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PREPFPACE

It appears that since the Second World War,
Australia has been trying hard to identify a precise
threat to its security in the Southeast Asian and Pacific
region. Much of its 1htecurity stemmed from its geo-
graphical dislocation in tho southern Asian neighbourhood
with a population consisting of mainly the Whites, This
dissertation seeks to analyse the sources of Australia's
security concerns since the Second World War in the
Southeast Agian (and Pacific) region, There are six
chapters in all.

The first chapter seeks to identify Australia‘s
threat perceptions as it emerged u a young nation.
and how it sought to deal with these threats through a
series of alliances and defence arrangements with the
Wéstern powers, It‘traces the shifting p@rccption of
threat from a re-ammed Japan in the 1940s to local and
the Chinese form of comemunism in the 1950s and 60s, and
from the Soviet and Vietnamese brand of communism to
finally, a change in the approach to Southeast Asia
marked by a policy of ‘Comprehensive Engagement®. In
short, it explains how by actively participating in "
the Cambodian peace process Australia has tried to be
the ‘odd one in® from the previous position of the
‘odd one out'’ in the Southeast Asian gnd Pacific
region.
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The second chapter analyses the reasons and
amtieties behind Australia‘s eagerness to form the
ANZUS and the SEATO, built around the strong deterrent
effect provided by the United States.

The Vietnam war was a conmveroial issue in
Australia and chapter three gseeks to analyse the moti.
vations beshind Australia‘’s marginal participation in the
war, the responses of the Australian opposition political
party, institutions and people to the govermment's |

action..

The Cambodian conflict is presently regarded as
a great source of insecurity to the stability of the
Southeast Asian region. Chapter four traces the
Cambodian ptoi:lem from the overthrow of the Lon Kol
tegimd by Pol Pot to the present ongoing Paris .
conferences and informal talks at Jakarta to bring some

semblance of peace in the strife-torn area,

Chapter five exsmines the proposals presented
by Australia for peace in Cambodia which promotes the

idea of a “comprehensive settlement™ and envisages a
major UN role.

The conclﬁdinq chapter examines the viability
of the Australian proposals, the main obstacles, amxi
challenges to be met., It also concludes, that inspite
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of a strategically favourable global change, its
improved relations with the Asian neighbours &nd
identification of interests, Australia still regards
the presence of the United States necessary for the
stability and security of not o‘rley itgelf, but the
Southeast Asian and the Pacific region.



Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

The basic aim of most States, which are not embarked
upon programmes of territorial expansion, are the mainte-
nance of security and territorial integrity, and the raising
of living standards thfoughont the Stategl The maintenance
of security generally imply security of the nation from
the danger of subjugation by external power. Nations have
adopted different policies in search of security, such as,

security by

() a nation's own power in the form of single-handed
defence;

(11) balance of power in the form of alliances
ditected(at securing a counter-balance of forces
as against any other nation or group whose
preponderance might become menacing;

(111) preponderance of power, conquest or domination,
rendering hostile action by others impoisible:

(1v)  collective security by which a group of States
take a common acéion in defense of any of its
méembers which is the victim of aqgtession.2

1 “Australia - Geographical Basis of Foreign Policy”,
The Round Table, 1965, p. 177,

2 Eng;clogggg;a Britannica, SARS to SORC., No. 20,
P . "



A single-handed defense inevitably involves a
réalistic understanding of military power of the countries
capable of playing a significant role in the areg concerned
necessitating a formulation of national defence programme,
This would include the procurement and development of
military technology either from within éhe nation's own
resources or without. On the other hand, alliances can
also imbibe a sense of security to the nation with a weak
defense system, Normally alliances are indicators of
strength in international politics identifying issues over
which States coalign strategies and pool resources. In
this sense, alliances serve the function of facilitating
the calculation of the §robable reactions of States in
specific situitions.3 - |

In short, the primary interest of every nation is the
maintenance of its physical integrity and sovereignity.
This being so, the post-Second World War period saw
Australia entering a number of alliances, chiefly with the -
United States, as a form of an appropriate and necessary
measure of self—defence from the threats it porceived.

To understand the nature of these threats, firstly, one
has to take account of the geographical imperatives and

historical situations which has remained a constant reality

€

3 Buszynski, Leszek, S,E,A,T,0, 3 The Fajlure of an
Alliance Strategy, ngapore, e Pe iXx.
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in Australia‘®s strategic envifoﬁment. With an area of
7,686,884 sq. km., Australia is the sixth largest State

in the world after the USSR, Canada, China, the USA, and
Brazils; but it has a relatively small population with a
density of 1.7 persons per sq.,km.4 Its insular character |
gives it immunity from invasions, and the absence of direct
land contact with its neighbours also eliminate# the possibi-
lity of border conflicts or easy infiltration by inimical
forces., But the largeness of the country, the great length
of its coastline which_is 19,635 km. long, the concentration
of its population mainly on its southérn and eastern peri-
phery, and the spars¢cness of population makes the defence

of the mainland difficult.” Secondly, international
relation 1s an endless flux and reflux: an issue of little
imporﬁance today could be of great importance tomorrow.6

In such an unpredictable international environment, the
possession of an adequate military capability or an

alliance with a strong military power will always be
important to imbibe a sense of security.

4  Chakravorty B., Australia‘s Military Alliances: A
Study in Foreign and Defence Policies, New Delhi,
1977. Pe 1.

S Ibid., p. 33.

6 'Crocker. W.R., "Australia and the Region®,

Beddie, B.D. (ed.), Advance Australia - Where?
Oxford, 1975, p. 76.



The international environment in which the Australian
security policies aée pursued has been changing rapidly
both at the global and regional levels. The politico-military
changes that have taken place‘in the Asian context have
witnessed a rapprochement between the USA and China, the
total victory of the comnunist forces in South Vietnam,
Cambodia and Laos, and the phasing out of the S.E.A.T.0.”
More recently, the world has witnessed the fading out of
the ideological conflict between capitalism and communism
over thé last forty years., This ideological dispute had
been the fault-line for international relations, the
organizing principle around which countries defimed their
positions and interests. The failure of communism has been
attributed to "its inability tolcope with economic globaii-
sation and technological developments which underlie it~.8
Economic interest of States are increasingly ranked along-
side, if not ahead of, traditional political concerns.
Japan, India and the European Community are perceived to
be the mﬁin economic actors in the Asia-Pacific region
following a rélative reduction of U,.S, 1nteresté in the

area, But a generally positive intemational environment

cannot provide a good enough reason to assume that States

7 n. 4, p. 33.

@

8 Australia‘'s Regional Securitg. Ministerial Statement
Y Senator the Hon, re ans QC, Minister of
Foreign Affairs and Trade, December, 1989, Australia,
p. 3. '



will renounce the use of military power in pursuitgof their
abjectives. While circumstances can change relati?aly
rapidly, there is no country at present or in the forseeable
future, that projects a threatening posture with a range

- of naval, air and logistic capabilities to sustain a

major military action against Auatralia.9 Even {n itsg’
global asgessment, no major power poses a threat to its
security. In regard to Vietnam and China, Gordon Scholes
(Defence Minister in the first Hawke Government formed in
1983) opines that “neither country can move its forces
outside its own territory very far (and) nei ther has an
acrosg-water capability".19 He amphasized-that the
“Chinese are, in fact, effective only as far as they can
'walk“.11 Besides, the most immediat§ strategic threat
for the Chinese comes from the Soviet Union. With regard
to India, Australia views with some concern the érowing
educated (middle class)’population, its dev010ping and
manufacturing 1hdustrial sector, and its substantial land-
mess. India, with its significant military capabilities
has the capacity for increasing strategic reach including

into Southeagt Asia, But it appears to Australia that

India‘'s military development is only motivated by

9 Ibid.. po 12.

10 Seth, S.P., "“ANZUS in Crisis®, Asjian-Pacific
Community, No. 29, Summer 1985, p. o

11 Ibid.



“precoccupations in its immediate region and considerations -
of prestige, rather than by a desire to intervene out-of=-
area”,12 Regarding the Soviet Union, Gordon Scholes had
opined that “they could attack us (in a global war) when

_ they might nuke the U.S, facilities but this would not

be part of a plan to occupy, or take out, Australia as
such*.1? In the case of Japan, Australia‘s concern 1is a
shared one with the Southeast Asian countries. Foreign
Minister Hayden articulated it during his official visit ’
to Japan in mid-.1983. In a private meeting, he feportedly
warned Mr, Yasuhiro Nakasone : “"Australia would be |
concerned if - either as a result of external pressure or
internal decision - there were a shift in Japan‘'s ba;ic
defence posture or a érimatic aéeelcration of defense
spending'.l‘ He added : "Australia wouid also be concerned
if Japan were to attempt to develop a regional security

role as this would have a destabilising effect on the
Agia-Pacific region”, Japan even as a remote threat is
unlikely as long as it continues to be part of the U.sS.

security system.ls Finally, in the case of the ASEAN

countries, although most of them have acquired sophisticated

12 n. 8, p. 13.

13 n. 10, p. 116.

14 Ibid. ’
15 Ibid.



military capabilities, none of them have the capability,
let alone the hntsntion to project and sustain major mili-

tary action against Australia,

The four main priorities that underlie Australia's

security perception are:

(1) the proégction of Australia's security through
the maintenance of a positive and strategic
environment;

(11) pursuing trade, economic and investment co-
operation;

(1i1) contributing to global security through an
alliance system;

(4w) contributing to the cause of good international
citizenship by promoting causes relating to

' Human Rights, refugee problem and environment.

The 1987 Defence White Paper marks Southeast Asia,
Southwest Pacific and the E&st Indian Ocean as areas of
Australia's primary strategic interest.l® The Southeast
Asian region encompasses the six ASEAN ocountries as well
as Myanmar (formerly calied Burma) and the three countries
of Indo-China, The South Pacific region includes Papua

New Guinea, the other South Pacific Forum States, the

¢

16 The Defense of egstral%a, 1987. Presented to Parliament
the ster for Defense, the Hon. Kim C. Beazley,

M.P.,, March 1987, Canberra, 1987, p. 12,



remaining colonial possessions and New Zsaland. Australia‘s
approach to the formulation, implementation, and presen-
tation of policies relevant to its regional security
interests are governed by two géneral principles : “compre-
hensive engagemeﬁt‘ for Southeast Asia and "constructive

commitment® for the South Pacific.17

Al though Auntfaiia
has wider global interests, its security concerns in
practice focus on its region to enable it to relate its
commitments and priorities to its capabiiities. Ausgtralia,
it is said, and often reiterated, is unable to identify

‘or define a preéiae threat to itself. No regional power
except for Indonesia oduld pose a serious concern but not
amounting to a threat. As qudon Scholes, the former
Defense ﬁinistor in the first Hawke's Government, put it,
“No regional power could mount & significant threat to
Australia but one (Indonesia) could cause usrsericus
inconvenience for a:while sses but nei ther Indonesia nor
any other regional power could offé: a threat that Australia
could not cope".18 Australia possibly faces a fear of
uncertainity in the region, for, tensions between nations
in Southeast Asia could provide opportunities for increased

involvement in the region by unfriendly or contending

powers. Australia‘s feeling of insecurity emerged only

17 n. 80 p. 40.
18 n. 10, p. 115,



after Japan overran Southeast Asia in World War II when

it actually experienced direct enémy attack on its soil.
There is also a racial connotation attached to it. It
feared the “yellow hordes® from the far north would descend
down on Australia again poﬁinq a threat to its existence.
The early part of this century was a period of nationalist
resurgence in Southeast Asia, Auitralia. as a young nation,
did not have the experience in dealing with sovereign
nations in its neighbouring region-and this maximised its
fear of insecurity further,

Australia was initially under the British dominion
when it p;rticipated in the First World War, It was content
to let the British Government handle its defence and
diplomatic policies for some more years inspite of the
Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act, 1900. In 1942,
it created a separate Australian Foreign Servic019 for the
first time, Britain was still a powerful country after the
Second World War, but by then the traditional balance of .
power had changed visibly. “There was no disposition to
question the primacy of the British Commonwealth relationship
in the conduct of defence and foreign policies but there
was an awareness that in a major war in the area much

would depend upon the attitude of the United States'.zo

19 ne. 4, p. 3.

