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ASEAN Approuches to Manuging Regional Security

GINA RIVAS PATTUGALAM

The ASEAN & ohe of the regional organizations whose usefulness have outived
the Cold War, Byinvastinginirstitutions and deve loping nems, its member-siates
fave mercame anstacles to regional politizal stability and pooperation i the old
arder With i desmise of bipolarity and the emergence of a mone compies post-
Cold War seourity emvranment, however, ASEAN faces the tein challenges o
remaining a relevant and formidable regonal actor and fostering a wider
ragicnalism beyoend the canfines of Southeast Asta. [0 this nes regional secunty
configuration, the Assaciation neads {0 expand regonal sscunly dialogue o
nelude actors in the wider Asie-Pacific through the ASEAN Regional Farum;
proacen the apalication of @5 code of conduct, the TACSEA, to cover the entine
Southeast Asian reglon; transiorm Southeast Asia inte 2 niuclear-waeanons-free
rane as well as a zone of peace, fresdom and neutrality and el the cooperation
at countries with nuclear capabilities: and pursue a gelf-ratiant and collective
military posiure,

Introduction

Tha Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)® i1s one of the
regional organizations whose usefulness have outlived the Cold War,
indeed, it is regarded as the maost successful regional organization In the
developing world. 15 relative success can be attributed not only to its
cohesiveness and durability but also its effectiveness In prasening and
enhaneing the national security of its member-states during the oid order.
By investing in institutions and developing norms, its meamber-states have
targely undermined previous impediments 1o regional political stability and
cooperation. Butit can also be argued that ASEAN's success at that time
was primarily due to its members’ perception of a common threat — the
expansion of communismin Southeast Asia— and the predictability of the
irterplay of major powers in the region.

The eld regional order in Southeast Asiawas fundamentally determimed
by the cold wars between the United States and the Sawviel Union, the
Soviet Union and China, and the United States and China (only until

This article s taken fram thi author's paperentitied "Managing Regional Security: The Role
of ASEAM in Southeast Asia, " 055 Research Series (August 1995),
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1975).% The political and ideclogical interests of the United States, the
farmer Soviet Union and China intersected in the region, leading them to
contain each other’s influence in the area and vie for regional allies by
supporting local political forces. As a result, external issues were closely
linked to domestic politics. The Cambodian conflict, in fact, demonstrated
aclear nexus between the interplay of the superpowers and its repercussions
an domestic stability,

Consequently, because of the fear that Southeast Asia might be
transformed by the superpowers into a battleground, ASEAN member-
states saw the need ta attain a certain degree of regional autonarmy from
external forces. It Is ironic, however, that while it aimed for regional
autonomy, ASEAN members consclously avoided the forging of an insular
defense posturs in the:form of a formal defense pact, 15 members’
aversion toan insular defense posture (and corallarily, the lack of sufficient
defense capability against external actors), and their reliance upon
dialogue alone limited their capacity to make major powers conform to
their security needs, Thus, member-states hatd to rely upon the United
States’ security guarantees, thereby compromising their common objective
of attaining regional autonomy.

Mevertheless, ASEAN's aversion toa formal military alliance gave birth
toindigenous approaches Lo managing security, including {1} the concept
of regional resilience, L.e., the abllity of ASEAN member-countries to settle
their common problems and look after thewr future and well-being
together? (20 a web of interlocking mechanisms for bilateral defense
cooperatian; (3) the declaration of Scutheast Asia as a Zone of Peace,
Freedom and MNeutrality (ZOPFAN) and a

nuclear-weapons-free zone; (4) the Treaty of W Now that geopolitical issues

Amity and Cooperation in Southeast Asia
(TACSEA) as the ASEAN's code of conduct;
and (5) concerted dialogues and consultations  dissipated, ASEAN member-
with non-regional actors. Although national  states cease to confront a
resilience and bilaleral defense agreements
fall shorl as collective measuras and cannot
therefore be concelved asregional approaches,  Bre wWitnessing an emergence
they stillhave asignificant bearingon ASEAN'S
rofe in managing regional security, All these
approaches- reiterate the principle that any
intramural conflict should be resolved through  during the Cold War.

associatadwith bipolarity have
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dialogue and consultation within the ASEAN context, Through self-reliance
and peaceful co-existence, member-states could minimize the threat of
intervention by external actors into strictly domestic and ASEAN affairs.

