government spread their roots in the
region. The Hindu concept that the legitimacy of government has a divine basis dso heped centrdize
authority around a “god king.” Through this synthesizing process, Southeast ASian societies were divided
between aruling dite of afew who accepted more of the Hindu ideas embodying deterministic concepts
of socid datus, and a mass population of peasants who favored Buddhism for its more individudistic
bads of religious identity and savation. The symbols of the monarchy were mainly derived from India as
was the law from the early Indian legd code or the code of Manu.

Despite the influence of Indian culture, the Southeast Asan kingdoms -- Burma, Thailand,
Cambodia, Laos and Indonesia -- did not become “little Indias” The Indian indtitutions and political
philosophy were assmilated into the region without Indian colonid domination as the aspiring kings were
able to reinforce their rule by these more sophisticated doctrines of legitimacy. Southeast Asans were
adso sHective in adopting the foreign culture. For indtance, except for the Bdinese in Indonesia, they
refused to retain the socia caste system while accepting political festures of Hinduism. Buddhism, on the
other hand, was blended with many non-Buddhist indigenous features to provide a “complete’ religion
that answered a host of personal and social needs -- a factor that made Buddhism more popular among
the population.



Idam underwent a amilar transformeation efter its arriva in the fourteenth century. Although it
turned the Indonesan and Mday daes into Mudim sultanates, Idam had to compromise with the
influences of Hinduism and Buddhism as well as of folk religions. The modification was d<o atributable to
certan trats of I1dam: that it is tolerant of other rdigions; thet it is less a united cultura grouping; thet it
provides a single framework for political action; and thet it lacks a formaly invested and recognized
religious hierarchy.

Although the Philippines saw its southern idands Idamized during the same period, the country as
a whole had been left unaffected by any mgor outsde culture until the arriva of Spaniards in the early
sxteenth century. The subsequent Spanish colonid rule and influence transformed the Philippines into the
only Chridian country in Ada, providing it with a basc but clearly foreign culturd pattern in much the
same way as the Indian-originated culture reshaped other Southeast Asian societies -- and as the Chinese
influenced Vietnam.

Many features of the precolonid phase of Southeast Asian history are ill to be found in the
contemporary poalitics of the region. Lucian W. Pye defined this heritage in terms of four categories, which
can be regrouped into three. First, Southeast Asan societies are ill largely divided between an dlite that
is heavily influenced by foreign cultures and a mass populace that clings to more indigenous ways. Such
class digtinctions, reinforced by cultura differences, complicate the task of creating workable politica
systems today. Second, from the earliest times Southeast Asian political systems have heavily relied on
the mystique of ideologies to bind their peoples together, and the governments have largdly failed to
establish a stable system of adminidration. A government was usudly strong enough to discourage certain
forms of secular life but not strong enough to change intentiondly the life of the people in any fundamenta
way. Third, political life has largely been shaped by the activities of more or less autonomous groupings
that form around the nucleus of one or more notable figures. Consequently, parochid loydties have
consistently dominated larger cultura or nationd loyalties*

In many Southeast Asian societies today, rigion remains a basic ingredient of socid and nationa
identity -- dl the more s0 because of ethnolinguistic diversty -- athough its impact on politica life,
especidly on adminigrative dites, is waning. Religion’s potentia for politica mobilizetion derives from its
highly developed ritud and ceremonia practices, which serve as a congant regffirmation of identity by

reinforcing the sense of membership in a community; and from its daborate symbolism, which provides a



basis for common perceptions and shared emotiona reactions to rea and imagined threats from the
outside.

Idam, being politica religion par excellence as demongtrated by its periodic contributions to state
formation beginning with the Ottoman Empire and more recently to nationdist responses to colonid rule,
is a basis for socid cohesion for Indonesians and Mdays. In much the same way, Buddhism plays an
accultureting and socidizing role for Thais - and for that metter, for the neighboring Burmese,
Cambodians and Laotians. The important influence that religion exercises over Southeast Asans is dso
backed up by the fact that the elaborate worldview of reveded rdigions has been more readily trandated
into politica doctrines that can compete, or on occasion blend, with such modern secular creeds as
nationaism, democracy and socidism.

Religion in Southeast ASa, especidly Idam, aso has intraregiona and extraregiona implications
as exemplified by the support given to Flipino Mudim insurgents by Mday Mudims and by Libya. Asfor
the impact of Mudim issues on regiona cooperation, more specificaly ASEAN, Seah Chee-meow cites
two implications. Fird, the nationa governments cannot regard the Mudim issue as a purely domestic
matter because of the common fedlings of solidarity among Mudims worldwide and the emergence of
Arab power in world politics; and second, ASEAN countries might use the Mudim issue for leverage in
interstate relations in view of significant differences among themsalves over their nationd interests®

In the course of history, however, the once-dominant influence of rdigion on the ruling and
adminigrative elites has declined because of past manipulation by Western colonists and because of the
development of sophisticated statecraft and bureaucracy, which often find religious doctrines a hindrance
in dedling with the complexities of contemporary palitics, both domestic and internationd. The lessening
influence is aso attributable to some basic traits of religion, especidly in cases of the benign, gpolitica
Theravada Buddhism and the tolerant 1dam, which does not possess a formdly invested hierarchy of its
own.

In most Southeast Asian countries today, religion cannot readily act as an organized independent
socid force within society, dthough individuds are influenced by rdigious teachings and traditions. Only
the Catholic Church in the Philippines provides aforma structure for anationa society.

In Indonesia, the world' s largest Mudim country where 90 percent of the people regard Idam as
their rigion, the Mudim Party stands as ajunior politica party partly due to the secularism that President
Suharto has carried over from the nation’s founder, Sukarno, in an attempt to check Idamic fanaticism.



Opposition to such a secular government policy is Szable and there are sporadic theocracy movements,
sometimes generating fear of religious drife. But the Mudims are badly divided. There are two distinct
Mudim groups -- devout santri, and lax abangan, which disregard ritud prescription and pious duty and
continue to adhere to pre-ldamic beliefs® The purists are further split between modernists and
consarvatives over the extent of compromise with modernization, and their infighting has undermined the
organization of politica parties and socid associaions. This phenomenon is aso accountable for the
relatively wesk religious identities of Indonesian political dites.”

Similarly, the adminigrative dite of Mdaysa, another Idamic country, holds a passve conception
about religion. For this dite, reigion exists much less to meet peopl€' s needs than to prevent them from
engaging in the antisocid activities they are presumed to seek. Mdaysian leaders see God as restraining
the masses and preventing them from getting out of hand.? In the political sector, dominant Maay political
organizations are eminently secular, and even aradicd party that cdls for a more rigorous gpplication of
the Idamic vocation of Mdaydais less ardigious party per se than an aggressive Maay commund party.

Tha Buddhism has dso become less socid-action oriented, and its authority Structure as a
religious organization is rather loose. It does not assert the power of control in any forceful way and, by
nature, it generdly subordinates the affairs of the world to a concern with escaping from it. It “ascribes no
particular merit to purposive, impersona adminigirative organization and, at best, productive bureaucretic
behavior is Buddhistically neutral and not highly meaningful.”® This benevolent tolerance has given the
Tha dlite both a tendency to be diffusvein their roles and an impressve capacity for adaptation.

The Legacy of Colonial Rule

The argument over the impact of colonidism is acute in Southeest ASa, where dl but one
country, Thailand, were under Western colonid rule until two or three decades ago -- most of them
having their own cultures and traditions that predated Western encroachment. Today some leaders of the
region openly dress the need for de-Westernization in their national modernization schemes, underlining
the magnitude of past Western influence.

The process of colonization in Southeast ASa began in the sixteenth century with the coming of
the Portuguese and the Spanish followed by the Dutch, the English, the French and the Americans,
athough the effective colonia penetration of the region -- except the Spanish Philippines -- can be dated



from the nineteenth century. The blending process that has occurred since then is comparable to what
followed the earlier diffuson of Hinduism, Buddhiam, Idamism and Chinese influence, which by the time
of the Western influx had long logt their imulating force in regiond life.

European-derived ideas and inditutions -- initidly brought in by Westerners as a means of
protecting their trade interests and evangdlism, and gradually strengthened for the extended exploitation of
local resources -- gtirred up the static Southeast Asian societies. Consequent changes affected a wide
spectrum of regiond life -- ranging from education and urbanization to economic systems and government
forms -- and, inevitably, provoked a response in the form of naiondism. In this context, the most
important agpect of the Western impact was perhaps the simulusiit created among the Southeast Asans -
- the need for regppraisal of their changing life patterns and vaue systems, and the pursuit of a new
modernity equipped with their own nationa and regiona identity. The process of change -- adaptation
and blending -- is fill under way.

The greatest influence of the West in Southeast Asa was in the realm of government, and its
traces can be found throughout the region’s contemporary politics. The colonists provided the framework
for the new nationa entities, and this also motivated many peoples to have their firg feding of belonging
to some wider political sysem and of sharing an identity with others beyond their loca community. In
addition, the Dutch established the modern boundaries of Indonesia, embracing 3,000 idands, as did the
Spanish in the Philippines.

Colonidism dso encouraged the emergence of an adminidrative class, who served as
functionaries and as petty officids for the colonid machinery. Whether they engaged in indirect rule or
harsh rule by gunpoint, the colonia powers needed indigenous help to keep the vast area under control
and overcome various obgtacles that stem from ethnolinguistic and cultura diversty. Because of the
impossibility of full cultural representation in formulating an indigenous adminidretive dite within a colony,
the colonid rulers tended to favor one or two cultural groups that were more accessble and relaivey
enlightened.