20 Reese, Trewr, R., Augtralja, New Zealand and the
United sSta . {opnal Relations,

1=1968
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Australia turned its attention from Britain to the USA

but 1its pro%lem became one of reconciling its traditional
ties with the former power, with the‘emergence of the hard
geo=political reality of the U,S, power in the Pacif1¢.21
Australia‘s initiative for a regional defence_arrahgement
resulted in the ANZAC Pact of 1944 with New Zealand. They
had promoted the concept of a South-west Pacific defence
zone which they later put to the Commonwealth Prime
Minister's Conference in London in April and May 1946.22

- Following the ANZAC, the South Pacific Commission was‘
established in 1947 comprising of the six Pacific Trust
territory administering powers, i.e., Australia, New Zealand,
the USA, the UK, France and Holland. It aimed at encouraging
and strengthening international cooperation in'pfémoting _
the economic and social welfare of the peoples of the non-
self-governing territories in the South Pacific region,

and to the creation of an effective machinery for coordi-
nating Australian and New Zealand policies on many issues.
To meet various potential threats from Asia, Australia
adoptéd a policy of "forward defence” aimed at checking

the Chinese comnpnist influence in Southeast Asia.23

To Secure an assurance of assistance from powerful allies

in the event of an attack, Australia contributed to their

21 n. 4' po 50
22 n. 20, p. 61,
23 n. 21,
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security arrangements and military efforts. In 1949, it
fea&hed an agreement with Britain and New Zealand for
coordinating defence planning in the area covering
Auystralia, New Zealand and the‘British territories in
Malaya and Borneo. Australia, however, wanted a deeper
involvement of the USA in a pact which would ensure the
security of the former. This culminated in the ANZUS Pact
of 8 September, 1951 which was signed in San Francisco.’!
The treaty was created out of Australian perceptions of
need, and the skill, persistence and determination of Mr,
P.C. Spender, the then Minister for External Affairs érom
December 1949 to March 1951 during the Prime Ministership
of Mr, R.G. Menazies (Liberal - Country Party).zs It helped
to keep the USA inwlved in the South-Pacific affairs ad
brought to the Australian people generally, a feeling of
cénfidence in their national security.26 It had also
sought to institutionalize the world war II links against

a similar threat eventuating from a re-armed Japan, following
the peace treaty with Tokyo. To quote the Australian
Foreign Minister Bill Hayden 3 " ,,. the fact of the matter

see Was that the ANZUS Treaty was part of the Japanese

24 Watt, Alan, The Evolution of Australian Forei Policy,
1938-1965, CamB?Iage. London, 1967, Pe. 117
25 Ibidg, pp. 112-13 &

26 O'Neill Robert, “ANZUS and the Future Australian-

American Relations”, The Round Table, No. 310, April,
1989, p. 177. —
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2
peace settlement arrangements and machinery”. 7 However,

as it transpired the threat from Jﬁpan was replaced by
the perceived communist threat, first, during the Korean
war and subgsequently, in the Vietnam war. In both cases,
the U,.S. led military operations were supported by
Australia and New Zealand, °

With the conclusion of the Korean armistice in
July 1953, the United States became increasingly concerned
with communist advance in South-ﬁast Asia, The fall of
Dien Bien Phu (7 May 1954) and the deepening crisis in
Indo-China led the U,S. to think of a strateqgy that would
justify 1£$ armed 1nterventidn in Indo-China. Thus, the‘
South-East Asia Collective Defence Treaty, better known
ag SEATD, or the Manila Pact was signed at Kaenlla on 8
September, 1954.28 But SEATO could not react effectively
against the subversive Viet Minh - Pathet Lao threat during
the Laotian crisis of 1960-61.2° president Johnson's
efforts to involve the SEATO in Vietnam only intensified
existing conflicts within the alliance failing in its
stated 1ntentioﬁ of defending Indo-China against communist
infiltration, The SEATO demonstrated the irrelevance of

military power to problems that were essentially political

27 n. 10' p' 109.
28 n. 4, p. 8.

29 n. 3, Pe Xo
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and social.3o Recognition ofrfailuxu in Vietnam was Fhe
basis of U,S. disengagement from Indo-China which entailed
the eventual dismantling of SEATQ., It was finally dis-
carded two years after the fall of Saigon in 1975 once
Thailand and the Philippines readjusted their foreign
policies to the reality of China.

Australia's need for alliances with major powers for
the security of the Asia-Pacific region and especially
with the United States, can be cited from Prime Minister
Bob Hawke's (LabortParty) address to the Washington Press
CluS on 15 June, 1983, He said, "Australia is nmot and
cannot be a non-aligned nation ... we areclinked with the
UsS. +.e by @ whole range of common interests, attitudes,
aspirations, perceptions, institutions, traditions, and
associations in war and peace".31 During the Vietnam war,
there was criticism that the ANZUS alliance had dragged
Aystralia into the cbnflict unnecessarily. But whether
ANZUS had existed or not Australia would have wanted the
USA to be involved in the stemming of Communist insurééncy
in Southeast Asia and would have been willing to contribute
token forces as a political stimulant to greater American
commitment.3? Similarly with the SEATO, the then Australian
Minister of External Affairs had said on 30 May, 1966,

30 Ibid., p. xi.

31 Derek Mc Dougall, “The Hawke Governments' Policies .,

towards the USA", The Round Table, 1989, April, No. 310,
p. 166, '

32 n. 25, p. 178.
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that Australian “actions in Vietnam are in pursuance of

our obligations through SEATO but not because of SEATO
alone“.33 But the main motives behind Australia'’s parti-
cipation in the Vietnam confliét were the Australian

policy of "forward defence which fitted in the US policy

of° forward defence aéainst communism, and the Australian
desire to placate the USA by actively supporting the Vietnam
action so that the USA remained actively committed'to
containing communism in Southeast Asia and in times of need
would also reciprocate by coming to the aid of Australia

against any aggmssion“."‘4

Economic difficuléies in the
late 19603 had compelled Britain to halt its military
comnitmenta east of Suez, But Aust:alia did not appreciate
British proposal to withdraw half of its forces deplaoyxC

in Malaysia - Singapore region. Prolonged discussions
later, resulted in the Five-Power Defence»Arrangements35
involving Australia, Malaysia, New Zealand, Singapore and
Britain with effect from 1 November‘1971. Under these
arrangements, the five powers wuld contribute to the
security of Malaysia and Singapore in the event of any

armed aggression or threat,

33 ne 4, Pe 14,
34  Ibid., p. 15.
35 n. 4, p. 22.
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The United States' Asia-Pacific policy had undergone
some changes by the end of the 1960s. President Nixon had
clearly indicated in the Guam Doctrine of 1969, {;nat
henceforth regional allies would have to rely on their own
collective or individual efforts to defend themselves in
local conflicts. The emergent Sino-U.S. strategic paralle-
lism against the Soviet Union (highlighted by Pr. Nixon's
visit to China early in 1972) also effectively demolished
the myth of an intemational communist monolith operating
againstvthé “free" world.36 The entire edifice of Australia‘'s
strategic thinking was badly shaken as it became more
apparent that Soviet Union rather than China was now
regarded as a destabilising factof in the region. The
Labour Party under E.G. Whiﬁlam'which céme to power in
Decémber 1972. attempted to'normalise relationslwith China
and also formulated a newcpolicy with a marked accent on
regionél identification.' It was recognised that the danger
to security may emerge from the region and had to be largely
met by Australia itself, To this new situation, Australia
reacted with a response of self-reliaﬁce in its defence
planning and also, identified its strategié interests with
the strategic interests and developments of the Southeast
Agian and Southwest Pacific rdgions. Since the end of

the Vietnam commitment Australia had used self-reliance

36 n. 10‘ p. 110.



16

as the main #enet of its defence posture. The identifi-
cation of self-reliance as a primary requirement, and of
the regional factor in its security interests has been

included in ﬁha policy information paper on defence, the
1976 wWhite Paper, where it has been stated that: |

a

In our contemporary circumstances we no
longer base our policy on the expectation
that Australia's Navy or Amy or Air Force
will be sent abroad to fight as part of some
other nation's force, supported by it, We

do not rule ocut an Australian contribution

to operations elsewhere if the requirement
arose and we felt that our presence would be
effective, and if our forces ocould be spared
from their national tasks, But we believe
that any operations. are much more likely to
be in our own neighbourhood than in some dis-
tant or forward theatre, and that our Armed
Services would be conducting joint operations.
together as the Australian Defence Force. (37)

In an era of relaxation of tensions and the improve-
ment in East-West relations, it may mot be possible for
Australia to use the same 0ld global security arguments
to keep the USA as actively committed to the region as
before, Herein lies the need to develop greater self-
reliance for security against threats other than the.Soviet
and to devise other ways of remaining politically relevant
in international relations.38 In general, Australia'‘'s
strategic environment is favourable. Without affecting

favourable nature of the region‘'s strategic environment,

37 n. 16, p. 2,
38 n. 25, p. 178,
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there have been & number of political and economic develop-
ments with the potentiai to affect regional stability and
security. It is Australia‘’s concern that these developments

might lead to interference by external powers in regional
affairs.39

Since the second World War, Australia‘s strategic
perspectives in relation to the region have undergone a
marked change., In the 19508 and 1960s, its defence policy
was 1n£1ugnced by strong anxiety about the ability of the
newly independent countries of Southeast Agia to withstand
domestic insurgencies and external pressures.4° Eversince
then, its policy approach has been one of "comprehensive

-engagement‘41

in Southeast Asia. The concept of compre-
hensive engagement seeks to with-nold military engagements
where it can bé avoided., It also seeks to develop a
substantial and mutually beneficial range of linkages with
the South East Asian region so that any motivation and
intention to threaten Australia will be minimised. It

seeks to convey a common message ¢ Australia‘'s desire to

be a full-fledged partner, and the value of interaction
with 1t,%?

39 n. 36, p. 13,

40  Ibid., p. 14. =
41  n. 8, p. 44.

42 Ibid.
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Internal instability in individual countries in
South~East Asia andztensions between the nations oould
introduce or expand uncertainies in Australia‘'s strategic
prospects, even though developments may not be directly -
threatening. Uncertainities in South East Asia relate
principally to .

- oconomic‘and pol;tical problems in the Philippines;
- the unresolved question of the political future

of Cambodia; and | '
- thé establishment of the Soviet military presence

at Cam Ranh Bay.‘3

In the case of the Philippines, Australia is concerned
with the insurgency of the New People‘s Army which not’
.only threatens the long-~term prospects for moderate reforming
governmenté. but: also raises the possibility that contending
external powers could become involved., With regard to the
Soviet military presence in the region, whilevits military
agsets in Vietnam would be vulnerable in the event of a
global conflict, its continuous naval and air presence in
Vietnam is an adverse element in Australia‘'s regional

security perspective.

The unresolved situation in Cambodia provides an

element of uncertainity in the security outlook of Australia.

43 n. 36, p. 14,
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\
The presence of the Vietnamese forces in Cambodia had

made Australia quite apprehensive about potential military
clashes between Thailand and Vietnam arising out of the
internal military and political'situation. The clbse'
interest of China and the Soviet Union also provided a
significant element to the conflict. A major extension’
of the conflict is most unlikely, but its continu3£1on is
of concern to the Australian government, “not least
because of the potential for more extensive involvement

by external powers as the conflict per;ists“.44

Negotiations for a peaceful settlement between the _
four warring factions consisting of those led by the exiled
Prince Norodom Sihanouk, former Prime Minister Son Sann,

the Knmer Rouge, arnd the PRK Government have met with
Avary limited success. They were all brought together for
the f;rst gime between 25.28 July, 1988 to seek a political
solution at an informal meeting in Jakarta, commonly known
- as JIM=I, Mr, Hup Sen had proposed the creation of a new
*national reconciliation council® to be headed by Prince
Norodom Sihanouk to organise new general elections 1nv
" cambodia.> He had, however, rejected the other side's
demand that the PRK Government should be dismantled agreeing
to form a coalition with the tripartite resistance group.

Though nothing concrete came out of it, JIM-I opened the

44 Ibid,

45 International Herald Tribune, 26 July, 1988.
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door for negotiations and on 19 February 1989, the lieaders
" of the four Khmer factiona,iroreign Ministers of the ASEAN,
Vietnam, and Laos attended an upgraded version of JIM I.
The meeting took place in the wéke of diplomatic efforts
and the issues of interest concerned the transitional
period after the withdrawal of the Vie;namese troops which
Vietnam promised by September, 1989, Differences arose

over arrangements hetween the withdrawal and general

46

elections. Mr. Hun Sen had expressed the view after

the JIM II that these talks should lead to an international
conference on Cambodia rather than to a JM III.%7 wnile
the ‘first Paris meeting had taken place on 5-7 November,
1988, the second Paris meeting began on 1 August, 1989

for a month long duration with representatives f£rox the
ASEAN, Indo-China, and the five permanent members of the

UN Security Counc:l.l.48 fhe ﬁoeting failed again as the
Hun Sen government refused to disband itself while the
three other factions found the formation of a body consisting
of all four factions unacceptable as that would mean
legitimisin§ an imposed regime. As a way out of the
conflict situation, Australia had come forward with a

'prOposal to set up a U,N, interim governmment prior to

elections to be held under the U.N, supervision, It had

46 Bangkok Post (Bangkok), 16 February, 1989.

47 The Hindu (Madras), 21 ?ebruary, 1989,
48 n. 45, 2 November, 1989.
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included a pFoposal that required the UN seat vacant

dh:ing the ihterim period. In fact, the Australian proposal
had been the basis of JIM 1II in February, 1990 which was
attended by the participants frbm nineteen countries. It
was an attempt to overcome the problem of powerbsharind
between the Phnom Penh regime and the CGDK by directly
involving thé UN;

v
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Chapter II

AUSTRALIA, THE ANZUS AND THE SEATO

Security in the contemporary worid:is not only global
put it is also concerned with questions;of political
stability, economic satisfaction, ideolggicaf poses and

value'a:ttitudes.1

Under the British Commonwealth Australia literally
“grew up under the'phyéical°and psychological wing of Great
Britain".2 There were a number of factors responsible forr
this British orientation. The population then had consisted'
of White majérity and so the thought either of foreign
cbnquest. especially by an Asian power, or of la;ge'scalé
Asian immigration caused some anxiety. Their numbers being
less, they also feared that the movement of numerous people
from the populous and impoverished Asian States would cause
a depression in their living standards and also submerge
their English culture into their own. Australia had
responded to this fearby promtidg British and European
immigration, excluding orientals, and maintaining close
ties with the British Empire,

1 Greenwood, Gordon, gggroachea +o Asia: Australian
Post-War Policies and Att es, Sydney, 4, p. 480,
2 Cairns, J.F., Living with Asia, Melbourne, 1965,
Pe. 1.
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The Second World War brought about changes in the
5a1ance of power in the Pacific region. The fall of Singa-
pore in February 1942, and the sinking of the British
battleships the Prince of Wales and the Repulse also
marked a sharb turning point in Australia‘s history.3
As a result of these events Australia decided to appeal
to the United States to redress the balance of power in

the Pacific area. In an article in The Melbourne Herald

on 27 December 1941, Prime Minister John C. Curtin had
exclaimed that Australia now looked to America "free of
ény pangs as to our traditional links or kinship with the
United Kingdom".4 He had also added, thaé "Australia

can go and Britain can still hold on ... we are therefore
.determined that Australia shall nct go, and we shall exert
all our energies towards the shaping of a plan, with the
United States as its keystone, which will give to our
country some confidence of being able to hold out until
the tide of battle swings against the enemy" 3 There was

A new assumption in Australia after the Second Wo;ld War

3 Vandenbosch, Amry and Mary Belle, Australia Faces

Southeast Asia: The Emergence of a Foreign Policy,
Lexington, 1967, p. 4. ' '

4 Day, David, “Loosening the Bonds: Britain, Australia

and the Second Wprld War, History Today, February.
1988, p. 16.