Now that geopolitical issues associated with bipolarity have dissipated,
ASEAN member-states cease to confront a common enemy and, instead,
are witnessing an emergence of various security concerns that were once
undermined during the Cold War. Situated in a new strategic theater,
ASEAN is faced with three broad challenges: first, the ability to maintain
cohesiveness in the absence of a common threat: second, the ability to
respond to varying security concerns; and third, the ability to foster
regionalism beyond a parochial sub-ASEAN focus to include not only the
entire Southeast Asia but also the Asia-Pacific region. Meeting these
challenges would enable ASEAN to maintain its success and relevance in
the changing regional context.

The ASEAN's Approaches to Regional Security

in an era of uncertainty, it is imperative for ASEAN member-states to
strengthen their existing norms of conduct and adopt some chan gesin their
approaches to regional security, Thus far, ASEAN's approches to security
areunderstood in terms of four major responses. The first is the Association's
effort to expand regional security dialogue to include actors in the wider
Asia-Pacific via the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), The second is the
attermpt to expand the implementation of the Association's code of conduct
or norms, through the TAC, to include all of the ten Southeast Asian states.
The third is the commitment to transform Southeast Asia inta a nuciear-
weapons-free zone through the Southeast Asian Nuclear-Weapons-Free
Zone (SEANWFZ) declaration. The lastisthe pursuit of military self-reliance,
combined with a persistent aversion to the formation of a formal military
alliance. Each of these responses and approaches, whether multilateral,
bilateral or unilateral, supports, in principle, the ASEAN's desire to seek
regional autonomy and maintain regional resilience in dealingwith Southeast
Asian affairs,

The ASEAN Regionol Forum: a Multilateral Approach to Security

ASEAN's decision to expand its limited regional security system by way
of the ARF is based on the logic that Southeast Asian security cannot be
separately addressed or isolated from adjoining East Asia and the Pacific.
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This has become specially apparent as a result of the contending claims
of jurisdiction in the South China Sea.

The decision to formalize and widen regional security dialogue was
influenced by different proposals from Asia-Pacific states. In 1986, then
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev, in his famous Viadivostok speech, called
for a “Pacific states conference along the lines of the Helsinki Conference.”
This policy statement was followed by a proposal by Australian Foreign
Minister Gareth Evans in July 1990 for a Conference on Security
Cooperation in Asia {CSCA} — "a future Asian security architecture
irvalving a wholly new set of institutional processes that might be capable
af evolving in Asia, just as in Europe.” These proposals were later dropped
anthe ground that the regional milieus of Europe and the Asia-Pacific differ
widely.®

Within ASEAN, proposals for an arrangement similar to the Conference
onSecurity Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) wereinitially metwith skepticism
andambivalence. Malaysiaappeared to have endorsed some components
of Gorbachev's proposal, but the general sentiment of ASEAN echoed the
Bush administration's aversion to multilateralism. ASEAN leaders believed
that the Asia-Pacific is too complex and diverse for a CSCE-like organization,
Moreover, member-states feared that creating a new arrangement led by
external powers might undermine ASEAN's identity. They were likewise
concerned about Western countries using the erwisioned forum to
pressure them on the controversial issue of human rights, which is a
central theme of the CSCE.

While rejecting formal CSCE-type institutions, ASEAN members were
receptive to the use of more flexible and more consultative mechanisms
for promoting an exchange of views an security within the region. ASEAN's
alternative became the ASEAN Post-Ministerial Conference (PMC). The
PMCis a dialogue process between ASEAN states and their seven dialogue
partners, namely, the United States, Japan, Canada, Australia, MNew
Zealand, South Worea and the European Union. Jusuf Wanandi, an
obiserver of ASEAN, pointed out several advantages of using the PMC as
a security forum. Firstly, although pursuing a predominantly aconomic
agenda, the PMC has already begun to engage in political dialogue,
specifically on the Cambodian problem, the Indochinese refugees, the
Afghanistan invasion and South African apartheid, Secondly, itis acceplable
to all ASEAN members because it was organized by themselves. Thirdly,
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with the former Soviet Union, China and Vietnam already eyved as potential
dialogue partners, ASEAN could rally mare Asia-Pacific states with varying
security perspectives into a comprehensive dialogue process. Finally, the
FMC can make use of ASEAN non-governmental organizations such as the
ASEAN Institutes for Strategic and International Studies (ASEAN-ISIS) to
support the process.?