Thus, while the Spanish hired more Tagalogs as helping hands, the Dutch turned to the Javanese,
resulting in the often disputed overrepresentation of these ethnic groups in the contemporary Philippine
and Indonesian governments. The British ingenuity of fostering a colonid civil service, as demondrated in
India, took an expedient form in Maaya until the 1930s. Mainly because of their desire to leave Idam
untouched and the ready availability of Chinese and Indian subalterns, in addition to the abundant supply



of European cadres, the British fdt rdaively less urgency in educating Madays for adminidrative service,
athough they did train a modest number of Malay elites for selective services such as those performed by
sultanates. This discrepancy in the British colonia policy -- though reversed later to give preference to the
Madays -- gave rise to a highly paliticized Chinese community, which in turn served as a sharp simulus for
pan-Maay anticolonia nationadism and caused protracted Maday-Chinese commund  frictions that
overshadow Maaysa even today.

The indigenous adminigtrative force later became a cornerstone for independent governments of
the region, but it lacked a basic ingredient essentid to a sovereign government. Being an indtitution geared
asatoal of colonid rule, the adminigrative dite -- regardless of its Size and standard -- was not equipped
with experience in public problem solving and decison making at the sate level. Moreover, the modd of
government provided by colonid rulers was a mideading one. Because it functioned in the colonies
subject to policy guidelines charted by the metropolitan dtate, the “government” emphaszed the
adminigrative over the politica. The colonid government was not a responsible government in that it was
not responsible to the people it ruled. The governor was responsible only to his home government.

There were some ingtances in which colonid powers introduced to their colonies certain
examples of political inditutions, such as legidatures, political parties and labor unions. The recipient
countries include the Philippines, for which the United States, successor to the Spanish, scheduled
independence in 1944, and Mdaya, where the British proclaimed a congtitutiond structure in 1948 as a
trangtiona step before granting independence a decade later. But the sociopolitical pains that these and
other Southeast Adan countries have suffered since their independence underline the fdlacy of the often
heard clam that democracy was implanted in Southeast Asia by the West only to be trampled by
indigenous rulers. Colonid rule in the region lasted long enough to disrupt traditiond patterns of authority,
but it made no serious efforts ether to erect any equivaent new structures or to provide experiences
essentid to the smooth operation of what the colonists claimed to be alegacy of their prolonged presence
-- democracy. And colonid rulers, even as they expanded public functions and strengthened the authority
of government, remained firm in denying aspirations for nationa identity, for political equdity, and for
political participation. Of the three political requisites of modernization, the colonid system supplied a
best one.*”

Another notable agpect of Western colonidism in Southeast Ada is that the different policies
pursued by the severd colonia powers tremendoudy increased the diversity adready exigting in the region.



The diverse systems of colonidism have left two legacies, which are detrimentd both to the much-sought
regiond cooperation and to integration: first, different patterns of contemporary politica development as
well as different economic and legd systems, and second, lack of intraregiond communication and
understanding, which has often contributed to distrust and animosity among neighboring countries. In fact,
a generation after independence, dites of the region are often more familiar with current events in the
homeland of their former colonia overlords than with the problems of their neighbors. This is largely
attributable to the inertia dating back to the pre-independence days when colonia powers, frequently
engaged in rivadry among themselves, inditutiondized bilaterd intercourse between colony and metropole
while neglecting mulltilaterd intercourse in the region.

In areview of politica developments in the region, the Philippines stands out, as it was subjected
to the direct Spanish colonid system for more than three centuries and then a half century of American
dominion -- dtogether much longer than any of its neighbors colonia experience. Moreover, unlike most
of its neighbors, the Philippines did not have a sgnificant indigenous precolonid culture or a centralized
kingdom. As they converted the Filipinos to Roman Catholicism, the Spaniards rooted in the idands ther
own version of a hierarchical colonia gructure -- an extended patrén system that lives on to influence
Philippine politics today, especidly in intepersond rdations. The American interlude did not
fundamentaly ater these Higpanicized cultural parameters, but it provided a particular sequence of
political development -- the introduction of certain American politica ideas and inditutions and an
emphass on public education. Being an extraordinary combination of Adan, Spanish and American
traditions, the Philippines has displayed multifaceted political frameworks since its independence --
ranging from a much-praised “showroom” of Western democracy to a verson of “authoritarian
democracy.”

Two other former colonid powers among the present ASEAN countries, Britain and the
Netherlands, followed palicies that were again radicdly different. They both colonized Idamic countries,
Maaya and Indonesia, of smilar ethnic origins -- first with classc methods of indirect rule and then with
complex direct rule as their economic and commercid interests grew beginning in the nineteenth century.
The British in Mdaya, by way of precaution agang Idamic repercussons, employed a complex
government system for the various Mday sultanate states and the Straits Settlements, which included
Singapore, and made efforts to preserve the Maay aristocracy by providing for the indigenous dlite. They
adso trained a condderable number of Adans for adminidretive roles, dthough a rddively large



recruitment of Chinese and Indians in the initid stages invited Maay resistance. Such a double-edged
British colonid policy left Mdaya with many of its traditional symbols of authority protected, which was
an important dement in maintaining relative political sability after independence.

On the other hand, the Dutch in Indonesia asserted greater direct administrative control, without
introducing a legd system and Westernized forms of government to the same degree as the British in
Maaya The Dutch sought to maintain many of the traditiond Indonesian paiterns of life and, in the
process, they discouraged most Indonesians from becoming part of modern society. They did recruit
indigenous peoples, largdy Javanese, for adminidrative service dedling with Indonesians a large, but their
system was far behind the British practice of establishing homegrown adminigrative machinery. The
Dutch policy was often consdered during its heyday to be a modd of colonid rule because of its
sympathy for the treditiond life patterns of the indigenous people. However, it proved to be inadequate
for the credtion of a new state. For fear of the nationdist movement that later began to assume extreme
proportions, the Dutch opposed the formation of a nationd cadre, the lack of which became one of the
principal causes of the troubles that beset independent Indonesia.™*



[11. Potential and Disparity: Aspects of Socioeconomic M oder nization

Modernization is a multifaceted process involving changes in dl areas of human thought and
activity. Discussing the principal aspects of modernization, Samud P. Huntington has grouped those
facets most rlevant to palitics into two categories: socia mohilization and economic development. Socid
mobilization refers to changes in peoplée’ s attitudes, vaues and expectations from those associated with
the traditiona world to those common to the modern world -- a consequence of literacy, education,
communication, mass media exposure and urbanization. Economic development refers to the growth in
the tota economic activity and output of a society, which, involving capabilities of the societd
components, can be measured by per capita gross national product, the level of indudtridization and the
level of individua welfare* More recently, arguments about economic development have also turned on
questions of the internd distribution of income, the vulnerability of economies to outsde influences, and
other issues related to nationa self-reliance.

Southeast Asan countries, when observed with these criteriain mind, offer a picture mixed with
potentia and digparity -- a picture that can be found in most developing netions. Yet it is a complex one
in view of differences among the regiond states not only in their physica features such as the sze of
territory and population and the abundance of natural resources but aso in their diversty in terms of
sociopoliticad backgrounds, the performance of their politica leadership, and the modernization patterns
they have pursued.

The five ASEAN member dates, in generd, are in better socioeconomic shape than most of their
neighbors in Indochina and the Indian subcontinent. The quintet’s average per capita GNP of US$835 in
1975 outgtrips by far the South Asian average of $133, the poorest in the world. But it lags behind
Africa’s $1,520 as well as the world average of $1,448. The ASEAN figures adso show an enormous
digparity among its member countries -- ranging from $215 for Indonesia, the world' s fifth most populous
country, which has undergone severe political upheavas since its independence that have undermined
development programs, to $2,516 for Singapore, a booming city-state that has followed a process of
indudtridization under a consistently puritanica politica leedership (see Table 2).

The ASEAN region is endowed with rich natura resources. It produces nearly 90 percent of the
world's natura rubber, 70 percent of its copra, 65 percent of its pam oil and 50 percent of its tin; these
commodities continue to make up a substantid portion of the regional states badly needed foreign



currency earnings (see Table 3). Indonesid's oil bonanza was followed by Mdaysid's oil operations, the
recent discovery of offshore oil fields provides a source of anticipation for the Philippines and Thailand;
and Singapore has fast become a mgor oil-refining center of the world. Yet many of the countries are
uneasy because their economies, despite vigorous indudtridization efforts, are ill very much dependent
on their natural resources -- alegacy of coloniaism, which shaped these countries as suppliers of primary
goods to the metropolitan markets. Fuctuations in world market prices of these commodities, together
with the development of synthetics that can serve as subgtitutes for some of the natura products, make it
al the more difficult for Southeast Asan economic planners to chart workable long-range devel opment
programs.

Despite large populations and high population growth rates, the region as a whole has the
cagpacity to overcome food deficits, owing to its naturd advantages and, moreover, to recent
technologicad developments, which have brought great improvements in strains of rice and consequently
higher yidds. Some former food-importing countries in the region have now become sdf-sufficient. Yet
this “green revolution” tends to create tenson in some Southeast ASan societies as the gap increases
between the richer and poorer peasants, a Stuation that cals for careful sociad innovations. The gap
becomes obvious as the “miraclerice’ requires extengve fertilizers and irrigation, both of which are more
reedily obtainable by richer and more advantageoudy located farmers. A fair distribution of food within
each country is another difficult question in the absence of welfare policies or other adequate means of
income didtribution to give the poor access to their share of the available food. This problem dso has
intergtate implications in that food distribution between exporting countries like Thailand and importing
dates like Indonesiamay create occasional baance-of-payment issues.

An estimated 43 percent of the Southeast Asian population was under 15 years of age in 1976,
compared to only 27 percent in the same age group in the United States and 24 percent in Europe.? By
the end of the century these large numbers of youths, a great mgority of whom will be literate, will be in
their most productive years. If most of these people can be provided with employment in accordance
with their capabilities, there could be a phenomena upsurge in production and living Sandards. But can it
be done? Or will these countries, now harboring “nonproductive children” and “troublemaking
teenagers,” become nations of vast unemployment? Statistics vary, but it is a known fact that economic
development in the region is not progressing fast enough to provide full employment for rapidly growing
numbers of young adults.