5 Ibid.
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that as far as the interests of the British Commonwealth
'in the Pacific and Southeast Asia were concerned, Australia
must take over- -the responsibilities once borne by the U.K.,
In a B.B,C. broadcast delivered on 10 May 1946, Dr. .H,V,
Evatt, Minister for External Affairs in the Labour Government
had summed up the subsequent develops in this manner:
eee We are reaching a stage in British
Commonwealth relations at which there is
a division of functions on a regional basis
for certain purposes, It has become possi-
ble for a Dominion to act not only for itself
but also for the United Kingdom and other
Dominions as well., (6) .
The United States by then had become a factor in
the Pacific. Following the San Francisco Conference it .
was understood that the U,S. intended to play an active
role in the post World War, assuming responsibilities and
unprecedented commitments in support of international
peace.7' The Australian thinking in the immediate post-
war years was dominated by the fear of the possibility of
a resurgent and expansionist Japan. It had then directed

its policy to restrict Japan's economic and military

~ strength, preventing it from menacing the peace of the

6 Watt, Alan, The Evolution of Australian Foreign
POliCY81938~ » LO n' 2 p. L]

——

7 Reese, Trevor R., Australia ﬁew Zealand and the
United States - 1941-1968, 5?!053. London, 1969,

Pe 48,
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Pacific;8 Its strategicéthinking had been based on

’the principle that defencé against aggression from the
"yellow hordes" from the North should be conducted in
co-operation with the Uniéed States. At first the Labour
Government placed a lot of hope on the U.N, to play a
positive role in the main;enan;e of international peace.
But as the U.N.'s weakness became more evident, Australia
began to lobkfor a Eacific regional arrangement on which
it could lean for security.’ The U.S. was initially
reluctant to assume ;egioﬁél commitments in the Pacific.
There was also a change of attitude stemming £ rom Japan's
»iﬁpressive economic growth, limited defence expenditure,
its West-oriented policies, and the emergence of what
seemed more formidable dangers with the communist victory
in China, and the possibilities of the communist insurgency
, in Southeast Asialo - exemplified by the Vietminh vmlxccésses
in Vietnam and by the commgnist subver;ive campaigns.in
Malaya. The links between the eastern and the western
communisms symbolized in the Sino-Soviet Pact of 1950
further aggravated the fear of communist expansion both

in terms of ideology and territory. The Sino-Soviet rift

did not necessarily eliminate China as a source of danger.11

8 n., 1, p..481.
9 n. 7, p. 49.

10 n. 1, p. 482,
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The Korean war in 1950 also abruptly changed Americaq
‘assessments of the priority of communist goals around the
world. Therefore, in the American view, it became impera-
tive to conclude a peace treaéy with Japan in order éhat
it might become a part of the anti-communist front in the
region. In these circumstances, the Australian Government
found its own advocacy of the prohibition of the Japahese
re-armament at a loss, "Mr, R.G, Megz ies, the new Aystralian
Prime Minister succintly stated Australia's heiplessness
in thaﬁ " .ee 1f these Great Powers (the(ﬁs and the UK)
were not willing to prohibit and to enforce tha£ prohibition
by supervision and occupation if necessary, how could
Australia by herself make a prohibition effective ...?"12
At the same time, the United States found it desirable,'
though not strictly, to obtain Australian assent to a
peace settlement with Japan, which Australians be;ieved
likely to increase their éwn security problems.13 The
Australian Government did not believe that the new
democratic Japan would not threaten the Australian security
again. In fact, Mr, Percy Spender, who had succeeded

Mr. H.V. Evatt as Minister for External Affairs said in

Janua ry 1951 that a Pacific Pact was more than ever

necessary because most of the powers negotiating the

12 Menzies, R.G., "The Pacific Settlement Seen from
Australia®, Foreigg Affg%rs, vwol. XXX, no. 2,
January 1952, ppe. ¢ . )

13 Ne 6. Po 124.
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Japanese Péace Treaty did not share the Australian view
‘on the need to prevent a revival of Japanese militarism,t4
Negotiations over the draft of a Japanese Peace Treaty
gave opportunity for considerétion of regional security
plans, and detailed discussions took place when Mr. J.F.
Dulles visited Canberra on 14 February 1951 as part of his
Pacific tour tc sound out opinion on peace temms with
Japan. Australia had argued that Japan was its most
obvious potential aggressor who alone in Asia posseséed‘
"both the industrial capacity for naval construction and

a strong motive for expansion southward".15 Besides when
the Korean war broke out on 25 June 1950, Australia had
sent an air contingent in support.of the United Naﬁionsf
fdrces. On the following month,726 Julv, it was alsc
announced that it would commit units from all three
services to the Korean struggle.]f6 This decisive action
on the part of Australia enabled Australian - American
relations to attain once again that degree of cordiality
which had existed in 1945. On 18 April 1951, President
Harry S. Truman of the USA announced his government's

willingness to negotiate a Pacific Security'arrangement

with Australia and New Zealand pursuant to Article 51 ang

14 Webb, L.C., "Australia and S.E.A.T.0", in Modééski,
George, ed., S.E.A,T,0, 3 Six‘°Studies, Melbourne,
1962, p. 52.

1s Sissons, D., "The Pacific Pact", Aystralian Outlook,
vol. VI, no. 1, March 1952, p. 24,

16 n. 6, p. 123,
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52 of the UN Charter - a statement welcomed by Mr. ».C,
'&pender as 'a green light on the road to Pacific Secu-
rity.av The ANZUé Treaty was therefore signed by
Australia, New Zealand and thé US on 1 September 1531
prior to and in virtual conjunction with the signatare,
seven days later, of the Peace Treaty with Japan.le On

29 April 1952, after instruments of ratification hai been
deposited by each of the signatoriés. the Treaty cane into

force in accordance with the Article IX thereof.lg vhicp

reads:

This Treaty shall be ratified by the Parties
in accordance with their respective Consti-
tutional processes., The instruments of
ratification shall be deposited as soon as
possible with the Government of Australia,
which will nctify each of the other signatori:ss
of such deposit. The Treaty shall enter into
force as soon as the ratifications of the.
signatories have been deposited., (20)

The ANZUS Treaty‘was conceived broadly as an iaterim,
but presumably, long term arrangement .for the preservation
of Pacific.sacurity. and the ANZUS Council was empovered

to "maintain a consultative relationship with States,

regional organisations, associations or other authorities

17 n. 14, Pe 52,

18 Starke, J.G., The ANZUS Treaty Alliance, Melbcurne

1965, p. 1.
19 Ibid.
20 ‘Security Treaty between Australia, New Zealar:Z

and the United States', Current Notes on Interzati nal
Affairs, vol. 22, no. 9, Septnger. 1551, p. 0.
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in the Pacific area in a position to further the purpose
of this treaty and to contribute to theésecurity of that

area® (Article VIII).,21 The major article was set out in
Article IV: |

Each party recognises that an armed

attack in the Pacific Area on any:of

the Parties would be dangerous to its

own peace and safety and declares that

it would act to meet the common danger

in accordance with its Constitutional

processes, (22) \

Thus the Treaty did not guarantee any specific res-
ponse to an armed attack on any of the parties.23 Though
the language of the treaty was much milder than that of
;he North Atlantic Treaty (NATO), there were two favourable
aspects in the wider interest of Australia. Firetly, the-=
was no defination of the quarter from which a threat might
come: it could therefore openly apply to the Japanese or
communist aggression. Secondly, Article VIII held out the
prospect of "a more comprehensive system of regional
security in the Pacific Area“.24 .The tendency to contrast

the ANZUS Treaty with the North Atlantic Treaty strongly
influenced the Aystralian policy and was an important

21 Ibid.

22 Ibid., p. 499.

23 Mediansky, F .A,, "“United States Interests in Austra-

' lia%, Australian Outlook, vol. 30, no, 1, April 1976,
p. 143.

24 n. 20,
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H ' [~
part of the background 3f the Manila Treaty.z“ It was
assumed that a treaty on the lines of NATO covering South-
east Asia and the Pacific, or some part of it, would

contribute substaztially to a solution of Australia's

problem of security.

By 1954, the antifcomm&nist objectives of the ANZUS
seemed to have become péramount to its anti-Japanese
purpose, . With the conclusion of the Korean armistice in
1953, the U.S. ha¢ become concerned at the redirection of
the communist Chirese pressure from Korea to Indochina.26
The Republican adninistration of President Dwight D,
QEisenhower re-oriented America's Far Eastern policy from
the earlier policy ofrmiiitary containment and eccncmic
aid to the concep: of "massive retaliation"27 which
involved placing ‘norg reliance on deterrent power and
less dependence on local defensivepower".28 But this new
strategy was not fawvourably received among the allies of
the U,S. In Indcchina, the military position of the
French which had teen supporting the Associated States

of Vietnam, Laos aad Cambodia against the Vietminh since

25 n, 14, p. 57,

26 Greenwood, Gordon and Harper, Norman, ed., Australia
in World Aff:irs - 1950~55,-Sydney, 1957, pp. 168-9,

27  n. 7, p. 1€3,

28  n. 26, p. 163.
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1946 had also sharply deteriorated arousing fears| of

|
communism triumphing throughout Southeast Asia.2®

It
also illustrated the limitation of the ANZUS in relation

to stemming the southward expansion of communist Sctivity.

It became increasiﬂgly évident that only intervant;on
by othér Western powers could avert a French coll&pae in
Indochina.3? Following the decision of the Berlin Conference
of January 1954 to call a conference in Geneva for late
April to-consider, among other éhings; the problem of
restoring peace in Indochina, and an intensified Vietminh
offensive, General Paul Ely, the French Chief of Staff
visited Washington on 20-26 March, 1954. He t0ld the
President and his advisors that American inte-vention alone
could avert a final French defeat. On the basis of General
'Ely's appraisal of the situation, the U.S, decided that
an intervention in Indochina was feasible with the support
of its allies. Accordingly, in a speech to the Overseas
Press Club on 29 March, 1954, Mr. John Foster Dulles
isSued:a warning, that "communist control of Southeast
Asia would carry a grave threat to the Philiprines,
Australia, and New Zealand with whom we have treaties of

31

mutual assistance”. Dulles called for a ‘'united action’®

29 Ne 26; Pe 168,
30 Ibid.

31 Ibid., p. 170.
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which was interpreted to mean that the Western nations
‘should seek to halt the communist advance in Indochina by
a threat of intervention. The British Government though
welcoming the idea of a-larger‘Pacific Pact was opposed

to a formation of a defence organisation before the Geneva
conference on the Indochina settlement. On 27 April 1954,
Prime Minister Churchill formally announced in the House
of Commons that ‘Her Majesty's Government are not prepared
to give any undertakings about'UK military action in
Indochina in advance of the results of Geneva'.32 Ehe
results of the Aherican hydrogen bomk tests in early 1954
had made the British Government to puréue a policy of
extreme caution and readiness to avoid possible escalation
of.local war into atomic war. Any military undertaking
prior to the Geneva conference would have made difficult
the task of securing the assent of the Soviet Union and
China and the approval of India. It was not until the
last week of June 1954, that the U.S. obtained Mr,
Churchill's approval to British participation in the first
discunsions which eventually led to the creation of the
S.E.A,TeOs. A joint communique issued in Washington stated,
that the two governments had agreed to 'hasten the planning
of Asian defence against communism andé no set up an Anglo-

American working party to consider the problem of security

€

32 n. 6, p. 148,
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in the area'.33

Thus, the initial American proposal for
) ' i
intervention in Indochina became transformed into a
collective defence treaty to assure peace and security

in Southeast Asia,

Since the Korean war,.Australia regarded Ching as a
-prinéipal source of danger to peace and stabili%y of
Southeast Asié, Falling in line with the Ameriéan attitude,
Auatralia did not recognise the Chinese communist government
and had opposed its entry into the United Nations.
.Contradictorily, while appreciating Chira's value as a
market, Australia felt, that the contaimment of China had
become more important. Around this time, there had also
been a greater realisation of the significance of the Asian
States for Australia, Following the then External Affairs
Minister, Mr, R.G. Casey's 'goodwill' visit to the Southeast
Asian countries, Australian diplomatic representation in
Southeast Asia substantially increased and expanded. As a
result of first-hand sources, the Australian anxiety about
the seriousness of the Indochina situation increased and
made it all the mdre anxious to press on for the creation |

of a Mutual Defence Pact with a scope wider than in the

Anzus. >4

33 Ibid., p. 150,
34 Ibidoo Pe 145,
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Mr. R.G. Caéey had wélcomed the "Dulles’ prqposal”
at the same ﬁime he held that ‘the line of thought put
forward by Mr. Dulles needs further elaboration and
exploration before any new statement of Australian policy
can be made on this point‘.35 Australia's dilemma was
quite evident.in his remark. On 10 August 1954, he told
the Parliament, -that an érmed intervention would be wrong
as it woula‘not have the backing of the United Nations.