The idea of the PMC as a forum for Asia-Pacific security dialogue was
later strengthened by unprecedented Japanese support. Japan's Foreign
Minister Taro Nakayarna stated that the PMC could be used as a process
for political discussion to improve security in the region.® In addition, U.S,
President Bill Clinton expressed the need for a "new regional security
diglogue” and, in July 1993, endorsed the PMC as an “immediate
opportunity ta further such dialogue."'" Unlike Former President Bush,
President Clinton views the regional security dialogue process as supple-
menting United States-led alliances and American forward military pres-
ence in the Asia-Pacific. He posits thata multilateral approach on security
in the Asia-Pacific can “ensure that the end of the Cold War dogs not
provide an opening for regional rivalry, chaos and arms races, "1

Mearwhile, the members of the PMC agreed to establish the ARF as
a venue for exploning preventive diplomacy. The ARF's formation in May
1993 was a breakthrough in multilateralism as the ARF is the only farum
where high-ranking representatives from 19 states in the Asia-Pacific
region gather together to address the problem of cammon security. Since
its inception, the ARF has become a practical step towards applying the
norms of ASEAN in a broader regional scope.

The ARF offers built-in advantages. First, itis an indigenous model of
multitateralism. Unlike a foreign model such as the CSCE, the ARF stands
a better chance of taking into account the peguliarities of the Asia-Pacific.
Secondly, it is more inchusive than the PMC. Rather than a forum merely
far "like-minded” states, the ARF serves as a venue for interaction among
states In the wider Asia-Pacific that might have different, and perhaps
conflicting, perspectives on regional security issues.'® The ARF daes not
only include the seven members of ASEAN and their seven dialogue
partners but alse Myanmar, Laos and Cambodia as ASEAN observers,
Russia and China as ASEAN consultative partners, and Papus New
Guinea. Finally, instead of simply following the leadership of major powers,
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the ASEANM can keap the initiative in shaping regional security agenda
through an ASEAM-led multifateral security dialogue like the ARF,

However, sorme uncertainties loom over the ARF. For one, the Forum
does not have a road map for the long-term. The ARF's effectiveness will
eventually hinge on its ability to provide practical solutions to regional
problems. ASEAN envisions the ARF to take an evolutionary and non-
legalistic course, But a nan-legalistic approach might impede the develop-
ment of concrete measures far preventive diplomacy within the ARF. In this
regard, it might be necessary for ARF members to create some permanent,
formal structure to define what the agenda of the grouping will be in the
future. Inthis way, the ARF could transcend the impression that it is merely
a cockiail party for high-ranking officials,

For ancther, it remains to be seen how capable ASEANM, as the main
architect and the nucleus of the ARF, will be in dealing with issues affecting
Mortheast Asia. ASEAN members may find themselves drawn into the
gonflicts of Northeast Asia without fully comprehending their nature and
complexity, Moreover, there is the possibility that a pan-Asia-Pacific
security forum led by ASEAN may actually diminish the managerial
functions of the Association and allow it to-be overshadowed by more
powerful actors.

The TACSEA as o Code of Conduct for Southeast Asia

tisclaimed that the TACSEA has, since 1976, served asa "normative
framework for committing the ASEAN members to self-inhibiting and
peaceful conduct in international relations."* The TACSEA 15 said to
complemeant the United Mations' ebjective of promating global peace and
security,

The Treaty obliges ASEAN states to promote peace and stability by
pacific settament of disputes, respect for national sovereignty, indepen-
dence, equality, territorial integrity and identity of all nations and self-
determination.® This commitment to peaceful co-existence supports the
idea of regional resilience, thatis, the ability of ASEAN states to solve their
o problems.

While the Treaty may be considered a success in conflict prevention
among ASEAN members in the old regional order, it may, however, be
viewed as a failure in terms. of the rest of the Southeast Asian region. It
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manifested the polarization of two opposing systems in the region: the
free-market ASEAN states that founded the Treaty, on the one hand, and
the "communist” Indochinese states that refused recoghition of the
Treaty, on the other. The invasion and occupation of Cambodia by
Vietnamese forces was considered as the greatest challenge to the
effectiveness of the Treaty in the entire region.