The socid mohbilization of the unemployed is bound to increase in the coming years, and the
politica consciousness of this class will broaden to condiitute a politica factor of immense potentid
ggnificance. In this connection, militant and highly politicized student movements, one of most energetic
elements of these societies, will remain amgor threet to political dability in dmost every country, as they
have been since the 1960s. Aside from their prescribed politica mottoes such as nationaism, democracy
and anticorruption, the students are haunted by dim prospects of obtaining reasonable jobs upon
graduation. Many of the regiond governments have employed policies that dienate troublesome students,
and the dienated activigts often turn to sporadic violence -- as witnessed in recent yearsin Indonesa and
Thailand, aswell asin the United States, Western Europe and Japan -- to further complicate the Situation.

With these and other contragting circumstances notwithstanding, the ASEAN nations have
managed their respective development programs reasonably well -- Singapore performing sartlingly -- to
maintain an average annua growth rate of 5 to 8 percent since the late 1960s. Three non-oil countries --
the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand -- have made a dow but steady recovery from the 1973 ail crisis
despite a train of adverse developments on the international economic front: worldwide inflation and
€conomic recession, sharp increases in oil prices and worsening terms of trade, most of which affected
oil-producing Indonesa and Madaysia as well. The vdue of the five nations aggregate exports in 1976
increased by an estimated 20.9 percent over the 1975 totd of US$18,625 million, while their trade
deficits decreased by 15.7 percent. Such a favorable trade performance was largely due to the economic
recovery in many industrigdlized countries in the second half of 1975 and the first haf of 1976 --
paticularly in Jgpan and the United States, which together account for more than a hdf of ASEAN’s
trade. The region’s recovery and growth can aso be attributed to “the resilience and growing sense of
sdf-reliance and economic discipling’ among the nations, as the Asan Development Bank cited in its
1976 Annud Report, and to improvement in their economic management.

In mogt nations of the region, governments have assumed the mgor responsibility for economic
development and have become deegply enmeshed not only in economic planning and decision making but
aso in other economic processes involving direct controls, public financia indtitutions and various Sate
enterprises. However, with the exception of Singapore and more recently of Maaysia, the governments
have performed poorly in efficiently pursuing a coherent, cohesive and lasting course. Government rolesin
these dtates often do not reflect a commitment to markets, competition and efficiency so much as they



reflect a preference for control and regulation of economic activities, enabling the pursuit of those nationa
interests identified by the lites exercisng power.

All ASEAN countries have been making sustained efforts toward indudridization, which offers
the posshility of creating more jobs and diversfying development. While there have been some
impressive achievements, such as in Singgpore, these nations attempts to bresk into industrial markets
have often been held back by a vicious circle of underdevelopment: lack of capita, poor infrastructure,
and a low level of education and know-how. Moreover, industridizetion tends to follow a well-beaten
path garting with textiles, then moving on to dectronics and other indudtries involving semiskilled
assembly jobs that rely on low labor costs -- resulting in keen competition among the regiona countries.
In order to avoid such overlapping and competition, the ASEAN dates worked out a joint
industriglization agreement in 1976 under which each of the five member countries agreed to establish a
mgor indugtrid project, with no similar project being dlowed in other sates. The agreement is amed a
enabling each of the five projects to serve the whole region and evolve eventudly into multinationd
enterprises, but the projects have so far made duggish progress.

Governments in the region have dal dated ther commitment to improving the materid
circumstances of their populations, particularly the more disadvantaged sections of society, through
economic advancement and egditarian digtribution of the benefits. But the rate of economic expansion has
frequently fallen below expectations, and, furthermore, economic inequdity has actualy been increasing in
most cases -- having implications in both the domestic and cross-national dimensions. For instance, the
per capitaincomes of Indonesia and Mdaysia would double in about nine years -- to $430 and $1,522,
respectively, by 1984 -- were the 1976 growth rates to remain constant and accepting the 1975 per
capita incomes at face vaue. (Both figures quoted in Table 2 seem optimistic.) A per capita income of
$430, as expected in Indonesia by the mid-1980s, is much lower than the expectations of Maaysians.
The digparity between the two neighboring countries will not only place strains upon efforts toward
regiond collaboration but aso create socid tensons in Indonesia as the people, being subject to the
psychologica impact of “relative deprivation,” will be irritated by their lesser fortune and become more
demanding about their standard of living.

The more difficult question involves the madidtribution of wedth and development benefits within
a society. According to the latest data available, the poorest 40 percent of the population in the ASEAN
countries, excluding Singapore, generaly recaives less than 15 percent of the total nationa income, and



even in fagter-growing countries the difference between the rich and the poor has remained intact or in
some cases widened (see Table 4) This phenomenon opens the way to gross socid disaffection, which
merges with ethnic and ideologica cleavages. The consequent socia stresses tend to be aggravated by
the fact that the countries are undergoing rapid economic development -- a process that, while creeting
possibilities for the future, often generates new socid tensions as people become increasingly conscious of

economic and socid inequdity.



V. Aspiration and Reality: Political Development

“We have no other choice but to adopt Western parliamentary democracy. Democracy is
democracy, and we cannot distinguish Western and Eastern democracy,”! said a determined Kukrit
Pramoj upon the promulgation of a new Thai Congtitution in October 1974, for which he had played a
leading role as spesker of the Congtituent Assembly. Lessthan haf ayear later, he became prime minister
of a newly eéected civilian government, a codition of severd parties none of which could maintan a
mgority force in parliament. In the spring of 1976, he was forced out of office amid worsening politica
bickering that entailed economic distress and socid unres, including violent clashes between |eft- and
right-wing students who three years earlier had toppled a military regime. In two years snce Kukrit's
departure, the Thai government has changed hands four times, twice by military coup d éat, and another
Condtitution was drafted to become the tenth since the establishment of the congtitutional monarchy in
1932. In fact, the Thais have had 41 governments in the past 46 years.

The vicious circle of deveopments in Thaland over the past severd years may not be
representative of Southeast Asan palitics, and it has certainly been excessively dramétic even for the
Thais. Yet it vividly tdls of the enormous problems and obstacles, both actud and potentid, that
Southeast Asia faces in the process of political modernization. Many, if not dl, of the leaders ruling the
five ASEAN countries ingg thet parliamentary democracy is the ultimate form their governments will
assume. But the actua performance of these leaders in most cases has betrayed this professed godl,
ether through their own politicd manipulation or because of the pressure of adverse developments,
ranging from domestic socid conflicts and economic crises to insurgent movements and menace from
without -- or because of both factors working together. In fact, the leaders justify the courses they have
taken in the name of economic progress and nationa security.

In the initid period of trandtion from colonidism to independent nationa existence, these
countries, except Thalland, adopted the political heritage of colonidism -- democratic ingitutions with
British, American and Dutch variants of representative government -- with considerable eagerness.
However, for dl of the countries in the region, characterized by tremendous diversity and engulfed in the
vortex of internationd power politics, the cost of maintaining nationd integration with ther short
experience in administering nationd inditutions was high -- civilian governments have been severely taxed
and the better-organized military is dominant in Indonesia and Thalland; Mdaysa has had to abrogate



parliamentary democracy and gtill maintains redtrictive measures on many sendtive issues;, Singapore has
moved toward essentidly one-party rule; and even in the Philippines, once regarded as an Asian modd of
American democracy, competitive democracy has given way to martia-law authoritarianism. In most of
these countries, some ingtitutions do not perform the particular functions that in the Western setting they
were designed to perform. Elections have often been used as a means of mobilizing public support, or of
resssarting the legitimacy of an incumbent regime, rather than as a device for sdlecting from among
dternative candidates, political parties have been ather transformed into a facade of the ruling elite or
weakened, if not fragmented, to the extent that they have virtudly lost their popular base; legidatures and
courts have logt their authority and independence; and cabinets have frequently been transmitters of
decisions made by power dlites rather than decison-making bodies in their own right.

All of the five countries have experienced human rights problems of varying degrees. The
Stuations range from Indonesas prolonged detention of a large number of persons whom the
government dleges were implicated in the 1965 coup attempt but lacks evidence to put on trid, to
Singapore' s abusive gpplication of interna security legidation againg politica opposition. Freedom of the
press has aso been curtaled in such ways as the exercise of sdf-censorship by the media in the
Philippines, which in effect means that they carry nothing critical of the government and are essentidly
controlled, or the licensing of the presses and publications under the 1948 Printing Press Ordinance in
Maaysia All of the countries have been classified in the “partly freg’ category by the U.S. Department of
State in its annua Human Rights Reports to the Congress. In this respect, many government leaders of
the region have clamed that a Western-style democracy is not appropriate to the needs of developing
countries in Asia -- a least for the present. It is far better, they have argued, that the people are freed
from hunger and provided with the increasing benefits of economic development with fewer worries about
socid disorder and externd threst, than that they have freedom to express “irresponsible€’ opinions that
may lead to public disruptions. Sukarno in the late 1950s, after subduing extengve rebellions in outlying
aress of the Indonesian archipelago, advocated “guided democracy” by which Indonesia was to be ruled
by the president and carefully selected spokesmen for various “functiond interests’ and communities in
the country, rather than by popular eections and politica parties. In the mid-1970s, Suharto expounded
his“New Order” concept of democracy:

The most ided and feasible form of democracy in Asia is closdly related to the national

identity and characteristics as well as the degree of intelligence of the people concerned. In



gpplication of the democratic principle, or the mgority rule, the people should be led to
understand that they do not demand rights only ... but fulfill their responsibilities. The rule of
nationa consensus and mutua consent is important, and in Indonesia it is based on the five

principle of pancasila.?