It would only embroil Australia with the communist China
and wreck the Geneva Conference too, He had felt that
Australia should look for a negotiated political settlement
of the problem in Indochina while recognising the realities
of the situat}on. The Australian.dilemma now arose over
the questioﬁ of avoiding precipitate American action in
Indochina without stifling the new American interest in

the security of the mainland Southeast Asia. On the one
hand, the need for a collective defence arranéement covering
Southeaét Asia and the West Pacific, Sacked by the American
military power had been a fixed point in the Australian
security calculation for nearly a decade, and it was

feared that America would lose interest in Southeast Asia
through the‘indecisiveness of its allies., On the other
hand, there was also the fear that the goodwill built up

labouriously by Australia in post-war Asia would be

dissipated ove;night i1f the Australian troops went into

35 n. 14, pe 59.
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action against the Vietm:i.n}*..,“'6 For an effective security
pact, the Australian Government also regarded the partici-
pation of the Asian members, particularly of India, highly
essential. It felt, that no cbuntry could be saved from
communism unless the people wanted to be saved.:a‘7 But

the Asian States could not be convinced that a°security
system against communism would be desirable for them too.38

A gignificant comment came from the Sydney Morning Herald

which demanded that the US allies needed to say where

they stood.

For America and Britain, the defence of
Southeast Asia may be seen as strategically
desirable, for France it is a matter of
national prestige: but for Australia it is
life and death. If the cork is forced out
of the bottle, in Mr. Eisenhower's graphic
phrase, and aggressive communism flood over
the peninsula into Indochina, Australia will
be placed in immediate and deadly peril.

The security of Southeast Asia is Australia‘'s

security. (39) -

On 4 June 1954 shortly before Mr, Casey's second
departure for the Geneva conference, he had full discussions
with the Australian Cabinet, which decided that the Austra-

lian policy should be directed towards securing the

36 Ibid., p. 60.

37 n. 26, p. 177,

38 Levi Warner, Australia's Outlook on Asia, Sydney,
| 1958, p. 95. ‘

39 Sydney Moming Herald, (ed.), 29 April, 1954
see, Ne 14¢ P 1.
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.following resulté:
|

(1) consideratfon of the situation in Laos and Cambodia
seperately from that in Vietnam;

(2) the withdrawal of the Vietminh forces from Laos and
Cambodia; ,

(3) a division of tHhe State of Vietnam on the best possible
terms thatzcould be achieved by negotiation;

(4) an international ‘guarantee‘' of the settlement with
provision for its enforcement:

(5) e the association of the free Asian ocountries, especially

| India,- with the settlement of the guarantee; _

(6) a regional defensive arrangement within the framework
of the UN Charter in support of this settlement in
Indochina, but ef course, with a more extensive

40
purpose.,

The negotiations for a Southeast Asian Defence Treaty
gained momentum after the Geneva settlement on the Indo-
china problem which partitioned the former French colonial
territory and protectorates at the 17th parallel latitude.
There was a general lack of confidence that the settlement
would prove to be a long lasting one. It was feared,
that the 17th parallel might be found to be a very temporary

boundary, that within a period of a year or two, the

communist pressure from North Vietnam might be successful

40. Ibid., pp. 61-2.
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ir undermining the Government of the Repu?lic df Vietnam;
and that with the whole of Vietnam lost, khe‘non-communist
governments of Laos and Cambodia would also fail prey
easily.41 Australia also feared fhat should international
communism reach its shores, the defence bﬁrden to repel
alone would be beyond the country's capacity.4? The
critical situation in Southeast Asia was }egarded as so
serious that the Australian Prime Minister took the
unprecedented step of announcing Australia‘s willingness,
| in times of peace, to accept military commitments in
advance for the defence of Southeast Asia:

oo before‘long we may be forced‘to rega?d

the communist frontier as lying on the

southern shores of Indochina .... {43)

Therefore it was felt, that Australia had to give
not only economic and spiritual encourégement to the non-
communist elements ih Indochina, but élso rally the weighty
Opinién and influence of the new democracies of South and

Southeast Asjia.,

Seven weeks after the Geneva conference ended on
21 July, 1954, the Southeast Asia Collective Defence

Treaty, commonly known as the S.E.A.T.0O. (Southeast Asia

41 n. 6, p. 151,

42 Millar, T.B.,” Australia's Foreign Policy, Sydney,
1968, p. 96,

43 n. 6, p. 152,
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Treaty Organisation), was signed in Manila on 8 September,
1954, 1Its members were Australia, New Zealand, Pakistan,

Thailand, the Philippines, France, Great Britain and the

44

United States, In the closihg session of the SEATO

conference on 8 September 1954, the Minister for External
Affairs Rt. Hon. R.G. Casey stated that the real purpose

of the treaty was:

«ees to present a concerted front of

defence against aggressive communism

which presents the free world with
immediate problems of security. We in
Australia are very conscious of this:

we realize that our fate is linked with

the South-~East Asian countries actyally

on the Asjian mainland and all the coun-
tries not far away. And all our Australian
defence policy is directed towards the
‘dominant purpose of coping in the future
with any eventuality that may unfortunately
result. (45)

Unlike the NATO pact which explicitly stated that
an attack on one member is considered an attack on all,
the treaty contained only implicitvprovisions.46 Thus

the SEATO pact required action by each member country in

the event of aggression, only in accordance with their

44 Ne 38, Pe 106,
45 Current Notef on Internationg; Affairs, Australian
reign rs Department, Canberra, vol. 25, no. 9,
September 1954, p. 646.
46 Girshing, J.L.S., "“Australia and Southeast Asia

in the Global Balance”, _Australian Outlook, vol. 31,
no., 1, April 1977, p. 4.
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const%tutional processes".47 R.G. Casey defended the

éreat§ on the question of its effectiveness by stating

that it did not matter ... "whether the Treaty language
reéds%like NATO or reads-like:ANZUS. What matters is the

.purpose and attitude of mind of the signatories. This
treaty is in fact our Constitution ....”48 He quoted

the U;S. Secretary'of State Mr. Dulles who had said before
a Congressional Committee in 1954 that "the test of a

Constitution is not how it is written but how it works" 49

When an argument was raised that in the SEATO, the obli-
gation of the parties under the terms of Article IV(i)
was weaker than the corresponding obligation under NATO,

R.G. Casey flatly contested the validity of the argument:

ese at Manila we were careful to make
certain that the wording adopted was
Jjust as effective as that used in the
North Atlantic Treaty .... Mr. Dulles
made it clear to us that, as far as the
American Constitutional position was
concerned, the formula adopted at Manila,
deriving from the Monroe Doctrine ...
gives all the freedom of action and

power to act that is contained in'NATO.SO

The Pacific Charter which accompanied the SEATO

A}
Treaty also emphasized the need for economic and technical

47 n. 45, p. 671.
48 Ibid., p. 645.
49 Ibid.

50 n. 6, p. 155,



40

assistance to Asia ﬁo deal with thé problems of economic
and social disconteLt which gave rise to communism. The
SEATO did not include Laos, Cambodia and South Vietnam

as treaty members but included them in the "treaty area"

and eligible for assistance on request,

o

From Australia's point of view there were three
aspects to the SEATO, First, it committed the United
States to the physical defence of the mainland of Southeast
Asia, and thus, interposed the American arms between China
and Auystralia‘'s neighbours. Secondly, it ensured joint
efforts by three Asian States for their common defence,
thus making them more ready anc more able to defend
themselves. And finally, it extended Australia‘'s front
line of defence, as it were, from the Kra Isthmus to the

51 Australia

-Thai, Laotian and South Vietnamese borders.
- had wanted a deeper U,S. commitment against aggression,
but the U.S, was adamantly against it, as it foresaw |
the possibility of involving the US through the SEATO in

52

Indo-Pak conflict, Besides in the U,.S.'s relations

with China, the centre of gravity had shifted to Formosa
and its concern was tO provide in the SEATO a warning that

further Chinese aggression would be resisted but beyond

this to avoid undertakings that would limit its freedom

51 n. 41.
52 n. 14, p. 66.
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to dispose its military forces according to tﬁe needs of
fhe situation., In the outcome, the treaty haé referred to
aggression generally and the U.S. was allowed to append a
declaration that its obligations related.only:to the
communist aggression. For Australia there waé always the
ANZUS and even before the Manilz Conference, Casey had
been at pains to secure from Dulles an understanding that
the ANZUS wouid not be superceded or reduced in importance
by the SEATO. 1In fact, in the 1958 edition of his book,

Friends and Neighbours, R.G. Casey had stated that "“SEATO

will no doubt do some of the worx that ANZUS was designed
to do, But it will noL supercede ANZUSy Australia, New
Zealand and the US are all agreed in wanting ANZUS to
remain in existence and functioning“.53 The Australian

government had confidence in the 3EATO's ability to meet

~aggression and to contribute to the stability of Southeast

m

Asia, If the SEATO was to play military role primarily,

it had to be effective and impressive enough to compensate
for the loss of goédwill which its creation had caused
with the Asian neutralist powers.54 Another point worthy
of note is that the UK had been excluded from the ANZUS

largely by the American insistence, but it was a partici-

pant in the SEATO, For Australiz, this was a favourable

53 n. 18, p. 221,

54 n. 38, p. 110,
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turn of events as it established a connection between
5oth its major Western partners in an area that was vital

to Australian defence.

Throughout the fifties and sixties, Australia relied
upon its associations with the UK and the US, It also
rested upon theAdevelopment of goodwilllin a number of
the Asian Statés, and upon their belief in the value of
an Australian contact. But in purely strategic terms, the
Asian factor was subsidiary to the Western association,
simply because the West possessed military and economic
power and most non-communist Asian States did not. In a
sense, the basic Australian attitude was to preserve a
continuing British interest in Southeast Asgia, fundameh-
tally in the Malayan area, and to ensure as far as
possible that the ﬁ.S. would remain concerned with thé

containment of China and more gemerally of communisni.55

55 n. 1, p. 484.



CHAPTER III

aus A AND VIETNAM

Vietnam is & long, t:hiu-wais'ted, ‘mountaneous country’
which stretchesfor some 1,200 miles from south-east China
to the southern-most point of Cambodia. Its coastline
shaped like the letter 'S winds down from the Gulf of
Tonkin, along the western border of the South China Sea,
to the Gulf of Thailand.! There are two main significant
areas of food supply, viz. the Red River Delta area in the
north and the Mekong Delta area in the south, for which
Vietnam has earnaed the description of being "like two rice
bagk=ts at the opposite ends of their carrying pole®,

the pole consisting of the intervening mountains.>

In the 508 and 60s, Vietnam was the focus of
Augtralia's inéerest. activity, dissent and confusion
over sOﬁth-ea§t Agsia, What started as a Vietnamese war
of independence against the French had been transformed
by the Cold War into a western containment of communism,
Australia's contribution consisting less than two percent
of all foreign servicemen in Vietnam had been its largest

involvement in overseas combat operation so far, The

participation was more in the nature of a political

1 Watt, Alan, Vietnam: An Australian Analysig, Melbourne,
1968, p. 1.
2 Fall, Bernard, The Two Vietnams (rev. ed.), New

York, 1964, p. 3.
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gesture to South Vietnam, to the United States, and to

the SEATO, than a significant military contribution towards
ending the conflict.3

The Genaeva Agreements of 21 July 1954 which saw the
dispersal of the French from Vietnamese soil and partitioned
the land at the 17th parallel was welcomed by Australia
with a willingness to play a part in the consideration of
peace in the area, The Prime Minister Sir Robért Menzjies,
on 22 July, 1954, had said that the g;vernment would apply,
1:; regard to the settlement, the principles -c»f the UN
Charter, including Article 2(4). Australia would view
‘aggression in violation of the settlement as a threat to

international peace and security.