In this period of improved relations with the Indochinese states, it is
now very likely for ASEAN to have the TACSEA enforced effectively in all of
Southeast Asia. In fact, the heads of ASEAN member-states declared In
the 1992 ASEAN Summit that TACSEA should provide a common
framewark for a wider regional cooperation embracing the whole of
Southeast Asia.'® In the same vear, Vietnam, in its desire to foster good
understanding with ASEAN, acceded to the Treaty, and is now the seventh
member of the Association. Cambodia, Laos and Myanmar also acceded
recently. From the perspective of ASEAN, uniting the entire region through
a common code of conduct could strengthen the region as a whole and
minimize the possibility of intra-regional conflicts in the future. The
adherence to the Treaty, alongside the SEANWFZ Declaration, is a key
measure of political and security cooperation in Southeast Asia.

As the Association expands in size and more regional conflicts become
apparent, itis imperative for member-states to begin institution alizing the
High Council as provided for by the Treaty. The High Counei] should take
cognizance of regional disputes and recommend to parties in conflict
appropriate means of settlement such as Eood offices, mediation, inquiry

or conciliation. This body was never constituted

B While noting that peace and
stability in Southeast Asia could
be promoted through constructive
participation of non-regional
actors, ASEAN realizes too that
full accession to the Treaty might
lead to undue intervention by
majar powers in strictly intra

ASEANM or Southeast Asian affairs.

during the Cold War, somehow indicating the
reluctance of the Association to take a
proactive role in regional security matters.

AL present, the Treaty should serve as a
formal conflict-resolution mechanism within
Southeast Asia, For the TACSEA to become a
regional diplomatic instrument for dispute
resolution in Southeast Asia, it s imperative
that ASEAN states work for the institutional-
ization of aformal conflict resolution bady that
actually and actively engages in the settle-
ment of disputes, 18
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The Asscciation is also convinced that the Treaty's usefulness can be
strengthened if it is made binding as well upon other Asia-Pacific states.
The Philippines has proposed that the Treaty become the code of conduct
for participants in the ARF.Y" Some Asia-Pacific states have already
indicated interest in making the Treaty the backbone of political and
security regimes in the region. But it remains to be seen whether or not
ASEAMN will allow these states to became full signatories, even as Papua
MNew Guinea already acceded to the Treaty through the 1984 Manila
Protocol. While noting that peace and stability in Southeast Asia could be
prometed through constructive participation of non-regional actors, ASEAN
realizes too that full accession to the Treaty might lead to undue
intervention by major powers in strictly intra-ASEAN or Southeast Asian
affairs, Thus, whatever forms of accession to the Treaty ASEAN makes
available to non-Southeast Asian states {e.g., protocol, covenant or
convention), it must include adequate safeguards against abuse.

Rethinking Nevtrality

In the Fourth ASEAN Summit (1992) in Singapore, the Working Group
on ZOPFAN was required to draw up an “appropriate strategy, with clear
objectives, to achieve an garly realization of ZOPFAN. "** Apparently, ASEAN
believes that the next logical step in the post-Cold War era, in the light of
the probable rise of Japan and China as regional hegémons, is the
establishment of a neutral regional envirohment. But contrary to the goal
of establishing this regional order, ASEAN states have increased their
external linkages with the United States.

Sinfapore, true to its desire for greater external links, signed a
memorandum with the United States on the relocation of major naval
logistics from Subic Bay to Singapore, Malaysia, after it was identified as
having engaged in secret defense cooperation with the United States since
1984, declared that it will expand the coverage and frequency of the
bilateral agreement, including the type of assets involved thereunder, it
has also allowed the American navy to have access to its ship repair and
air force facilities. Likewise, Brunei finalized an agreement allowing U.S.
warshipvisits and joint military exercises. Indonesia has allowed American
use of its naval facilities. Additionally, the Philippines and Thailand remnain
bound by their defense pacts with the United States, and Singapore and
Malaysia, by the Five Power Defense Agreement (FPDA). In defense of
their actions, the ASEAN members argue that their individual foreign policy
decisions do not run counter to the objectives of the ZOPFAN since foreign
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bases are no longer allowed in any ASEAN country, But the absence of
foreign military facilities in the region is not a sufficient indicator of
neutrality, On the contrary, external military alliances and agreements are
inconsistent with the pursuit of neutrality.