At about the same time, Cambridge-educated Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew of Singgpore sad

more sraightforwardly in an interview:

Western democracy does not suit every nation, especiadly in Asa where traditiona
background is so much different from the West. A successful operation of democracy in
Asia requires certain basic elements such as a fair level of education, economic standard

and socid climate®

Philippine Presdent Ferdinand E. Marcos, who professes “condtitutiond authoritarianism,” was

blunt when he said:

History of mankind indicates that whenever there is a serious crisis there is a tendency
toward authoritarianism and our 1935 Constitution (adopted under the American dominion)
alows authoritarianism. ... Ours is a crisis government -- a more effective, efficient and
expeditious government -- to undertake a democratic revolution ... All forms of revolution
are a manifestation of the democratic principle, seeking to reach its perfect form. But no
government has ever been perfect, whether Western or Asian. Let no Westerners point to

their government as a perfect form of democracy.*

Should these statements, which find concurrence from some other Asian leaders, be taken merdly
as a cover-up; as a plausible exculpation of the falure of their criss management capacity to overcome
political issues, socid conflicts and economic crises; or even as conceament for persond or group
ambitions? Should the widespread reversd to authoritarianism, in one form or another, be smply blamed
on the “inability” of politica dlites -- or, for that matter, on that of the masses -- to digest the unfamiliar
rules of the paliticad game imported from the West? Above dl, is Western democracy the only and most
ided form of government for dl mankind? Many doubt, but even if it is so and if it is not feasible for the
time being, what would be the recourse or expedient that would pave the way to the ultimate goa?



Firgt of dl, condtitutiond arrangements in most of the Southeast Asian countries were discarded,
or temporarily shelved, not because they became unfashionable or unacceptable but because they have
50 far faled to work smoothly in indigenous settings. It would also be erroneous to assume, as did the
American Declaration of Independence and other classc documents of the Western era of revolution,
that free or representative indtitutions are somehow the “naturd” form of government, which will spring up
as soon as the regiraints of tyranny or foreign rule are relinquished.”

In Europe and North America, politicd modernization has required a history, dretching over
severa centuries, of modernization in other related fields -- such as in the administrative, economic, socia
and educationa sectors. According to Cyril Black’s formulation, England, the first modernizer, took 183
years -- from 1649 to 1832 -- for the consolidation of modernizing leadership. For the second
modernizer, the United States, the consolidation period lasted 89 years, from 1776 to 1865; and for 13
other countries, mostly in Western Europe, which entered the consolidation phase during the Napoleonic
period (1789** 1815), the average time required was 73 years. Black lists that Japan required 77 years,
from 1868 to 1945, and China 44 years, from 1905 to 1949. For 21 of the 26 countries, including some
of ASEAN nétions, that began the consolidation process during first quarter of the twentieth century and
had emerged as modern nations by the 1960s, the average time required for the process was only 29
years®

Black’s formulation, though subject to disoute with regard to the criteria selected for leadership
consolidation and the determination of periods, provides a dramatic bass for examining the differencesin
the rate of change between early and late modernizers. Whereas Western democracies could ded with
crises and other issues sequentidly over a long span of time, developing nations have faced a
smultaneous surge of new and complex problems -- ranging from centraization of authority, nationd
integration and political participation to socia mohilization, economic development and socid welfare.
The much faster rate of modernization, as compared to the earlier modernizing countries, has resulted in
politica ingtability, one of mgor factors undermining the smooth democratic growth of developing nations
in Southeast Asa and elsewhere. For instance, the faster the enlightenment of the population, the more
sophisticated the destabilizing behavior that results Rapid economic growth often entails income
inequdities, which, coupled with socid mobilization, widens the gap between aspiration and expectation
and disrupts traditional socia groupings, creating circumstances conducive to revolutionary protest.”



Southeast Asig, in a sense, has been amdting pot of mgjor ideologies, and the regiona countries
are in search of their own ideologicd identities. Religion's once-dominant cohesive power has waned,
and the gppedls of nationalism that were readily focused againgt the foreigner during the drives for nationd
independence -- and for some time after independence -- have logt their fundamental force. Politica
leaders, thinkers and writers of these countries, in varying degrees, have been searching for the meaning
of their societies and for the most effective gpproach to modernization -- and, for that matter, for the most
ided yet workable form of government. This is in large measure a reflection of the lack of consensus in
these countries as they attempt to transform the traditiona order into modern societies.

The five ASEAN countries have one common ground -- anticommunism. Although al of them
rushed to establish diplomatic relations with Hanoi following the end of Vietnam War -- and, except
Indonesia and Singapore, with Beijing -- every one of these countries has outlawed Communist parties a
home. But Indonesa’ s Communist Party until 1965 was the largest outsde the Communist world, and the
other ASEAN countries are ever on dert againg Communist insurgency. The emergence of Communist
Indochina poses a serious menace, as a source of both overt and covert threst, to the ASEAN countries,
especidly Thailand and Mdaysa -- and, in fact, the activities of the regiond organization were vitdized
by the fdl of Saigon in 1975. What worries the ruling dites of the region is the fact that their countries
were dl exposed to communism, to varying extents, from the days of the anticolonidist struggle onward,
and that roots of communism remain, though very much contained in recent years. Socidiam, like
Marxism, has lost much of its influence. But because it was an important ideologica force immediately
after independence, particularly in Sukarno’s Indonesia, socialism il serves as an ideological facade for
some of these countries;, Singapore, for example, until 1976 remained a member of the Socidist
Internationd .

Diversty in the political heritage of colonidism --parliamentary democracy with different shades
of British, American, Dutch and French influences -- dso played a digtracting role for indigenous politica
elites when they came to develop ther own forms of government. In addition, democretic India and
Communigt China have provided two starkly different models of state building. Southeast Asan leeders
tended to take note of the flaws resulting from actua operations of the colonia heritage in neighboring
dates as well as in ther own lands, and, consequently, they became less enthusastic to preserve
inefficient politica systems handed over by former colonid masters. Also not to be overlooked is the
undercurrent of traditionad Confucian concepts of statesmanship and of the relaionship between the ruler



and the masses. Although neither articulated nor influentid in mogt cases, the Confucian influence is fet
among oversees Chinese, some of whose descendants have crept into the ruling hierarchies of many
regiona countries -- especialy Singapore, which is often called a“Third China.”®

With these and numerous other factors hindering the smooth growth of parliamentary democracy
and causng so many difficulties, the region’'s leaders in power have tended to give priority to another
pressng issue “ prosperity,” or economic development. They cannot atogether shelve the politica issue
because of the growing popular aspirations and demands for political participation and socid justice,
which dso involve problems rdated to the legitimacy of governments, and because prosperity is closdy
related to a stable politica environment. In fact, many of the leaders, ether willingly or rluctantly, have
reiterated their promise to the people that “free democracy,” or representative government, is the very
god a which they are aming but which they have noted can be atained more smoothly through economic
devdopment in a climate of dability. At the same time, the ruling dites have dressed that the
“democratic” system aone cannot ensure democracy, justifying their current course of action: expedient
yet effective and efficient government.

Samuel Huntington and Joan Nelson have categorized the development patterns of contemporary
developing countries into four models -- bourgeois, autocratic, populist and technocratic. In this respect,
mogt, if not dl, of the ASEAN countries gppear to have adopted the technocratic modd, which is
characterized by low levels of politicd participation, high levels of investment (particularly foreign
invesment) and economic growth, and growing income inequdities. This modd assumes that political
participation must be held down, at least temporarily, in order to promote economic development, and
that such development necessarily involves a least temporary increases in income inequaity.

In their efforts to sustain rapid economic progress and domestic security, the ASEAN countries
have built up srong, centralized governments backed up by armies, which in some cases play the
dominant role, and by bureaucracies that have grown in both sze and sophigtication. The importance of
political parties as political actors has been overshadowed, if not dwarfed, by individud politica leaders
in many instances.

Gone from the ASEAN region are such charismatic leaders as Sukarno and Ramén Magsaysay -
- and, for that matter, Abdul Rahman -- who championed the shaping of nationd identities and the
coherence of their countries a atime when they were exposed to an extreme post-independence conflict

of vaues. These and other “first-generation” nationdigtic leaders have been replaced by more pragmatic



leaders who push programs rather than ideology, and who give priority to politica tranquility and planned
economic development rather than to the expanson of politica participation. The shifting paiterns of
leadership in many Southeast ASian countries, in a sensg, fits John Kautsky' s hypotheses that in the post-
revolutionary period ideologues are progressively displaced by bureaucrats, revolutionary modernizers by
manageriad modernizers, and specidists in idess by specididts in control and coercion.™ In a number of
countries in the region, power resdes in one-man persond leadership or in a military-civilian oligarchy,
thus often raising questions as to the likelihood of a peaceful and orderly trangtion of power.

Political parties occupy a peculiar place in these countries. The first-generation leadership parties
were often characterized by highly personaized organizations reflecting the persondities of leading figures,
lacking deep roots within the society. Today, in many of the countries, there is little sgn of multiparty
systems, and the government parties, enjoying overwhelming dominance in legidature, are quas-aliances
or asociations of functiond and ethnic groupings. In the Philippines, the once dominant yet faction-ridden
Nacionaista and Libera Parties were disbanded by martid law in 1972, and their places were filled by
the government-controlled New Society Movement, which swept the 1978 generd dections -- thefirgt in
sx years. In Indonesia, the military-led Golkar -- an outgrowth of the long-standing Indonesian tradition
of relying on functiona organizationa movements, which was initiated by the Dutch and reintroduced by
Sukarno in his program of “guided democracy” -- has proved itself an effective organ for enforcing and
legitimizing the military domination of Indonesian palitics. The moderate socidist People' s Action Party of
Singapore has become dosdy identified with the highly efficient government adminigtration in the
country’s trandformation into an essentidly technocratic one-party state. Mdaysa's governing Nationd
Front isaform of nationdist codition party system, which since independence has sought to represent the
country’ s ethnic groups and to bring them together in a cooperative effort for the nationa good.