By 1961, the U.S. had become highly concerned about
the Vietnamese communist-activities in South Vietnam,
moving President Kennedy to write to President Ngo Dinh
Diem on 14 December 1961, stating that the U,S, was
prepared to help the Republic of Vietnam “to protect its
pecple and to preserve its 1ndependence".4 Furthermore,
the U.,S, would be willing to promptly increase its
assistance to South Vietnam's defence efforts. Following

3 Millar, T.B., Augtralia‘'s Foreign Policy, Sydney,
1968, p. 98.

4 Ne 1. Pe 980
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upon this letter, Aysrican troops in Vietnam, in 1963

had increased to some 12,000 men. The Gulf of Tonkin
incident on 2 August 1964 led to an unexpected escalation
of the war.s on 4 Anqust; ﬁoliowing President L.B.
Johnson's Snthorisation for a defensive counter-attack,
U.S. aircrafts for the first time carried out bombing raids

on North Vietnamese torpedo—boat bases and some o0il -
installations.

The military situation in South Vietnam during
1964+65 had detériorated greatly. The period witnessed
the overthrow of Diem's regime followed by political chaos
that enabled the Viet-Cong to step up their activities in
the hope of staging a final victory. Responding to South
Vietnam'‘s request on 7 February 1965, the U.S. conducted
an air-attack and a geries of follow-up raids against the
Viet-Cong (in South Vietnam)., This marked an important
departure from the so~-called "advise and assist" policy.
By 1964, the U.S., was spending a million dollars a day
on the defence of South Vietnam and over 15,000 American

military personnel were advising the local armed forces.6

5 d., Pe 110. (On 2nd August, the American destroyer
Maddox® patrolling in international waters about
30 miles off the coast of North Vietnam, and 80 miles
southeast of Hanoi, was attacked by three North
Vietnamese moto. patrol boats which were driveu off -
after sustaining some damage).

%eese. Trevor, f@. Australia, Ne
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The American troops gradually aasﬁmad major responsibility
éor offensive fighting after marines were introduced in

- March, 1965, By mid-1966 US units were frequently suffer-
ing a higher weekly casualty rate than the South-Vietnamese.7|
By- then, the United States had become so involved in the
war that it made withdrawal for any U.S. government diffi-
cult to contemplate without at least an appearance of
success in securing a peaceful settlement that kept South
Vietnam free of communist ocontrol. The motivating central
theme in official statements in the U,S, had been the

need to halt the expansion of communism and prcveﬁt
aggression succeeding. The so-called ‘'domino theory’

was a dominant influence behind this theme, though later

its validity was increasingly questioned.8

Australia recognised the Government of the Republic
of Vietnam on 8 February, 1950 and its involvement in
the South Vietnamese resistance of the communist North
Vietnamese pressure had started from the early sixties,
The ANZUS Council meeting held in Canberra on 8-9 May,
1962 haqd issued a communique which appreciatively noted
the determination of the Republic of Vietnam to defend
itself against the communist insurgency directed from

7 | + 9 1‘ p. 105.
8 Ne 6' p. 307.
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North Vietnam.g

The United States, represented by the
Secretary of State Dean Rusk, requested more assistance

in Vietnam emphasizing that Australia, New Zeland and

other SEATO countries, as welllas. the U.S. had obligations
in South-East Asia. Australia responded ten days later

on 24 May, 1962 by deciding to send at the request of

South Vietnam, a group of some thirty Australian Amy
personnel to provide instruction in jungle warfare, village
defence, anéd other related activities such as engineering
and signals. fhe Min;ster of Defence Mr. Townley, however,
emphasized that 'Australia would not be ptoviding combat
forces', and claimed that the decision was in accordance
with Australia's obligations under the SEATO Treaty.lo

The SEATC Council meeting held in Marila from 13-15 Aprii
also stated that the defeat of the communist campaign

in South Vietnam was ‘essential not only to the security

of the Republic of Vietnam but to that of South-East

Asia‘', The members of the SEATO agreed to remain prepared,
if necessary, to take further concrete steps within their
respective capabilities in fulfilment of their obligations

under the 'rteaty.11 The increasing Australian involvement

10 Re 1. Pe 1090
11 Ibid., Pe 1120
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in Vietnam followed the American péttern. only on 5 much
smaller scale. On 8 June 1964, the Australian government
increased the number of its army instructors sent to
Vietnam from thirty to sixty along with £ A 3,500,000 aid
for defence support and economic development. Early in
1965, the number of Australian-advisors were increased o
to one hundred.12 As the situation continued to deterio=-
rate, the Prime Minister Sir Robert Mcnzies, on 29 April
1965, announced the Government's decision to provide
an infantry battalion for service in Vietnam following a
visit by the U.S. Préaident‘s special envoy Mr., Henry
Cabot Lodgc.13 This was ; decisive Augtralian commitment
ir the Vietnam war which according tc the Prime Minister
represented the most useful additicnal contiibution

A

Aystralia could make to the defence of the region at that

time.,l* There was a further annouacement on 18 August
1965 for three hundred and fifty additional supporting

Vtroops to be sent to South Vietnam.ls

12 Watt, Alan, The Evolution of Australian Foreign
Policy, 1938-1965, Lo n, 1967, p. 183,

13 n. 6, p. 305,

14 n. 12, p. 183.

15 vanderbosch, Amry and Mary Beile, Augtralia F
utheast Asia ergen of a re .
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The Australian go#ernmeut's Southeast Asian outlook
had long been based on the domino theory and was largely
encouraged by a sympathetic press which expressed
. Australia‘’s apprehensions about communism. The Sydney-
Morning Herald, for example, was concerned over the
possible implications for Australian security of a
successful communist aggression : If South Vietnam falls
to communism (followed quite certainly by Laos) Thailand
would be isoclated and a vulnerable target for further
communist expansion if it does not, like Cambodia, seek
its own accomodation with'Peking. This collapse would
bring the communist presence to the borders of Mélaysia.
The Brisbane Courier Mail also commented , that “were
Vietnam to fall, with it would go Lsos, Cambodia and
probably Thailand'.17 ‘But the qualitative change in the
nature of the Australian military assistance to South
Vietnam also stirred up some concerns about the effects
upon Australia's capacity to carry out comﬁitments else-
where, like in Malaysia which was confronted by Sukarno's
Indonesian military forces. Besides, no British troops
had been sent to South Vietnam and many Australians felt

it was unusual, uncomfortable and perhaps embarrassing

16 mugmm_ge%u;w 30 December 1964.
See also, SMH, 20 January, 10 and 16 February 1965.

17 Courier Mail (Brisbane), 10 February 1965,
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to become involved in serious fighting except alongside
Britain,}®

In view of its traditional opposition to conscription
for overseas service, the Labor Party also strongly criti-
cized the government®'s decision to send cbnbat troops to
VIe;nam. The opposition leader Mr. Arthur Calwell argued,
that it would promote the interests of China in Asia and
the Pacific., It meant the substitution of military for
economic aid and the support of a reactionary regime. It
further represented a threat to Australia‘’s standing in
Asia and above all to the security of the nation.l?

The Australiaa commitment in Yietnam greyvsubstan-
tially froﬁ defensive duties to offensive operaticns
against the Viet-Cong. In the 1966 elections, the polls
showed majority support for the Vietnam war. Mr, Harold
Holt and Mr, John Gorton who became Prime Ministers in
1966 and 1968 respectively, continued to carry out their
 party's Australian commitment in Vietnam. But as the war
went badly, this support for the war began to fall away.
It did not appear that China would be taken over, and,

" that the dominoes would begin to fall throughout South

East Asia, Real uncertainity as to what might follow the

i8 n. i. p. 114,

19 n. 15, p. 112,
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failure in Vietnam showed in the public debate which
preceded the decision in February.'1969 to commit Austra-

lian forces to Malaysia and Singapore after the British

No previous military cooperation overseas by Australia
had given rise to such co‘onfusion and doubt as the involve-
ment in Vietnam. Had the intervention been wise? Were
the ends sought politically justified? Could they be
achieved by the means adopted? These were the major

questions that arose at the time.,

In defense of the Australian government's action
Sir Garfield Barwick, External Affairs Minister in May _
1962, had said that if the commnists achieved their aims
in Vietnam, it would have gravely affected the security
of the whole of South East Aslan area and ultimately
‘Australia itself. He also added, that the Australian
government'’s response to the invitation to assist Vietnam
which was a protocol state under the SEATO Treaty had
been in accordance with Australia‘s obligations under that
"l‘x:em:y.z1 Mr., Paul Hasluck, then Minister for External
Affairs in 1966 also rejiterated, again and again, that

‘what is happening in South Vietnam is not a local

20 Grant, Bruce, The Crigis of Eﬂz‘.ﬁﬁﬂ A Stud¥ of
Australian Foreign Policy, Sydney, 72, pe 16,

21 n. 15‘ p. 110.
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rebellion caused by internal discontent bgt the appli-
cation of the methods and doctrines of cohmuniat'guerrilla
warfare first evolvaed in China and then éucceasfully in
North Vletnam‘.?z Apart from the fear of corund sm,

the government then had little faith in the UN's peace
keeping ability and as a small nation in a time of power
contesat, it felt Australia could not afford to be neutral.
The government's assessment was that {f the spread of
communism was not checked in South Vietnam, the communist
pressure against the neighbouking States would intensify
and their independence be at risk.23‘ Australia‘'s principle
concern was with the intentions of China and the govern-
ment identified communism in South East Asia Qith the
Chinese expansionism. According to Prime Min.xter Holt,
the Chinese government saw “the eventual domination of

the world by ccaumnigm as its ultimatg goal, So far as
Australia is concerned, what is happening in Vietnam is
one of the steps in this procéas of expansion of communist
influence and.infiltration throughout the areasg of South
East Asia, penetrating further and further in the course
of time until this continent is itself threatened .,."2%

The fear of communism reaching the shores of Australia

22 n, 1, Pe 130,
23 n. 6, p. 311,

24 Ibid,., p. 312.
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was clear, The government had hoped that military inter-
vention there combined with military and economic support
for conservative governments elsewhere in South East

Asia would bring forward anti-commnist governments,
thereby creating stability in the region. . In justifying
sending troéps to Vietnam, Mr. Mtnzies at times emphasized
the necessity to defend Australia "in depf.h" and to meet
the enemy as far as possible from Australia's shores.

It did not appear to him as it did to Mr, A.G, Whitlam,
Deputy Leader of the Labor Party, that for a countr§ which
was anxious to thabliah close relations with Asian coun-
tries, this could have an adverse affect. wWhat was good
sense and good strategy for the Australians might be
regarded by the Agians as a determination ky the Lustralians
to fight their wars on Asian soil.25

As for the implication of the Augtralian membership
of the SEATO, Mr.Hasluck often implied, that Australia did
not act in Vietnam solely because it was obliged to do so
under the SEATO, Whether the SEATO had existed or not,
to see phe communist advancement deterred and resisted in
the region of South ana Scutheast Asia would have been

uppermost in Australia‘®s strategic thinking. The SEATO

wag an agreement and a working practical arrangement in

25 n. 15, p. 117,
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in wnich Australia adherred to and cbserved in pursuit
of 4ts own interests and policies, Its actions vere in

pursuance of its obligations through the SEATO but wert
not becauses of the SEATO alone.2® 4

As late as March 1970, Mr, Mc Mahon, Minister for.
External Affairs, reiterated in a Ministerial statement
that Australia still regarded ‘communist China and other
communist regimes as a central obstacle to peace, stability
and ordered progress throughout Aéia'.z7 But once it
‘became clear, that the US was pulling out 6f Vietnam,
the Australiasn response was a reluctant but an unavoidable
one. On 16 December 1969, the Prime Minister John Gorton
acknowledged the implications of Nixon‘s decisions and
stated that if there were subsequent withdrawals then some
Australian troops would also be withdrawn.za The last
withdrawal of the Australian combat troops was announced

in November 1971 and only some one hundred and fifty army
instructors remained in a training capacity.

- With the phased withdrawal of troops the Australian
public's {interest in Indo-China also waned. All that

26 Ibid,, p. 121,
27 Ingleson, John, “South East Asia“, in Hudson, W.J.,

ed.., n Affairs, 197175, Sydney,
1980, Pe v

28 Sydpey Morming Herald, 17 December 1969.

7
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was left for the victorious Labor Party in the December
1972 elections was immediately on forming a government,
to abolish conscription, bring home the remaining army
instructors and end all nilitary aid to the South Viete~
namese and Cambodian aovcruncntl.

The Libcra; Country gdvornmant.had been cautious not
to damage the Australia « U,S, alliance as it felt Austra-
11&'; future security depended much on 1t.29 But the lLabor
Party was less encumbered with the cold war ideoclogy.
While in opposition, the Labor Party had repeatedly argued
that neither North Vietnam nor China provided noteworthy
military aid to the Viet conq, that the South Vietnam
conflict was in the main an internal civil war, with the
guerrillas receiving much support from the people.’® The
party called for a radical alteration in the ruling .
party's Viétnam policy « that if American defeat occurred,
South East Asia would be swept by communism -~ as it vas
on the opinion that military action could not suppress a
revolutionary movement. But the government had dismissed
the Labour argument by roifaratinq that only America's
firm commitment to the defence of South Vietnam could
save South East Asia amd thercfo:e'Aﬁntralia would be

29 Canberra Times, 14 February 1968.

30 “"Australia‘’s Policy towards South East Asgia®,
The mound Table. Soptember 1965, no. 220, London,
Pe
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tooilish and disloyal to adopt policies contrary to those
of its protector.’l But once the Labour Party came into
povwer it opened diplomatic ties with China and the
Ddocrauc Republic of Vietnam, ended Australia‘'s military
comnitment to South Vietnam and withdrew troops from
81ngapor°e. welcomed the rcduction" in U,S, military forces
in the region and generally encouraged tdgional cooperation
free from Western military involvement., For the first
time an Australian government viewed South East Asia in
its own right., In a low keyed approach it tried to .
identify Australia more closely with what it saw as the
aspirations of the people‘’s of the ::'eqit.m.32 This new
attitude was also reflected on Mr. Whitlam®s attack on
the government's policies in Indo-China on March 1970

as part of “our continuing failure to recognise and
.identify with the national aspirations and expectations
of the people of the area".33 The Labor qovérment also
stated its support for the full implementation of the
Paris Agreement of January 1973 meant to prepare the

way for a political solution, and supported any initiatives
which might bring an end to the war.