Thus, for ASEAN to realize a ZOPFAN, the only way is to insulate itself
from the politics of extarnal actors, which could be achieved through &
collective defense posture. However, given its aversion to such a military
encdeavor, neutrality will remain an elusive aspiration for the Association,
AL the same time, ASEAN cannot afford to isolate itself fram non-regionai
actors in the midst of an unprecedented economic inlerdependeance.
Thus, neutrality as a strategy in prometing regional securily has apparently
become |ess relevant for ASEAN in the post-Cold War era,

While neutrality may have become less relevant after the end of the
Cold War, the establishment of a nuclear-weapons-free Southeasl Asia has
becorme mare important, The reason is that nuclear weapons have already
profiferated not only in the United States and Russia but also among middle
powers, including regional players.™ Specifically, Southeast Asia is located
hetween China and the Indian continent, which both possess nuclear
capabilities. Any Tarm of nuclear tasting, targeting or fallout in these areas
will undoubtedly affect many, it net all, countries in the reg]on.-'

Some important aspects of the Drall Treaty of the SEANWFE,
however, need to be made clear, First, ASEAN states must agree on the
coverage of the Trealy — whether to include only the boundaries of the
signatory-states or the whole of Southeast Asia. The former option,
though definitive in terms of territonial scope, might still be problematic
bicause of overlapping maritime and territonial claims by ASEAN and
neighbering states. Moreover, the area that will be covered under this
option would constitute less than a “zone.” The second option has its
own limitations. It lacks a legal definition of a region because "Southeast
Asia” is more of a geopolitical than a legal concept. Second, the
concept of “nuclear weapons” and the provisions covering its
emplacement, transportation, stockpile, storage, installation and
deployment have to be made clear in the Treaty,* Lastly, ASEAN needs
to specify the extent of the application of the right of innocent passage
of foreign vessels within the zone — whether or not to allow warships
garrying nuclear or other inherently dangerous substances through the
territorial sea of Southeast Asian states,
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The future implementation of a SEANWFZ Treaty is not far-fetched as
none of the Southeast Asian states possesses nuclear capahility, But
since the main objective of such a Treaty 1s to protect Southeast Asia from
anuclear imbroglio, the suppaort and cooperation of countries with nuclear
capabilities is essential, Such an arrangement could be provided far ina
praotocol which forms part of the Treaty. However, the recent nuclear
testing conducted by France in the Pacific illustrates the difficulty of
nagatiating with states insistent to develop nuclear capabilities. IF 0L is
giready difficult to deal with countries known to have nuclear weapons,
then, a fortiord, negotiations should be more complicated in the case of
states belenging to the former USSR — the Russian Federation, Ukraine
and Kazolik — and those states not known or recognized as nuclear
powers. ™ In the final analysis, therefere, the success of transforming
Southeast Asia into a nuclear-weapons-free zone depends on the
cooperation of both Southeast Asian and non-regonal actors.

Building a Self-Reliant Military Posture

While ASEAN's effort Lo widen and deepen security dialogua toinclude
a greater geographical scope is an important development in regianalism,
intra-ASEAN security and defense measures will also be crucially impartant,
particularly in the light of simultanecus force modernization programs in
ASEAN states. '

The current force modernization by ASEAN statesis geared towards
building a self-reliant military capability that could respond effectively
toregional contingencies that involve primarily the defense of maritime
territaries. This pursuit of military self-reliance Is largely a response to
diminished L1.8, security guarantees and uncertainties over the growing
prominence of Chinaand Japan in the region. In addition, the greater
purchasing power of ASEAN states and the availability of high quality
and affordable weapons have also made it relatively easier for member-
states. in general, to enhance their military power. ASEAN members
are now in the process of procuring sophisticated air and naval
weapans systems,®

This simultaneous defense procurement by ASEAN states |eaves the
impression that an-arms race is taking place in Southeast Asia. But this
perceived arms race |5 far from being conclusive. The development of
ASEAN's militaries should be understood carefully in the light of other
factors, First, the ASEAN states’ arms expenditure is, in proportion to their
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respective GDPs, net increasing. Second, no ASEAN state has thus far
acquired weapons of mass-destruction, including biclogical and chemical
weapons and long-range ballistic missilas.

MNevertheless, military modernization can still become a threat to
regional stability considering that most procurement plans have been
achieved, and the naval and air weapons recently acquired are most
suitable for projecting force at great distances. Preventive measures are,
therefore, warranted to counteract the possibile negative impact of these
developments.