As charismatic leaders |eft the scene and the role of political parties waned, military influence in
politics grew more important. The military dominates the governments in Indonesia and Thailand -- the
latter largely under the military’ s shadow ever since a 1932 coup. In the other countries, martid law in the
Philippines has brought the army close to the center of government, racid tenson and insurgency in
Maaysa has boosted the role of military, and even in Singapore the government has shown indications
that it understands the vaue of a loyd amy for maintaining political sability. In addition to commonly
accepted reasons for military intervention in politics -- such as the army’ s organized power, modernizing

role and frudtration over incompetent and wesk civilian government -- the Stuation in Southeast Asa



contains some unique festures. Many of the countries have built up reaively large military establishments
because of the need to meet the threat of Communist insurgents and dissident groups since independence.
As the army played an important part in Indonesia s independence movement and Thailand's reform to
congtitutional monarchy, military leadersin the two countries devel oped an early concern for the course of
their nations political development. Moreover, the prevaent fact that divisve forces in Southeast Asan
countries have proved too strong for parliamentary inditutions has opened the way for the disciplined
military to provide a stopgap method of rule in otherwise undisciplined societies.

Whatever itsideologicd orientation may be, a government must rely on acivil bureaucracy whose
role becomes more crucia in the management of economic development. All of the ASEAN countries
have a shortage of competently trained civil servants, but snce independence the sze and capacity of
their civil bureaucracies have vadtly increased: They now provide a vital source of leadership and, in fact,
have come to congtitute the backbone of the states. The adminigtrative bureaucracies, being dite bodies
as they were under colonidism, retain their negative traits of formalism, inertia and corruption. However,
with the enormous tasks they face in the process of carrying out the ambitious economic and socid
advancement plans of the politica leadership, the bureaucracies have gradudly developed and have
acquired a high degree of competence, and consequently they now exercise great influence in decison
making. The governments in Thalland and Indonesia in practice resemble dliances between the military
and the civil bureaucracies, with the military asthe senior partner but with the bureaucrats having influence
and veto power over mgor policies. In spite of frequent coups and turbulence in the capitd, Thailand has
sudained a reasondble rate of economic growth, and the authority of the king's civil servants is
recognized even in the most backward hamlets. In Indonesa, where the military presence in the
government is conspicuous, there have been sgns of a wesk linkage between policymaking & the higher
level and administrative operations.™ But such a discrepancy has greetly diminished in recent years. In
Maaysa, Singapore and the Philippines essentidly cooperative rdationships have existed between
political leaders and those responsible for adminigtrative operations -- largely due to the extensive training
provided under coloniaism according to preset schedules.

Among the maor political actors briefly discussed, the steadily growing civil buresucracy,
coupled with the rise of technocracy, appears to be the only stable force -- common among the five
ASEAN countries -- in terms of its role and impact on the performance of government: be it generd

adminidration, economic and socid development, foreign relations or, to some extent, politica



development. Of course, developing the civil adminigtration is only a part of building the vast and complex
system of modern indtitutions that are needed for maintaining al activities associated with contemporary
nationhood, let one politica orientation. Furthermore, the bureaucrats, like political dites, are normaly
unsympathetic to the expanson of politicad participation -- unless they see such a development serving
their benefit or cause. In this vein, economic development does not necessarily increase the levels of
political participation. Yet, under prevailing circumgtances in Southesst Ada, the civil adminigration
condtitutes a tabilizing factor in the conduct of economic development, which al ASEAN governments
have uphdd as ther primary god, and of foreign palicies, dthough there dways is the possibility of mgor
setbacks or deviaions resulting from sgnificant domestic political turmoail. Reinforcing these stabilizing
elements is the trend that, under the expanding and modernizing governmenta mechanism and ruling
hierarchy, politica leaders have had to rely increasingly upon the bureaucracy and that in some of the
countries the emergence of professona politicians or “politician technicians’*? is noticeable. Although
rapid socia mohilization and growing popular demand for political participation and socid justice provide
dynamism and serve as congtant reminders to political leaders of the need for evolutionary reformsin their
ruling systems, the civil bureaucracy, or technocracy, is likely to enjoy ever-growing status as a vitd --
sometimes superior -- partner of the palitical leadership in Steering Sate affairs not only in the exercise of
government authority but dso in political decision making.



V. The Path to Survival: International Relations

For the first time since the Second World War, Southeast Asais free from active warfare, either
within the region or in the near vicinity. The protracted bloodshed of the Vietnam War ended in 1975,
and the victorious Communists, athough posing a potentid threat to neighboring states and often
implicated in sporadic guerrillastruggles, have stayed away from engaging in foreign military campaigns as
feared earlier. One minor exception was a border clash between Vietnam and Cambodia in the
communized Indochinese peninsula. The withdrawa of American military forces from Indochina and the
emergence of a strong unified Vietham marked the beginning of a new eraiin the region. But the cessation
of hodtilities and the absence of war is far short of being the herald of peace. It is rather a beginning
clouded by uncertainties about the future roles of foreign powers in the region and by the ideology and
disproportionate power that have come to differentiate Vietnam from much of the rest of Southeast Asa

Therise of apotentid Communist menace provided impetus to the five non-Communist countries
of ASEAN to consolidate their association in their attempt to formulate joint countermeasures. The heads
of the five governments met in summit talks for two consecutive years, in 1976 and 1977, even though no
summits had been held during the first decade of ASEAN'’s existence, to expedite their collaboration --
ogtensibly through economic cooperation but with much sress on security problems. They laid down
broad principles by signing the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation and the Declaration of Concord at the
Bdi meeting in 1976. Although the progress of collaborative efforts has been duggish largely due to the
ill conspicuous conflict of nationd interests, the five countries are gravely concerned as to the new
balance of power being formed by four extraregiona powers -- the United States, the Soviet Union,
China and Jgpan. The Southeast AsSans are aware of the fact that, dthough American influence has
receded, their region gill remains inextricably bound and influenced militarily, paliticaly and economicaly
by the great-power rivary. However, they have been unable to chart the course of their own future
policies because the moves made thus far by the mgor actors in the region have been of a largely
preliminary nature.

The only power that has clearly manifested its interest and intentions is Japan. After taking part in
the second ASEAN summit talks a Kuada Lumpur in August 1977, Japanese Prime Minister Takeo
Fukuda announced the so-cdled “ Fukuda Doctrine,” in which he pledged US$1 billion credit in support
of ASEAN economic projects, making it plain that Jgpan's interest in the four-power competition is



economic leadership in Southeast Asa. The Japanese action, endorsed by a United States till ambivalent
about its security role, will reinforce Japan's economic presence in the region, which was initidly
facilitated by reparation programs but has more recently been less vigorous. Tokyo's stake in Southeast
Agais vitd not only because of the region’s drategic location in controlling Japan's lifdine (the oil sea
lane) and its markets for Japanese commodities and services' but because of the region’s abundant
natural resources, which was one of mgjor causes of the Pacific War. Although there are subdued fearsin
Southeast Aga that Japan may again become the master of another “Grest East Asa Co-prosperity
Sphere,” the Fukuda Doctrine was welcomed by the ASEAN governments, which are badly in need of
capitd to promote their regiond industria projects.

The Japanese lead was followed by overtures by China and the United States in the first haf of
1978. China, while reiterating its support of ASEAN, sent its vice premier, Li HSen-nien, to the
Philippines in March as atrallblazer for Beijing's new diplomatic offensive. It is noteworthy that the post-
Mao Chinese leadership has directed its good-neighbor diplomacy first toward states on the Adan
periphery, reflecting a perception that the time is ripe to check Soviet influence in Asa and a generd
acceptance of Chind's peaceful intentions in Ada Bejing's gestures toward the non-Communist
Southeast Agan countries remain very much rhetoric, athough agreements on trade and culturd matters
were concluded. The Chinese are apparently moving to gradualy expand their present level of influencein
the area, an approach that results primarily from the esgerness of vulnerable Southeast Asian
governments to appease Bejing, which they see as another potentiad source of support for loca
insurgents. The Chinese dso have in mind ways to build a possble baance, if not barrier, agang the
expangoniam of Vietnam, where the Soviet Union’s presence is more strongly felt than China's.

As the Vietnamese were cdebrating the third anniversary of the “April 30 liberation” (or fdl) of
Sagon, U.S. Vice Presdent Wdter F. Mondde arived in Manila promisng the “continuity and
congtancy” of American policy in Southeast Asa The purpose of his tour, which aso took him to two
other ASEAN dates of Thailand and Indonesia, was officidly described as an “assessment” of the post-
Vietnam stuation in order to chart guidelines for continued American “ Strategic and economic” presence
in the area, safeguarding the “prosperity and security” of the regiona countries? Although former
Presdent Gerald R. Ford visited the area and announced a “ Pacific Doctring” on the eve of an dection
year, in December 1975, Monda€'s trip was the fird mgor effort by Presdent Jmmy Carter's
adminidration to reassure the Southeast Asans and other concerned parties of Washington's deep



interest in the region, short of another involvement in a ground war. The United States maintains a high
defense stance in the Western Pecific, including strategic air and nava bases in the Philippines for which
protracted negotiations have been under way, and it made initid attempts to normalize relations with
Hanoi in 1977. Otherwise, the Carter administration, preoccupied with other priority issues and reflecting
the diffident temper of the American public and Congress, has presented no clear American posture
toward the region except for the oft-voiced rhetoric that the United States will remain a Pacific power.
What the leaders of the ASEAN nations -- and, for that matter, of Japan and even China -- wish to seeis
the United States, even though it has abandoned a dominant, hegemonic role, remain in the region as a
counterbalancing power, particularly vis-avisthe Soviet Union.