TR ST
32 Moo n. 27, Pe 284,
33 Ib& Y] Pe 291,
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The fall of the Canbo&ian and South Vietnamese
governments in April 1975 e;:ce more opened deep fissures
in the Australian society on the Indo-China war raising
'old fears and prejudices abéut South East Asia and the
domino theory again. The Hﬁitlap govcrnmedt's response
was, however, calm as it had expected such an outcome

for years., As Mr., Whitlam put forward in his agrgument

in a ministerial statmment t0 the House of Representatives

on 8 April 1975.: “who rhloc in Sajigon is not, and never
has been, an ingredient in 5ustralia's gecurity. Our
streangth, our security, rest on factors and relationships
ultimately unchanged by these év!ntc cces fOr some time |
the government‘’s policy was to recoqniic as the legiti-
mate govermment whoever controlled a country's capital';a
In accordance with its stated poliéy. a few days after
the Kimer Rouge captured Phnom Penh, the government
recognised the government of President Norodom Sihanouk
as the legitimate government of Canﬁodic. In Vietnam,
the PRG was likewise tecogniaed as the government of

34 “Indo=-China®™ - A ministerial statement to the House

of Representatives by the Australian Prime Minister

Mr, E,G, Whitlam on 8 April, 1975. Auctr*%;gg

W’ April 1975, Vol. 46, no. 4,
Netley uth Australia), p. 177.
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_ South Vietnam after it gained control of Saigon.)3

35 Thereafter, Australia committed itself to
. substantial support for the reconstruction in
Indo-China contributing, in fact, $§ 3.4 m to UN
Commissioner for Refugees, UNICEF and the Inter-

national Red Cross, Sydney Moming Herald, 7
May 197S.



CHAPTER IV
THE BOD IAN PROBLEM

The Cambodian problem has so far sluded a peaceful
settlement between the four warring political groups that
include:

- the Sihanoukists led by Prince Norodom Sihanouk; ‘

- the Kaméuchean #eople;s National Liberation Front
(KPNLF) led by former Prime Minister Son Sann;

- = the Knmer Rouge led by Mr. Khieu Samphans and

- the People's Republic of Cambodia (PRC) regime led
by Mr. Heng Samrin, |

A proper perspective of the situation requires one
to fully understand the genesis of the problem, the backe
ground of the factional groups, the interest of Vietnam
leading to occupation, and nonetheless, the interests ofv

other external powers in the conflict.

The primary background of the Indo-China conflict
can be found in the historical prejudices and traditional
contrasts between different nations.1 The first manifes-
tation of the ethnic antagonism in the Cambodian conflict
erupted on 9 April 1970 when Khmer troops killed some

eighty~nine ethnic Vietnamese in the Prasaut area of

1 Kiljunen, Kimmo, ed., Xregfgﬁhea: Decade %f the
Genocide, Report of a Finnis nquiry ssion,
’ on, 1984, p. 60.
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Svay Ricnq.z Historically, Vietnam has been the predomi-
nant power in Indo-China and has always been sensitive

3 The close

towards developments in Laos and Cambodia.
~ relations between Democratic Kampuchea and China 4in

© the mid«70's, therefore, gave Vietnam nnch cause to

~ worfy about China‘'s covert intentions in Indo-China,

| especially, at a time when its own relations with China

| was dotoriorating; The gradual weakening of relations
between China and Vietnam was affected, in turn, by the

- strategic changes that book'placo in great power relations
like the rapprochement between China and the United
States, and the growing tensions between the United
States and the Soviet Union. China, in fact, was the
only country in the cutside world with which the Demo=-
cratic Kampuchean government under Pol Pot had any
relation. It was estimated that in 1978, there were

about 20,000 Chinese advisors residing in Cambodia,*

Vietnam also considered its western borders extremely
vulnerable and this made relations with the neighbouring
states strategically significant, Vietnam and Cambodia
fell into an aruad.conflict over disputes concerning

2 Simon, Sheldon W,, War and Politics in Cambodia,
N. Carolina, 1974, p. .

3 Naidu, G.V., "“Kampuchea Moving towards a Settlement”,
Patriot, Delhi, 19 January 1988.

4 Ne 1. po 23.
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certain islands (Tho Ch?, Phu Quoc, and Koh) and dis-
Qgreemants over the inlgnd border as early as in May,
1975.5 In April and September of 1977, there were major
attacks .carried out by hamocratié.xanpuchoa in the
Vietnamese areas of Ha Tien and Tay Ninh. In a counter-
. attack, Vietnam penetrq:od-fot over a month as far as
forty kms into the provinces of Takio.'?roy Veng and
Svay Rieng. In the spring and summer of 1978, border
clashes continued to be aggravated by the internal

power atruégle in_Knnpuchea. as it was called then and
by the rebel movement in the eastern provinces along

the border with Vietnam,

The Government of Democratic Kampuchea under the
leadership of an illedefined revolutionary organisation
called Angkar (organisation) came into existence in 1976.6
The U.S. military bombings during the Vietnam war enabled
the growth of a powerful national liberation struggle
closely allied with North Vietnam and Laos. The liberation
struggle of the Khmer Rouge was formed under the central
leadership of Pol Pot, formerly S&loth Sar, Nuon Chea,

Ieng Sary, and Son Sen., They drew ideological support
from the interests of the poorest of the peasantry.

Lon Nol fled and left the country in the hands of the

5 Ibid.

6 Ibid., p. 14.
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militant Khmer Rouge Army on 17 April 1975. #hereaftor.
under the direction of Pol Pot, a series of ginoc;dal
activities were perpetrated in the pursuit of primitive
comunism with agriculture as the base, The x%‘eiqn'of
terror unleashed by the Khmer Rouge once aqaiﬁlled to

the formation of a rebel movement called the United |
Front or the Kampuchean National United Front‘of National
Salvation (KNUFNS) on 2 December 1978, Its goals were:

- the overthrow of the Pol Pot regime;
- the establishment of a people's democratic regimes
and
- the creation of‘friendly relations between Vietnam

and Kampuchea.7

The internal measures of Pol Pot and the continuing
border skirmishes finally led Vietnam to send 1its troops
into Cambodia on 25 December 1978. By 10 January 1979,
Vietnamese troops had the whole of Cambodia under control
and they set up a new regime, the Peoplq's Republic of
Kampuchea (PRK) with Heng Samrin as President.® By 1983,
there were 150,000 to 180,000 Vietnameae.aoldiers in
Cambodia, |

Vietnam'’s intervention in Cambodia was strongly.

protested by the West and its allies in the UN, The

7 Ibid., p. 22,
8 Amrita Bazar Patrika, Calcutta, 9 January 1979,



Foreign Ministers of the five member countripa ofitho
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) called
for Vietnam's immediate withdrawal of troops from
Kampuchea as their joint statement issued at Bangkok

on 1213 January 1979 declared, that they “affirmed the
- right of the Kampuchean people to determine their future
byfthm‘el"vas. free from interference or influence from

outside powers in the exercise of 't.he:lr right to self.-
determination ...."9

In Australia,” the Prime Minister Mr., Malcolm Fraser
deplored the Vietnamese occupation and said, that the
“Vietnamese invasion had created risk of serious intensi-
fication of the war into a regional conflict which had
serious consequences for all those who lived in the
region*®, He added, that “The very fact that Vietnam has
signed an agreement that contains security elements with
the Soviet Union tends to intréduce the eastern bloc
approach to politics in Southeast Asia".m Australia
also suspended its aid programme to Vietnam and all
cultural exchanges with it. The Australian press also
- betrayed a fear of Soviet Union's suspected hegemonistic

tendencies., The Vanguard on 25 January 1979 stated that

9 *World Nations and Leaders Condemn Vietnam®,
Third ngég Unitﬁ (Monthly), No. 14, Special number
on Kampuchea, ruary 1979, New Delhi,

10 Ibid.
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* ... The Soviet Union spread lies and slander against
bamoc:atic Kampuchea in an attempt to isolate the
Kampuchsan revolution and prepare the way ideologically
for its invasion through the Vietnamese puppet army.
The Soviet Union plans to use Vietnam to Asia in the

° same way as it used the Cubans in Africa - turning ...

Asian against Asian, thereby increasing Soviet hegemony®.ll

Vietnam and Laos gave recognition to the new
government of PRK on 8 January, 19‘7912 while the Soviet
Union and Afghanistan followed soon after,’

For the first several years of its occupation,
Vietnam linked the withdrawal of its forces to the ..
acceptance of the PRK by the ASEAN and China, and the
termination of tﬁeir assistance for the Coalition
Government of Democratic Kampuchea (CGDK). The communique
issued after a summit meeting of the heads of government
of Vietnam, Laos arxi Kampuchea on February 20-21, 1983
provided a fozmuiation 6f the Vietnamese position. It
provided for the Vietnamese withdrawal oniy “after the
threat by reactionaries among the Bei jing ruling circles
and other reactionary forces, as well as, the use of
the Thai territory against the People's Republic of
Kampuchea and all support for the Pol Pot clique and

11 .Ibid.
12 The Statesmap (New Delhi), 10 January 1979.
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other roactioﬁariec Bava ceased completely and peace
‘and security o& Ksmpuchea, particularly along the
Kampuchean « Thai border are assured'.13

The Kampﬁchaan crisis made a significant impact
on internatioan relations. The Viethamesq occupation of
Cambodia haightened fhe fear of a new threat in the region
from the Indo-Chinese comminists.l* It affectea the
ASEAN's calculations of regional balance and order
because it established Vietnam's superior status in
Indo~China. This led the ASEAN to feel great concern
about their security although none o£ the member states
except perhaps for Thailand's national securityAwas_
involved., It offered China the opportunity to draw
closer to the ASEAN countries and also intensified the
strategic rapprochemembpetween China and the 0.3.15
Under tﬁe leadexrship of the U,S,, trade sanctions were
immediately declared and all developmental programmes
and Western aid stopped. But the Western policy of
- isolating Vietnam, ironically drew it closer to the
Soviet Union who in turn, increased its military presence

13 Haley, P. Edward, “Kampuchea: The Riddles of Peace"

Preliminary Draft, A Supplement to a paper by the
same author “Which Way Out? Reflections oan the Ways -
Wars End"“, prepared for a conference on Cambodia,
Griffith University, Australia, June 30 - July 2, 1986,

14 Pillai, M.G.G,. *Kampuchea‘'s Proxy War: Will Diplomacy
follow Trade?  The Statesman, 6 October, 1987,

15 n. 1' p. 64.
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in the area,ls .

1
|

The ASEAN's diplomatic offensive against the Heng
Samrin regime produced results in the form of the latter's

continued absence from the 08.17

ﬁt the ASEAN's initiative,
the United Nations® General Assembly in its thirty-

fourth session, took up the Cambodian issue on 14 November
1979, and adopted the ASEAN-sponsored Resolution (No. 34/
22) with a considerable majority. Accordingly, the
General Assembly called for the immediate withdrawal

of all foreign forces from Kampuchea and appealed to the
antagonists that they should settle their disputes by
peaceful means as per the UN Charter. Mr, Heng Samrin,
however, ignored the UN resolution and in a strong -
worded letter before the UN session started told'the_
Pfeaident of the Security Council that any meetihg of

the Security Council to hear the representatives of a
"non-existing government" of Phom Penh would: ‘consﬁitnte
a flagrant intervention in the internal affairs of
Kampuchea.le

At this juncture, India came out with the proposal
of keeping the UN seat vacant until the Kampuchean

16 Ibid.
17 n. 14.

18 Hindustan Times, New Delhi, 10 January 1979.
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issue wags solved. The question of seating rival

Cambodian delegations in the NAM summit meeting had
aroused a fierce debate in the ministerial meeting of

the Non-aligned Co-ordihating Bureau before the Havanna
Summit in 1Q79.19 Since India recognised the Heng Samrin
‘regime, the only nonesocialist country to do so, it
‘supported the Summit's decisidn. to keep the soa£

vacant in the future NAM summit meetings.zo In fact,

in the NAM Foreign Ministers' conference held in New

Delhi in 1981, India had made a declaration in favour

of:

(1) foreign troops withdrawal from Kampuchea;

(1i) an end to all types of interference in tne country's
affairs;

(1141) a political settlement; and

.‘(iv) a zone of peace in the'reqion.21

India‘s proposal was, however, categorically rejece
ted by the US and its allies, including the ASEAN States,
In 1980, the UN General Assembly voted 74 to 35 with 32
abstentions in favour of continued seating of the ousted

Khmer Rouge.?? At the initiative of the ASEAN countries

19 Bangkok Post, 7 June 1979,

20 Indian Express, New Delhi, 8 February 1983. See

21 Ibid.
22 The Statesman, 22 October 1980,
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the U,N, General Assembly conference was held again from
15-21 July 1981.°3 It called again for the Vietnamese
withdrawal and, also, cooperation in finding a just
solution that would lead to a “heutr#l, independent and
non-aligned xampuchéa“.z4 " Vietnam and the Soviet Union
féund the conference biased and did not participate

in it.