Within ASEAN, proposals for an arms register have already been put
forward, In April 12992, Datuk Seri Najib Abdul Razak, Malaysia's Minister
for Defense, proposed that a “regular register” be established to support
the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms regime, in order that
*suspicion could be minimized and managed" in the Asia-Pacific.®®
Indonesia’s Foreign Minister also acknowledged the role of transparency
in enhancing peace and security. In October 1992, he argued that
“greater transparency in military arrangements pertaining to the region
could be effected through a regular exchange of data...on military
budgets, doctrines and future force projections.”* During the ASEAN
Special Official Meeting (SOM) and the first meeting of the ARF, the
Philippines also put forward a proposal for a Southeast Asian Register of
Conventional Weapons and Military Expenditures (RCAME). The proposal
specifies that besides data on arms transfer and procurement through
national production, reports on military expenditure and data an military
holdings should also be made transparent. The ASEAN Secretariat, in
cooperation with the United Mations Disarmament Regional Center for
Asia-Pacific, can be tapped as a monitaring body for this purpose.?® The
Philippines, however, still has to classify the types of arms to be included
in the register,

The extent to which military establishments of the ASEAN states
are amenable to an arms register in the near future is still uncertain,
A country that is economically constrained at this stage, like the
Philippines, can afford to call for the creation of an arms management
regime. However, for relatively better-off countries, the idea of an arms
register may not be easily accepted. Exposing the level of military
development of one country may be viewed with distrust due to existing
territorial and maritime disputes. However, whether or not ASEAN
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members agree to the formation of an arms cantrol regime in the
region, the need to institute transparency measures is paramount in
order to ensure that force modernization will not degenerate into an
arms race, and that independent military programs are not undertaken
at the expense of each other's security. The farmation of an ASEAN
arms control regime could help strengthen existing hilateral defense
arrangements among the members of the ASEAN,

Conclusion

The end of bipolar politics in the international system opened an era
of transition to a new regional order in Southeast Asia. In this new regional
configuration, the challenge for ASEAN is to remain a relevant and
formidable regional actor. To this end, the Association must not only be
responsive to new and old issues impinging upon the member-states'
security but also cohesive and able to foster wider reglonalism beyond the
confines of Southeast Asia,

Thus far, ASEAN has already taken some remarkable steps toward a
continued reassertion of its role in managing regional security. It has
indicated interest in playing a more active role in regional security, Clearly,
the end of the Cold War has demonstrated to ASEAN member-states that
dependence upon the major powers' security reassurances, especially
upon those of the United States, is no longer adequate to guarantee the
regional stability. Although some of ASEAN's pressing problems are
externally conditioned, member-states must also reckan with problems
that are region-specific and with issues not necessarily related to major
powers,

Hence, the most practical step for ASEAN is to continue to engage in
various cooperative security measures, OF course, these measures would
still have to face the litmus test of being able to promote a stable regional
order or not,

Within ASEAN, the successiul adoption and adherence to the principles
of the TAGSEA and SEANWFZ will become the key measure of Southeast
Asian cooperation. Thus far, the normalization of relations among the
Indochinese states, Myanmar and the ASEAN states has indicated the
possibility of the TACSEA and SEANWFZ becoming the norms or codes of
conduct for the entire Southeast Asia. But these norms must be
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complemented by concrete measures, such as a formal conflict resolution
body that will have the capacity to manage or settle disputes. This body
is necessary especially for bilateral conflicts that ASEAN members are
reluctant to discuss, much less settle, at the Assaciation's level. Moreover,
the success of the collective visions of Southeast Asians is also hinged on
the support that will be extended by other Asia-Pacific states.

While the TACSEA and SEANWEZ, as political and diptomatic measures,
are needed Lo create a stable region, intra-ASEAN defense confidence-
building measures (CBMs) are also important in encouraging cooperation
armong member-states. Considering that most ASEAN states have already
embarked on upgrading their military capabilities, some CBMs will be
useful In preventing states from engaging in an arms race,

Beyond the ASEAN subregion, the formation of the ARF is already a
success providing, thus, a venue for forging close personal ties and
expressing different views on security across a huge number of countries
in the Asia-Pacific. Nonetheless, the long-term success of the Forurm will
ultimately rest on its capacity to provide concrete solutions to problems
facing not only Southeast Asian but also Northeast Asian states. o
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