In fact, the Russan leverage in Southeest Asa has been heightened largely due to the szable
assigtance given to Hanoi during the Vietnam War. However, save for a vague and unreceptive proposd
by Leonid Brezhnev in 1969 that called for an “ Adan collective security arrangement” obvioudy aimed a
containing China, Moscow has aso remained rather noncommittal. In recent years, Soviet nava strength
and fleet activities in both the Pacific and Indian Oceans have noticesbly increased to the darm of the
West as well as of the ASEAN nations, but this should be seen in a globd rather than a regiona
perspective. The Soviet Union, while scrutinizing overtures being made by other mgor powers toward
Southeast Ada, has understandably kept a circumspect atitude in filling the vacuum created by the
American withdrawd, lest any such precipitate action further complicate its relaions with the other
powers, especialy China

Asde from various dements of great-power palitics, the timidity on the part of the four powers --
except an economy-oriented Japan -- is aso atributable to the fact that adl of them have been stung since
the mid-1950s by the volatility of Southeast Asian palitics. Most states in the region have proved in the
long run not to be religble political alies, and no commitments have been immune to sudden reversals. On
the other hand, the diffidence of the mgor powers -- together with conflicts in their interests -- forced the
ASEAN nations to shelve their 1971 joint proposd for a*“Zone of Peace, Freedom and Neutraity” and
another bid for nationdization of the Straits of Maacca, which would have to be guaranteed by grest
powers. China aone has indicated a favorable response to such proposals because among the big
powers it may have the mogt to gain from regiona neutrdization if only to keep the area free of anti-

Chinese influences.



A unified Vietnam, with a population of more than 45 million people, under Communist discipline
and with enormous military might, stands as a medium-rank power and could become a twentieth-century
Prussain Southeast Asaif Hanoi’s leeders harbor or develop such regiona ambitions. In addition to the
high leve of inner strength, coheson and self-assurance of the Viethamese leadership and people, the
country’s actuad military capability -- including the $1.6 billion worth of captured American wegponry --
decisvely exceeds even the potentia collective dtrength of its non-Communist Southeast Asan
neighbors® Although Hanoi has refrained from engaging in any overt military or subversive activities
agang its neighbors and indeed has established full diplomatic ties with dl ASEAN members, the
Vietnamese leaders have stubbornly refused to recognize ASEAN as an association and have made it
known on numerous occasons that they are dedicated to the cause of revolution -- a worrisome
reference for the ASEAN governments, which al have had enough bitter experiences with communism.

Under these precarious and menacing circumstances, what preoccupies dl ASEAN leaders is
how to steer their countries, ridden with problems ranging from ethnic issues to palitical entanglements,
along a course of security and prosperity (i.e., economic development). Some of them hoped for an early
rapprochement between the United States and Vietnam in expectation of American leverage, which,
however inggnificant in the initid sage, might check wayward actions by Hanoi and help the Viethamese
link increased economic interaction with its performance in the region. But other leaders doubt that
outside powers will act on their behaf and, moreover, they are wary of the cost to nationd autonomy of
continued dependence on extraregiona powers for regiond stability. Thus, these leaders are faced with
the need to devise among themsdves ways to prevent interventionary or destabilizing behavior within the
region -- a task that they agree can be promoted through their existing association, ASEAN. Despite
various setbacks and difficulties, the ASEAN governments are making efforts for strong regiona
cooperation, which they believe will offer the best chance for them to attain their ends -- gresater
autonomy, reduced dependence on and vulnerability to outsde powers, regiond dability, and reslient
development.* This gpproach was well presented by Indonesian Foreign Minister Adam Malik, who
stated:

ASEAN can be seen as reflecting the growing political will of the nations of this region to
take charge of their own future, to work out problems of their development, stability and
security together and to prevent their region from continuing to remain the arena and the

subject of major power rivalry and then conflict.



These urges and needs revitaized ASEAN, which regiona leaders hope will develop into an
effective indigenous mechinery for minimizing, if not settling, intraregiona conflict; for fadlitating regiona
economic collaboration; and for serving as a surdy bulwark againgt threats and intervention from without.
However, the organization faces numerous built-in obstacles, very much the same hurdles that crippled
two of its forerunners in the early 1960s. the Association of Southeast Asia (ASA) and Maphilindo.?
These stumbling blocks are rooted in the diversty of the member countries traditiona backgrounds,
coloniad experiences and geopalitical locations, factors that have affected post-independence nation-
building and government performance as discussed in Chapter |1.

Notable among the congraints is narrow nationadism, which has impeded regiona cooperation
because nationd interests have been jealoudy guarded. The discrepancy in nationd interests is highlighted
by the fact that, dthough al the ASEAN countries agreed to the need for amdiorating relaions with
Asan Communigt dates, particularly Vietnam and China, Indonesia and Singapore have yet to set up
diplomatic ties with Beljing whereas Maaysa undertook normdization in 1974 followed by Thaland and
the Philippines in 1975. The economic disparity among the member countries is probably the most
delicate and difficult problem involving nationd interests, athough progress has been made in recent years
to gradualy break down some of barriers. For ingtance, while booming Singapore has taken the lead in
promoting economic interaction and trade liberdization, Indonesa, with a lagging economy, has been
reluctant to move away from protectionism.

Another mgor condraint is the differences in perception as to how regionad cooperation should
be improved in politica, security and economic fields as wdl as in the structurd aspects of ASEAN per
. These perceptions vary from those who advocate: @) fostering image-making rather than problem-
solving roles; b) moving faster rather than too cautioudy, as has been the case up to now; ¢) emphasizing
security and military aspects rather than, or as much as, economic and nonmilitary cooperation; and d)
having the association assume merely an administrative rather than a policy-oriented role.” There is dso
mutud distrust and suspicion involving the potential leadership ambitions of other members. Affecting
these divergent perceptions and suspicions are different rates of economic development and varying
sociopalitical Stuations, which sometimes drive governments to teke intrandgent externa actions for

domestic consumption. However, these differences have been gradually toned down to some extent since



the Indochina debacle, which made the ASEAN leaders think more in terms of regiond rather than
netiond interests.

How effective has ASEAN been and what has it achieved in promoting regiona cooperation and
integration, which the member states have professed are based on security and economic cooperation?
As of the firg hdf of 1978, the results of their cooperative efforts -- channeled through numerous
minigterid and working-leve taks, in addition to two summit meetings -- have been more substantive in
the security area than in economic cooperation. True, in the economic field the association has produced
two magjor agreements -- one on four mgor agro-industrial projects in 1976 and the other on preferentia
trading arrangements a year later. Under the first agreement, which is amed a avoiding duplication of
indudtrid production among the five countries, urea plants will be set up each in Indonesia and Mdaysia,
a soda ash plant in Thailand, a superphosphates project in the Philippines, and a diesd engine factory in
Singapore. Although the agreement’s origind timetable cdled for setting up these projects “within three
years” mog of them were gill under feasibility studies, and it may not be until 1982 that the plants can
come into production. The second agreement provides, inter dia, for tariff reductions, the liberdization of
nontariff barriers, and long-term commodity supply contracts. Yet its provisons are circumspect and its
implementation is subject to a number of reservations. Although initid developments have been
encouraging, economic cooperation will develop only very dowly in the coming years because the
regiona economies are not complementary and, moreover, the gap in development stagesis so wide.

If one congders the achievements of ASEAN as a body, the first reference would have to be its
contribution to closer cooperation and consultation among the member dates aganst communism, in
terms of both outside threats and interna insurgency. The countries have taken concerted steps toward
the Communist dates in ther immediate neighborhood, Indoching, dthough relations with China have
been |€ft to the individua capitas. In combating Communist guerrillas, Maaysa and Thailand in recent
years have conducted effective joint operations permitting the hot pursuit of insurgents by one party’s
troops into the other’s territory. Maaysia dso maintains informa cooperation of a lesser degree with
Singapore, Indonesia and the Philippines, and smilar bilaterad or multilateral arrangements of exchanging
information exist among other states. There have been sporadic debates on the need to conclude a
security pact among the states. But such discussons have not developed because a military dliance,
which after al would be ineffective, as proved by the now-dissolved Southeast Asia Treaty Organization



(SEATO), would only provoke congderable hodtility from Communist neighbors, who would in turn
increase their support for the insurgents within the ASEAN countries.

As a regiona counterweight to Vietnam, Indonesia has often been mentioned as a potentia
medium-rank power enjoying certain regiond leadership in view of its geopoliticd location, large
population and abundant natural resources -- and, moreover, its experience of having played a centra
role in the nonaligned bloc as wdl as in Southeast Asa during the Sukarno years. This idea was
sometimes associated with a so-caled “pan-Maay movement” and more recently with informa views
held by some Washington policymaking circles that an enhanced role for countries like Indonesia, Indiag,
Iran, Brazil and Nigeria, which are expected to be friendly to the United States, could be a promising
dternative in those areas from which the United States wishes to withdraw its direct presence without
creating opportunities for Soviet gains in internationd influence and power. But Presdent Suharto and his
ades, pursuing pragmatic “New Order” diplomacy, have played down the prospect of claming regiond
hegemony, which none of the other ASEAN members would endorse. For one thing, Indonesia can
hardly afford to redlocate its scarce resources awvay from economic development toward regiond

dominetion.



VI. Rigidity and Flexibility: L eadership Performance

A socid scientist once dated: “ Government is dways government by the few, whether in the
name of the few, the one, or the many.”* He was referring to the universal belief that there can be neither
agovernment by al, or even by amgority, at least outside of small and isolated communities, nor asingle
ruler who can govern unasssted. If this definition holds true today, it certainly befits the countries of
Southeast Ada as it does mogt other countries. But in attempting a cross-country comparative survey of
leadership in a region with a setting as diverse as Southeast Asa's, the task encounters enormous
difficulties -- regardless of the number of persons involved -- even in assessng a smal portion of the
leadership performance. According to one theorigt, a scientific study of political leadership must strive to
describe leadership behavior, to explain it in the past and present, to predict it in the future, to evduate it
in dl circumgances, to assess politica leadership performance, and to educate persons who will
humanely study and interact with leaders, aswell as become leaders themsalves.?