Australia also continued to reiterate its support
for the continued seating of Democratic Kampuchea in the
UN along the Western lines. The Australian Foreign.
Minister Mr. Andrew Peacock had made this fact known to
his counterparts at the ASEAN Foreign Ministers' meeting
in June 1980.25 Meanwhile, the unpopularity of the
Khmer Rouge's past genocidal activities was gaining
ground, The United Kingdom de-recognised tha ousted
Pol Pot regime in the beginning of 1980, but continued
to support Democratic Kampuchea's seat at the UN General
Assembly. The United States also neither recognized
Pol Pot nor Heng Samrin, Australia was not far behind
the Western powers in derecognising the ousted Pol Pot
government. It did so on 14 February 1981 succumbing to

mounting préssures from the domestic opinion and

23 Tribune, Chandigarh. 16 July 1981,
24 National Herald, New Delhi, 15 July 1981.
25  New _Strait Times, Kauala Lumpur, 17 July 1980,




condemnation. It did not recognise the Heng Samrin
reqime and abstained on the UR vote on Kampuchea in
1981 and 1982,

| The ASEAN countries were compelled to step up
efforts for a coaliﬁion government to improve Democratic
Kampuchea's credibility with the world organisation. 1In
1981, at the ASEAN Foreign Minister's meeﬁing. the spone
soring States found it difficult to take a common position
on the best way to resolve the Kampuchean tangfe.
- Vietnam, Indonesia and Malaysia had a similar outlook
on China's influence as a security threat to Southeast
Asia, Indonesia was opposed to the ASEAN being asso-
ciated with the supply of arms and 1ns€oid stressed’the
need for efforts of a negotiated settlemcnt.26 Thailand
and China, on the other hand, shared a common vision of
Vietnam as “an arrogant and expansionist power which,
if allowed to consolidate control in Laos, Cambodia and
at home, would seek to export its revolution to neigh-
bouring Thailand®”, China actually exploited Thailand's
chronic oil shdrtages by refusing to deliver promised

oil supplies unless it agreed to resuppiy arms and aid to

Khmer Rouge via the former US air base of Takhli in

€

26 Times of India (New Delhi), 28 December 1981.
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Central Thailand .2 7

The ASEAN's standpoint in the Kampuchean affair
was clearly expressed in the declaration of the Inter-

national Conference on_lCmpucheé (ICK) in the same year.
It stated that @ | |

o

- free elections should be held under the U.N,
auspices;

- to assure the success of the elections, measures
should be taken to prevent ‘armed Kampuchean
factions'tfrom disrupting the votings; and

- a neutral interim administration should maintain
order pending the establishment of the elected

qovernment.28 ' ' |

The Coalition Gpvetnment of Democratic Kampuchea
(CGDK) was forméd in Singapore in 198129 and Prince
Norodom Sihanouk represented the Rewly formed government
in the UN General Assembly on 26 October 1982, The
Genetai_Assembly relected a move injitiated by nearly a
dozen countries, including India, to unseat the CGDK, -

The voting wasg 29 in favour, 90 against, and 26 absten-

tions.

27 Eads, Brian, “Why Thais Support Peking", Observer
(London), 6 May 1979,

28 n. 26,

29 Far Eastegg Economic Review, Hongkong, 20 January
1983, p. 22,
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In the following years, the Kampucheangproblem

seemed to involve two main issues -

(1) the withdrawal of Vietnamese forces and pre-
vention of the recurrence of genocidal policies
and practices of the Pol Pot regime. |

(11) to ensure the cessation of all foreig; inter-
ference and external arms supplies to the

opposing Kampuchean forces.3°

Negotiations ¢or a Kampuchean settlement had reached
a stalemate and it seemed that the Knmpucheéna were
caught in a vicious:-circle without having the ability to
break out of and other parties not having sufficient
political will., The Vietnamese ware not willing to
withdraw unless military assistance to the rebel factions
were stopped. Similarly, the stoppage of aid was put
on conditions of Vietnamese withdrawal.l Thailand by
this time had well projected an image of a frontline
state and was least desiring of a compromise. To Thailand,
maintaining a crisis situation in the neighbouring

Kampuchea was advantageous for two reasons:

(1) It increased the political and military
weight of Thailand in the strategic calcula-
tion of the West and it gave an opportunity

to pressurise for U,S, military aid.

30 Bhagwan Jai, "Khmer Rouge: The Bone of Contention

in Kampuchea“, §§£§§g§%§_§gg;§§§g. vol, XII, no, 8,
- November 1988, New De o Do .« '

~
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(11) The guerrilla activities by the communist
party in the northern parts of the country
had significantly died down because of reduced

support from China.31

Thailand, therefore, covertly provided support
areas, and created buffer zones in the border areas
occupied by refugees and controlled by the opposition

movements.

The Kampuchean peace negotiations once again found;_
its momentum aréund the year 1987, The background for it
was lajid by what has now come to be acéepted as a historic
watershed in world affairs - Mr. Mikhalil Gorbachev's
Vliadivostok speech in 1986 outlining an imaginative Agis
1n1tiative.32 The Soviet Union who had stayed out of tﬁe
Kampuchean problem revised its views when the Soviet
‘leader emphasized its geo-political and strategic interest
in the Asia « Pacific region. In mid-1987, Moscow set
‘up a Special Department of Socialist countries of Asgia
and in November the same year, restored diplomatic

relations with China.33

31 n. 1, p. 66,

32 George, T.J.S., "“Kampuchea's Elusive Peace",
- Indlan Express, Delhi, 12 May 1988,

33 Ibid.



There were also other significant d}veloyments
- preceding 1987 that favoured diplomatic initiatives,

Firstly, China‘'s financial aid to the Khmer Rouge
resistance decreased somewhat which weakened their counter-
offensive moves especially after the Vietnamese dry

season offensive in 1984-85.

Secondly, factional fights within the CGDK came
to the open in 1985 prompting Prince Sihanouk to absent
himself from his post for a y;ar starting from May 1987,

Thirdly, Vietnam which had started yearly troops
withdrawal in 1982 withdrew a large number (20,000 approx.)
in 1987 promising to withdraw completely by 1990,

Fourthly, Heng Samrin's ‘government had decided in
February 1986 to postpone the national elections due in
1987 till 1991, to keep the door open for a settlement

beforé elections were held,

Fifthly, in 1986, the CGDK for the first time in
an eight=point proposal agreed to accomodate the Heng
Samrin faction in a four-party interim government, aqd
did not insist on a Khmer personality, to whose presence
Vietnam takes serious obligation, at the head of the
interim government. Vietnam, for its part, withdrew
its objection to the presence of the Khmer Rouge except

for Pol Pot and his close associates.



Si&thly, China also relented from its earlier
hard-line posture and re-egtablished diplomatic relations

with Laos suspended since 1979.34

At the twentieth conferenge of the ASEAN Foreign
Ministers held in Singa§ore in June 1987, Prime Minister
Lee Kuan Yew declared in a positive refrain that “ ..,
an eventual Cambodian settlement ... 1is more likely than

continued Vietnamese defiance®, 35.

In the attempt of

finding a political solution, Vietnam approached Prince
Sihanouk twice - first through an Austrian intermediary
in 1986 and Rumania in 1987, with a proposal for a four-
party meeting of Kampuchean factions in Vienna. Neither

worked.36

'In the meantime, on the anniversaty of his Viadivos-
tok speech, Gorbachev in a press interview gave an
assessment of peace prospects in Cambodia, He went on to
say, that the ASEAN countries could make contributions
to the incipient process and that Soviet Union was
“already aware of the initiatives put forward by Indonesia
and some other countries and we welcome them.* It was

soon followed by a major breakthrough in the discussions

34 n. 3.

38 Thayer, C.,A., "“Reconciliation in Kampuchea: A
Perspective - II", Patrjiot, 11 January 1989.

36 ne 32,
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in Ho Chi Minh City between Indonesia foreign minister
Professor Mochtar Knsnaaatuaéja and his V1etnam§se
counterpart Mr. Eguyen Co 'rh;ch. In the joint communique -
issued, an informal meeting éf—the two sides of Kampuchea,
which Mr, Mochtar called a “cocktail®” party, was agreed
on the basis of "equal footing, without pre-conditions
and with no poliical labels;.37 At a later stage,
Indonesia Qould ianvi te other concerned countries including
Vietnam to participate; Jakarta was offered as the site
for this meeting. Vietnam, however, changed its mind
within days of the prnpésal and said it would not talk
to the CGDK until it.got rid of ;he “Pol Pot clique“.38
The ASEA& also ca.led a snap meeting in Bangkok on 16
August, 1987 and nullified, the Mochtar-Thach agreement
out of the possit.e fear that ASEAN's position at the

UNGA would be uncercut. The new ASEAN proposal declared,
that

"the proposed informal meeting is envi-

saged as cne meeting, initially among

the Cambod:ian parties, followed immedjiately
by the participation of Vietnam."”

ASEAN's rejection evoked an immediate protest
~ from the Indo-Chinese States. The Soviet Union, Indonesia

and other concerned parties pursued an intense round of

. 37 ne 1l4.
38 ibid.
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diplomacy once again in an_effort to get all parti?s

to show some flexibility. The Thai foreign miniaéor's
visit to China on 18+20 August resulted in China's
endorsement of the ASEAN's 16 August proposal. Prince
Sihanouk, under pressure from China, also accepted on

2 September to put his name to & joint statement with °
his coalition partners, At one stage, after the #hnouncg-
ment of quitting his post, he had criticized the United
States, France, and other countries for their unwiliing-
ness to officially recognise the coalition government
though it received their support. He bluntly refused

to take the Australian offer of help in promoting nego-
tiations about his return to Kampuchqa.39 Ignoring allv
advices. reéommendations and proposals to end the
Kampuchean people's sufferings, Prince Norodom Sihanouk
sharply criticised those who co-operated in any(form
with Vietnam, giving it economic or technical aid and
assistance, Thus he also criticized Australia's trade
agreement with Vietnam to participate in the construction

of a telecommunication centre in Vietnam.

The peace pfocess stalled since the ASEAN's 16
~August statement began to move forward again. On the
eve of the UN General Assembly session dealing with

Kampuchea on 8 October, 1987, the PRK issued a major

39 . Patriot, 31 January 1987.
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\

five-point policy statement in which it reit?rated its
willingness to meet the leaders of the opposition groups
except Pol Pot and his aiées.,vBesidea.-the'PRK was ready
to offer Prince Norodom Sihanouk a high plcc# in the
leading state organ in conformity with his oﬁntr{bution
to the cause of peace, national reconciliation and the
independence of the country;4o Three days later,

Vietnam announced its sixth annual pariiallwithdrawal

of the Vietnamese trbops in November in the presence of

invited foreign observers.

The Laotian leader Kaysone Phomvihane had also
made a few diplomatic moves when he went from Vientianne
to Moscow via New Delhi in June, 1987, Apparently, he

wanted India to get involved as a mediator.41

It was on 2 December 1987, at Fere-en-Tardenois,
60 miles to the east of Paris, that Prince Sihanouk and
Premier Hun Sen finally met for the first ever dialogue

after the Vietnamese intrusion in 1978.42

The four-point
agreement signed between the two leaders indicated that

a political solution must be achieved via negotiations

40 Thayer, Carlyle A,, "Reconciliation in Kampuchea:
A Perspective - III", Patriot, 12 January 1989,

41 n. 32,

42 The Times (London), 3 December, 1987.
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involving all parties to the conflict ﬁo be guaranteed

by an international conference.‘3

SihADOuk's failure

to mention the Vietnamese forces in Kampuchea led to
criticism by his coalition partners. This and also the
failure of Vietnam to meet him led to call off further
talks on 9 December. But on the 14th Qf December, he
reversed his stand and agreed to meet ﬁr. Hun Sen for g

the second time,

The second round of talks took place at Si:.
Geimain-en-Lave from 20«22 January, 1988 where both
sides exchange? views about the shape of a future political
settlement. Mr. Hun Sen set up a draft time-table for
the Vietnamese withdrawal cf forces over thrae phases
lasting twentye-fcur months which would commence as soon

as a political agreement was reached.