This chapter condders a journdidt’s attempt, forgoing such academic directions, to look into
some aspects of the leadership performance of ASEAN governments, with stress on their conduct of
externd affars. Setting the focus on foreign effairs is largdy due to the fact that these leaders
performance within this relm has come closer to their aspirations than that of domestic policies. The
sdient point of this gpproach is to see how such factors as sociocultura, economic, politica and
internationa dements affect the conduct of foreign rdaions in terms of its flexibility. It is evident thet the
terms used here -- flexibility and rigidity -- lie dong the same continuum and are thus rlive qudities that
do not infer a vaue judgment in themselves. The meaning of flexibility may range from adaptability to
incons stency, wheress that of rigidity lies between immobility and consstency.

Mogt of the ASEAN nations, like countries in other parts of the world, have passed through an
age of charismatic rule, and they are now ruled largdly by indtitutionalized hierarchies -- whether the form
of ther governments be a one-paty oligarchy or a military-civilian dliance and whether the ruling
ingtitutions be vulnerable or not to disputes about their legitimacy, cohesiveness and effectiveness. As
discussed in Chapter V, the ASEAN governments are increasingly sustained by able bureaucracies or
technocracies, epecidly in the redm of foreign affairs, dthough the level of ingtitutiondization lags behind
that of developed nations. Despite this trend, which has been expedited by rapid technological changes
and the increasing degree of globa interdependence, the role of persond leadership is dominant -- more



S0 in countries such as Singapore and the Philippines and less in those countries that are run by some
form of dligarchy.

In a sense, Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew of Singapore and President Ferdinand Marcos of the
Philippines reved certain charismdtic traits -- either by way of position or behavior. Lee, besdes being
Singapore's national founder, is the uncontested leader in his one-party sate; furthermore, he has
displayed superb leadership, making his country the most prosperous in the region. Were he a ruler of
amilar status in a larger state, he might have been better rated as a charismétic leader. Marcos, on the
other hand, has carried out numerous diplomatic feets, partly to tide over the uncertainty of internationd
developments fird crested by the déente in Sno-American relations and later magnified by the
Communist conquest of Indochina and its aftermath, and partly to distract the public from domestic
troubles. Many of his diplomatic undertakings have been accompanied by pyrotechnics in such away as
they gppeared to be the most vociferous -- and sometimes venturesome -- in the region, clearly
demongtrating a charismain diplomacy.® Yet, as Max Weber put it, charisma must be ingtitutionalized, or
“routinized,” if the legitimacy of the regime is to outlive its leader’s initid success” and both Singapore
and the Philippines are bolstered by relaively well-organized hierarchies, dthough the problems of
successon remain unresolved.

Whether governmenta performance rests on persond or collective leadership, it involves human
actors who are affected by their background in terms of their persondity, capacity, perceptions and
behaviord syles. Relevant factors may include, among others, family origin, education, career, age
(extent of exposure to colonidism), religion and ethnic ffiliation. How these characteridtics affect policy
performance becomes quite another question depending on the postion one holds in the hierarchy, the
type of government, the naure of the issue & hand, and prevaling domestic and internationd
circumstances. It is aso risky to attempt any generdization of the correlations between persond
background and policy performance. But it would be worthwhile to take note of some illudtrative
examples.

In Mdaysia, where politicd indtitutions have developed relatively smoothly out of the colonid
experience, many politica leaders -- including dl three of the country’s prime minigters incuding the
incumbent, Hussain bin Onn -- have been lawyers who received their education in Britain. Reflecting
these common characteridtics, their conduct of foreign policy has been orderly, redigtic and consistent.
Despite the flurries in neighboring Thailand and the Philippines to reassess and divert their pro-American



policies to a nonadigned position following the Saigon debacle, Madaysa dong with Singapore maintained
acam posture. Maaysia could afford such composure because it had dready established full diplomatic
relations with People’'s Republic of China, and was in fact the firsds ASEAN nation to do o. In fact,
during the rule of former Prime Minister Abdul Razak (1970-1976), Maaysan diplomacy was dynamic
and flexible, yet without fanfare. It was Madaysa that initisted and strenuoudy promoted the ASEAN
proposd for the neutrdization of Southeast Asia, which, though presently shelved, helped ASEAN retain
some cohesiveness up until the 1975 “revitaization.”

Modern Indonesia encompasses three palitical generations, the so-called “ Generations of 1928,
1945 and 1966,”° and there are distinct differences among the age groups in their perceptions of the
Indonesian people and Indonesids role in externd affairs. According to a survey of the Indonesan
foreign policy dite, most of the 1928 Generation leaders viewed Indonesans as afflicted with an
inferiority complex in terms of their rdations with foreigners, especidly Westerners, whereas younger
leaders have been ether resistant to such attitudes or reluctant to admit such fedings. The generation gap
is reflected dso in differing perceptions of foreign policy issues. In answer to a question about whether
Indonesia should take a leading role in Southeast Asa, the same survey shows that an overwhelming
mgority of the 1945 Generation, presently making up the largest portion of the foreign policy dite, gave
an affirmative response -- 60 percent saying “now” and 34 percent “eventualy.” The 1928 Generation
held more consarvative views, with 22 percent saying that such aleading role is “unimportant.” A smilar
trend was found in another question as to whether Indonesia should seek a maor role in world politics.
Of the 1945 Generation, 69 percent replied it is “important to do so,” whereas 11 percent responded
that it would be “better to concentrate on Southeast Asia for the time being” and the rest favored a “turn
inward.” In the case of the 1928 Generation, 55 percent was for a “turn inward” and rest said that it is
“important to do s0.”® If the survey’s first finding regarding the 1928 Generation's inferiority complex
holds true, this could serve as a basis for understanding Sukarno’s militant diplomacy directed against
colonidism, neocolonidism and imperidism as a means to preserve Indonesias nationa independence
and territorid integration. His “independent and active’ policy -- at leadt in its initid stages -- could be
seen as a manifedtation of his efforts to regain the Indonesian peopl€' s self-confidence, which he viewed
as having been destroyed by colonidism.

In an overview of the performances of ASEAN governments, economic issues stand as the

biggest sumbling block to speedier and effective regiona cooperation, and they have been a source of



rigidity in the diplomacy of the ASEAN countries as far as moves toward a regiond economy are
concerned. Because of the evident disparity in and divergent levels of economic development among the
member countries and the sengtivity of economic issues vis-avis nationd interests, a median course for
regiona cooperdation is hard to set, and, even if one is found, it would require a consderable length of
time and perseverance to achieve a consensus. “Have’ nations are impatient and “have-nots’ are
reluctant and sometimes suspicious about shiftsin policy, but each sde exercises prudence and restraint in
order not to offend or irritate the other.

Indonesia, for instance, despite its strong verba commitment to regiona cooperation, has been
most reluctant to expedite economic cooperation because of itslow level of development. It has been and
remans consarvative with respect to trade liberdization and tariff reductions. On the other hand,
Singapore and the Philippines, impatient with the dow pace of economic cooperation and desiring to see
some positive results, have chosen an expedient course; instead of chalenging Indonesia, they concluded
a bilatera agreement in January 1977 for a 10 percent across-the-board tariff cut on al ther trade.
Thailand followed suit the next month by agreeing to a 10 percent tariff reduction with Singapore on the
basis of selective commodities. These step-by-step moves eventually resulted in a compromise among al
ASEAN nations in the form of a preferentid trading agreement, but only after prolonged negotiations and
hard bargaining -- much more than might have been expected in view of their common pledge to soeed
up economic cooperation. These circumspect atitudes on the part of the member countries reflect the
congraints that they face with regard to their primary commitment to preserving the ASEAN structure for
joint security, avoiding any dradtic action that might undermine the Association. This prudence, in fact,
stems from the grim prospect that the stress generated by cross-nationd inequalitiesis likely to worsen, as
some members will benefit -- at least in the short run -- relaively more than others from such steps as
trade liberdization. There are dready fedlings that the relatively less developed states are considered a
brake on regiona economic development, and the comparatively advanced countries are sometimes seen
as exploiters.

However, rigidity is not a factor in the extraregiond economic diplomacy of the ASEAN
countries. On North-South issues, for example, they have actively lined up behind the South’'s
confrontation with the North for obvious economic interests buttressed by a uniform image of colonid and
neocolonia “exploitation.” None of the ASEAN countries has pretended to be a champion among the

militant group of the Southern bloc, but they do support the list of Southern demands for identica



reasons. peer-group pressure, the need perceived by the ASEAN leaders to nurture their images as
nationdigts, and the minima risk of loss and possibility of sgnificant gain from participation in the bloc as
the new trading and monetary systems evolve. Underlying these reasons is the fact that the region’s
politicd leaders are rdatively free to aticulate foreign economic policies without much domestic
dissenson, and that they can mohilize interna support for them with nationdistic dogans.

Conflicting nationd interests among the ASEAN countries, which involve differing geopolitica
and economic factors among others, are aso noticeable in their divergent perceptions and interpretations
of regiond security, the main theme of ther grouping today, dthough they are dl anti-Communist and
West-oriented regardless of their claims of pursuing a nondigned course. Maaysia upholds its proposa
for the neutrdization of Southeast ASa, which it views as an effective means of lessening, if not removing,
the rivary of mgor powers in the region, who in turn it is hoped would become guarantors of regiond
neutrdity. Behind the Madaysan proposd is the recognition that the region’s Strategic vaue and potentid
economic resources -- both of which Maaysia has in abundance -- have been targets for exploitation and
would become areas of great-power rivary. On the other hand, Singapore, which scarcely has any
natural resources and which liesin the shadow of neighboring states, favors the presence of big powersin
the region -- in a baanced way. Indonesd's perception is again different. Being the most powerful
country in the ASEAN region in terms of the Size of its population and territory, its military strength, and
its naturd resources, Indonesia stresses regiond resilience based on nationa resilience: that is, nationa
military sdf-rdliance and economic development. Pragmatic Thaland, bordering the Communist
Indochinese gtates, has been interested in any form of regiona cooperation that will ensure its survivd.
The Tha government, particularly under military rule, has explicitly advocated the need for closer military
cooperation among the ASEAN nations, which have by and large hesitated to add an outright military
component to their Association. The offshore Philippines, which is ambivdent about its security
dependence on the United States, is more interested in pursuing economic cooperation than security
matters with fellow ASEAN members. These differing security perceptions, mostly framed in the early
1970s, have maintained their basic configurations -- despite changes of government (in Thaland and
Maaysa) and stepped-up consultations through ASEAN channels -- to serve as guiddines for the
respective governments foreign policies.

In condderations of geopalitica impact on foreign policy, Singapore stands out as an example.
Despite its dynamic economy and disciplined government led by highly competent dites, Singapore has



opted for arigid, low-profile diplomacy because of its geopalitica location, the smdl size of the nation
and its limited naturd resources, and its mixed ethnic compostion. The idand country is sandwiched
between two big Idamic and ethnicaly Mday countries, Mdaysa and Indonesia, which both hold
traditiondly deep resentment and suspicion of the Chinese who make up the overwhedming ethnic
mgority and dominate the politics of Singgpore, the “Third China” The country’s thriving economy,
presently boosted by advanced industries, was initidly based on the idand’s role as a principa trading
center and entrepdt in Southeast Asa In the eyes of Indonesians and Malaysians, whose economies il
very much depend on primary products, Singagpore's economic prosperity has been attained largely at
their expense. These factors, among many others, generate enough strain for Singapore to avoid
chalenging and irritating its immediate neighbors. Singapore’ s pasition in such a precarious Stuation was
reflected in its abtention on a United Nations resolution condemning Indonesia s military action in East
Timor in 1975 -- in contrast with most other ASEAN nations, which voted againg the resolution. This
sarved as a clear indication that Singapore is afraid of being “Timorized” by Indonesa or Mdaysa.
Another condraint for Singapore comes from China. Because of the dominance of ethnic Chinese in the
country, the Singaporean government cannot afford to antagonize Beijing. But neither can it take postive
action to gpproach China lest any such moves imply that Singapore could eventudly become a Chinese
sadlite.

In the face of these stark redlities, Prime Minister Lee has followed a discreet policy often
reflecting the Confucian influence he has inherited. While maintaining a low-key diplomacy vis-avis
Indonesia and Mdaysa, he has been devoted to acceerating the economic growth that will provide his
nation’sred voice. Asfor relations with Beijing, Lee has repeatedly made it known that Singapore will be
the last ASEAN country to enter full diplométic ties with China: Thet is, it will follow Indonesa But Lee
vigted Beijing in 1976 to become one of the last foreign leaders to meet with Mao Zedong before the
latter’ s degth -- avidt that confirmed de facto recognition between the two countries. Lee has exerted his
government’s efforts to forge a new “Singaporean identity.” Singapore has four working languages --
English, Chinese, Mday and Tamil -- and Lee seldom uses the Chinese language on public occasions.

Many ASEAN government leaders have attempted -- and to some extent succeeded -- to use
mgor domestic crises or political ingability as an impetus to undertake new diplomatic initiatives. This
trend, adso found among leaders of both advanced and developing countries in other regions, is amed at
“killing two birds with one stone.” That is, by way of externd gestures, the leaders hope to settle certain



domestic issues, which often have interstate or internationa implications, and, at the same time, to ease
domesgtic tenson, if not arouse internd support for their leadership. There are pitfals, too. Some
overambitious and sdf-centered leaders, like Sukarno, have emphasized idiosyncratic factors,
undertaking a foreign policy irrdevant to the red needs of thelr countries, only to undermine their own
leadership.

Ethnic problems, which in severd countries have tended to develop into explosive situations, can
well represent those domestic crises that leaders have attempted to settle by resorting to diplomatic
means. One of the key motives of Mdaysa's early approach for diplomatic relations with China was to
seek Beijing’'s undergtanding of its “Maday preference” policy, which was much resented by the Chinese
minority in Madaysa, and o to gain Beijing’ s promise that China would not support insurgents operating
in Maaysa The Philippines has taken a smilar diplomatic approach to the Arab world. Fearing that
falure to reach a compromise with its insurgent Mudims would endanger oil supplies from the Middle
Eadt, the Manila government held long negotiations with the Mindanao Mudims, recruiting Libyan
Presdent Muammar Gaddafi as mediator. Another purpose underlying Manila's Mudim diplomacy was
to win Arab consent, if not support, for its place in the growing nonaligned bloc, which has been
unsuccessful because of the presence of American basesin the Philippines.

Likewise, politica ingtability within a country does not necessarily condrain its diplomacy. In fact,
some countries in these political Stuations have developed an active and flexible style of diplomacy not
only to meet externa challenges and settle pending issues but aso, as an dternative means, to distract
peopl€ s atention from domestic issues and to seek breakthroughs in handling interna problems.

Here, the case of Thailand, which has suffered since 1932 from the congant swing of the
pendulum between civilian and military leadership and consequent chronic political ingability, is
interesting. Digplaying the diplométic flexibility and pragmatism that saved the monarchy from becoming a
Wegtern colony, the Thais following World War 11 lured many United Nations speciaized agencies and
other internationa organizations to establish their regiond headquarters in Bangkok, making the city a
diplomatic center in Southeast Asa In the mid-1970s, despite intensfied political unrest a home,
successve short-lived civilian and military governments managed to overcome the ill effects of the
Vietnam War -- a Stuation that was more acute for them than for other ASEAN countries because
Thailand borders two Indochinese Communist states, Cambodia and Laos, both regarded as sanctuaries
for Tha insurgents. The Thais hurriedly st up diplomatic relaions with Beijing and Hanoi and negotiated



the closure of American military bases in Thailand, while fighting frequent border clashes with the
Indochinese states and pro-Communist guerrillas a home. For Thailand, the swift change from a staunch
pro-American to a nondigned policy was an inevitable but painful choice for survivd, involving the
nation’'s security under uncertain internationd circumstances and the menace of the Communist neighbors.

In this connection, it is noteworthy that Thailand' s drastic change in foreign policy was initiated by
resourceful civilian political leaders, including Kukrit Pramoj. Unlike their military predecessors, who
were identified by their close pro-American stance, the civilians -- though al pro-Western conservatives -
- felt fewer obligations and greater judtification in disengaging Thalland from its tota dependence on the
American support that wasin any case waning. This does not mean that dl civilian leeders are flexible and
the military generas rigid. In fact, one of the reasons cited for overthrowing Thanin Kraivichien's civic
government (though under the military umbrella) by a military coup in November 1977 was that the
cvilian premier had adopted a hard-line anti-Communist policy. The new military premier, Generd
Kriangsak Chamanand, hasingtilled more flexibility in his policies -- partly taking into account the growing
liberd e ements among young military officers and students aswell as civilian paliticians. He visted Beijing
in early 1978 to receive a warm welcome from the Chinese, who, after carefully evauating the skillful
Tha handling of Indochinese palitics, gpparently regard Thailand as a possible barrier againgt Vietnamese
expansoniam.

An andogy may be drawvn between Thailand and the Philippines. Presdent Marcos, who has
conducted five nationd referendums since 1972 in order to regffirm the legitimacy of his martia law
government, has been equdly busy leading the Philippines away from nearly tota dependence on the
United States to an independent course to ensure his nation’s surviva. Besides making journeys to Beijing
and other cepitas, Marcos has sent his wife, Imelda, to Moscow, Cairo and numerous other global
political centers to counter the pro-American image of his country and broaden its base in the
international community. The Philippines has dso hosted a number of internationd events, ranging from a
beauty contest to a monetary conference. Since 1975 the Philippines has been engaged in protracted
bargaining with the United States over the two American military bases, the Clark airbase and Subic Bay
nava sation, which have become the remaining American drategic footholds in Southeast Asia. For the
renegotiation of existing base agreements (which expire in 1991), Manila has employed two-pronged
tactics. While at the conference table the Filipinos have pressed the United States hard to place the bases
under a Philippine commander (sovereignty) and pay rentd in a form smilar to what it has provided for



base rights in Spain, or in the form of stepped-up military and economic assstance, Marcos has made
public statements questioning the vaue of the bases to the Philippines and doubting the American treaty
commitment to the security of the Philippines -- sometimes with velled anti-American sentiment. The
Marcos diplomacy -- whether it can be regarded as quasi-charismatic and whatever its underlying intent
may be with regard to the president’s domestic palitics -- is another example of ASEAN leaders efforts
to find ways to ensure the security and socioeconomic advancement of their countries,

Rigid or flexible, the leaders of the five ASEAN countries share an important characteridtic in
their conduct of externa affairs today -- pragmatism. Uncertainties in internationa circumstances -- and,
for that matter, in domestic developments to some extent -- have dictated this pragmatism, and the
countries have significantly adapted themselves to meet the cal of the times. They have learned well from
Sukarno’'s example: that diplomacy for a disproportionately grandiose and venturesome goa can do
one' s nation a great disservice and may eventudly cost on€e's paliticd life. These countries, regardless of
the sze of their populations and potentid for development, have come to redize their relative weaknessin
terms of the sirength that can be mobilized to ensure their continued existence as independent Sates.
More importantly, they adso redlize how vast and substantia is their potentia and how enormous and
painful isthe task to mobilize this asset in their palitica and socioeconomic devel opment. Such a baanced
awareness is the very source of dynamism of the Southeast Asian countries, which they must harness in
their pursuit of anew modernity and prosperity reinforced with their own nationa and regiond identity.
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