Indonesia‘'s and the USSR'‘s héctic diplomatic efforts
paid off when Vietnam agreed to participate in the Jakarta
Informal Meeting (JIM) on 25=-28 July 1988. It was the
first occasion that Vietnam officially met with the four
Kampuchean parties, including the Khmer Rcuge.4‘ JIM
set up a working group of all participants which, with
the exception of the Khmer Rouge, convened in 17-20

October to discuss the seperation of the external or

43 n. 39,

44 Patriot, 13 January 1989,
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international from the international aspects of the

45 It meant that the process of

Kampuchean question,
withdrawing Vietnamese forces from Kampuchea would not
be a matter between Hanoi and the CGDK but remain, in
effect, a bilateral issue between Vietnam and the PRK
to b§ chrr1ed out, not unilaterally as in the past, but
as part of an overall political sotthment.‘s The
question of a Vietnamese w;thdrawai was also linked with
the cessation of external aid for the Khmer Rouge and
other resistance factions., The proéosals put forward

by Prince Sihanouk had ineluded:

- the disbandment of the Heng Samrin government
before national election:

“ow 1nstallation*of‘a “"quadripartite government®
of the resistance groups and the Phnom Penh
establishment in which there would be four
co-ministers representing the four parties
in every ministry:

- an international conference under UN aegis
to ba held in a neutral country; and

- an international control commission camprising

two each from neutral or non-aligned countries,

45 Ibid,

46 Thayer, Carlyle A,, "“Obtaining and Securing Peace
within Kampuchea: Theé Next Phase (Wjthdrawal/
Neutralization)”, Paper presented to the Third
International Conference on Cambodia, Queensland.
January 23-28, 1989, Australia, p. 4.
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socialist or communist countries, and the ‘free

worﬁd'.47

| These were not acceptable to the Heng Samrin govern-
ment which counter-proposed:

-  the forming of an international control
com&ission to supervise a political settlement;

- withdrawal of Vietnamese forces by M&rch 1990
at the latest; .

- the dismantling of the Khmer Rouge army of Pol
Pot; and |

- an international conference to endorse and

guarantee the arrangements mutually agreed

upon by the four contending groups.

As égainst the other side's proposal for the dis-
bandment of the Phnom Penh government the Cambodian
propogél called for the formation of a 'nétional reconci-
liation Council” headed by the Prince himself, It was to
be given responsibility to oversee the implementatioq of
the agreements and to hold the national election.48
The KPNLF and the Khmer Rouge, however, rejected the

Kampuchean proposal outright. Prince Sihanouk presented

47 Saral Patra, “Kampuchean Settlement Soon?",
Hindustan Rimes (New Delhi), 15 February 1989.

48 Ibid,
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his own plans with some modifﬁcation in the Hun Sen's

proposal., He called for a national administration built

on existing structures to be gradually transferred into

a-quadripartite body in a new “"State of Kampuchea® with

a new national flag and anthem,

45

The points on which the Jakarta Informal Meeting

reached a consensds are contained in the statement of

 the Meeting's Chairman, Indonesian Foreign Minister .

All Alatas:

All participants share the view that the

.two key issues of the Kampuchean problesm

which are interlinked are the withdrawal

of Vietnamese forces from Kampuchea, to be

carried out within the context of an over-

all political solution, and the prevention

of the recurrence of genocidal policies and

. practices of the Pol Pot regime and to ensure

the cessation of all foreign interference and
external arms supplies to the opposing Kampu-
chean forces. They also saw the need to set
definite timetables and to provide an effec-
tive international presence to supervise
these processes. (50)

On 19 February 1989, the leaders of the four Khmer -

factions, Foreign Ministers of the ASEAN, Vietnam, and

Laos attended an upgraded version of JIM~151 where the

issues of interest were concerned with the transitional

49
50
51

n. 30, p. 896.
n. 46' pp. 4“5.

Hindustan Times, 19 February 1989.
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period after the withdrawal of the Vietnamese troqpk
>vh1ch Vietnam promised by September, 1989, Once again,
differences arose over arrangements between the withdrawal
and general elections.s2 More specifically, the two
crucial issues were - UN role in the Kampuchean peﬁée
process, and the dismantling of the Vietnam - backed -
Heng Samrin regime soon after Hanoi vithdrew its forces.53
The Vietnam foreign minister Mr. Nguyen Co Thach_reite-
rated that Vietnam would withdraw all its forces by
Decqmber, 1990 irrespective of a politiéal situation.

Mr, Hun Sen had also expressed the view, that the Jakarta
talks should lead to an inéernational conference on
Cambodia rather thar to a JIM«III.S4 The conference
would be convened with-the participation qf India, USSR,
the U,S,, U.K., France, and China, a.l of whom had
participated at the international conference on.Indo-
Chinalin the 1950s. Hun Sen had made this statement

in reference to suggestions that there could be an

informal meeting in Bangkok (BIM) among the Khmer

55

factions, Furthermore, Prince Siranouk was conspi-

52 Bangkok Post, 16 February 198sS.
53 Times of India, 20 February 19€9,

54 The Hindu (Madras), 21 February 1989,
55 Ibid.



cous.by his absence and he was represented by his son
Prince Ranaridh. He saw no point in attending the talks
after the PRK had rejected his five-point proposai.
Against the five points of Prince Sihanouk, there had

. been the seven-pdint pioposal of the PRK, Mr. Hun Sen
had also proposed a civilian International Control
Commission (ICC) but this ocould not come under the

UN's auspices as Cambodia‘s UN seat was held by anti-

Phnom Penh resistance coalition.

Other than the Jakarta Informal meetings, France
and Indonesia also co-gsponsored a series of Paris Peace
Conferences on Cambodia, The first Paris meeting had
taken place in 5-7 November, 1988 before the start of
the JIM-II, This Qas followed by two rounmds of incone
clusive talks between Hun Sen and Sihanouk in December,
1988 and January, 1989.56, The second Paris meeting
was convened in 1 August, 1989 for a month long duration
with representatives from ASEAN, Indo-China, five
permanent members of the UN Security Council and those
regarded as being capable of contributing peace.57
The UN General Secretary proposed to send a fact-finding
mission to Cambodia t gather technical information on

the spot, including all areas of the country. This

56 International Herald Tribune, 2 November, 1989.
s7 - Ibid.
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decision wa& taken at the three day foreign ministers
level plenerary session in Paris before the second
international peace conference started. The purpose
~of the mission was to qathor'any‘inﬁormation of a
purely technical nature, relevant to éhe work of the
Committee, co-chaired by India and Canada, to define
modalities of a ceasefire and the mandate, as well as,
the principles which would guide the creation and
operation of an effective‘intérnational control mecha-
nism in order to supervise and control the cqmprehen-
sive implementation of the settlanent.58 Mr. Hun Sen
welcomed the U.N, mission only after a reassurance
from the UN Secretary General and the foreign ministers
of Canada and Australia that the presence of tle mission

did not imply future UN involvement in the internal
affairs of Cambodia,

The timing of the peace conference had been
influenced by Vietnam's declaration of troop withdrawal
irrespective of political settlement. Vietnam's decision

to withdraﬁ did not reflect any change in its longe
standing conviction that its security depended on

exercising close political influence over the whole of

Indo-China. 1In fact, this conviction had been responsible

v

S8 The Hindu (Gurgaon), 4 August, 1989.
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for the initial i?vasion of Cambodia to oust the
Khner Rouge which@was“s.en as an agqresqivo proxy for

China.

Vietnam's total troop withdrawal by 26 September

1989°°

had aimed at sacurihg an end to external military
support for the Khmer Rouqe{"and"to exclude the Khmers
effectively from a political settlement by playing on

~ their gruesome record.$°

In this regard, Prince
Norodom Sihanouk criticizod'a French compromise proposal
for a twoetier inﬁerim administration in Cambodia in
which the Khmer Rouge would effectively be involved

only in helping to organise elections.61

According to

. him, “"it would be imposasible to achieve peace without
the Khmer Rouge who forwm the military back-bone of the
three-party resistance coalition headed by the Prince". 62
The Paris peace talks, therefore, fziled again as the
Hun Sen government refused to disband itself while the
other factions also found the formation of a body
conaisting.Of all four factions unacceptable as that

would mean legitimising an imposed regime. It was then

59 Times of Indja, 27 September, 1989.

60 Leiffer, Michael, "Cat and Mouse with the Khmers",
The Times (London), 11 August, 1989, o

61 Times of India, 29 August 1989.
62 Ibid.
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that Australia joined other diplomatic initiatives and
came fbrwatd with a proposal to prevent another dead-
lock. The Australian proposals that envisaged a majocr
~role for the UN in a comprehensive political settlement
of the Cambodian problem were discussed in the resumed
second Paris talks on November, 1989 but divisions
remained over how to prevent the Khmer Rouge from

reasserting control ‘in . Cambodia.53

The proposals
also formed the basis of the Informal Talks in

Jakarta on 26 February 1990 attended by participants
from nineteen countries - the JIM group.(comprisinq

the four Cambodian parties, the six ASEAN countries,
and Vietnam and Laos) together with the five permanent
members of the UN Security Council, four other
"interested countries (Australia, Canada, India and
Japan) and Zimbabwe as the then Chairman of the Non-

Aligned Movement.64

63 n, S51.

64 Augtralian Foreign Affairs and Trade. The
Monthly Record, vol. 61, no. 3, Canberra, March
1990, p. 144.

-



CHAPTER V

AUSTRALIAN PROPOSALS FOR PEACE
IN CAMBODIA

Australia‘'s peace efforts - to achieve a Cambodian
settlement has to be understood against a background
.0f 1ts earlier peace initiatives and attitude towards

Indochira,

In the period before the Vietnam Qar, Cambodia
did not engage Australia'’s interest at all. °It'é lack
of interest and understanding of the region was equélly
matched by an absence of policy towards it.! on
account of its proximity_to Vietnam, Cambodia came
under the purview of the domino theory which_had been
coinedvby President Eisenhower in 1954, It was a
"domino" threatened by communist China and Vietnam,
With its intense preoccupation with military security
and the downward thrust of communism, Australia had
found it essential to support neut;al governments in
the Indochina States. Accordingly, it supported the
Lon Nol regime and also continued to support the Pol Pot

regime following the Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia,

Australia followed the Western line both at the United

"1 "Australia, Indo-China and the Cambodian
Peace Plan", Address on 13 March, 1990 to the
Syéney Institute, by the Minister for Foreign
Affairs and Trade, Senator Gareth Evans,

Australian Foreign Affajirs and Trade Record,
vol. 61, no. 3, Canberra, March 1990, p. 142.

-
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Nations and in its attempts to isolate Vietnam. It
condemned the Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia and
suspended all bilateral aid and cultural exchanges to

2 An attitude to the events

Vietnam on 24 January 1979.
was exemplified in a speech to the House of Represen-
tatives by the then Prime Minister Malcolm Frager

on 22 February, 1979. He said: "Pol Pot's regime
horrified the world but Vietnam's invasion of Kampuchea
cannot be condoned because of thét. ‘The Australian
government cannot accep; the use of force for the
settlement of disputes, whatever their cause".3
Australia dbqtinued to support the United Nations
Security Council resolution of 25 January 1979

calling for the withdrawdl of all foreign forces

'from Kampuchea but very soon, thg pressure of domestic
public opinion and condemnation forced it to withdraw
its recognition of the Khmer Rouge government on 14
February 1981, It also abstained in the annual vote
in the UN General Assembly on 12 3September of the same
year to uphold the credentials of the Democratic

Kampuchean deiegation. In so doing, it broke ranks

with the ASEAN which had been sponsoring the Khmer

2 Howarth P., "Vietnam and Australia: The Cambodian
Situation and Bilateral Relations", Australian

Foreign Affairs Record, 55(3), March, 1984, p. 174.
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Rouge's cause in' the dnited_Nations.4 On the occassion
of the UN Generéi Assembly voting, the Australian
Ambassador to the UN, Mr, David Anderson explained

his country's decision to abstain. He said the reasons
included " ... our derecognition of the Democratic
Kampuchean regime, the contested situation within
Kampuchea itself, and the efforts to establish an
internationally and domestically accéptable alternative
for that country ....”5 At the same time Australia

- held back from giving recognition to the Heng Samrin
government and made its support clear féor the efforts

of the ASEAN to bring about a peaceful settlement in

Kampuchea,

The Whitlam pericd introduced a new evgivtionary
outlook in Australia's support to Indochina. The change
involved a sharper appreciation of national interests,
the projection of a very much more independent Auétralian
image, a deepened commitment to international cooperation
and multilateral process, and a determination to
intensify Austraiia's regional foreign policy focus.6

In this regard, Australia gradually realized that its

national interests were very much involved in

4 n. 1, p. 143,
5 n. 2, p. 174,

6  n. 1, p. 142,
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Cambodia’, the strife-torn area in the Southeast

Asian region. 1In i%s evolving relationship with
Southeast Asia, Australia hag come to regard Indochina,
and the Cambodian p&oblem in particular, as an issue
central to the stability of the region, an important
factor in its :elations-;ith the ASEAN, and an important

criterion by which it is perceived by the region.

Australia's concern about the Cambodian problem
and peace efforts resulted from the fear of a prolonged
war that could hold the possibility of becoming the
single greatest source of instability in the region,

It is the sole serious disruptive cynosure in the
region and being an issue that touchés the interests

of many outside the region, inciuding the super powers,
China, and France, it ocould feed tensions and hosti-
lities between regional countries. It could also

draw in the great powers on opposite sides much ggainsﬁ

the interests of the region.8 There are also economic

7 Introductory address on 26 February 1990 by
the Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade,
Senator Gareth Evans, to the Informal Meeting
on Cambodia in Jakarta. Australian Foreign
Affairs and Trade, February, 1990, no. 2, vol. 61,
Pe 70,

8 "The Australian Government's foreign policy
philosophy". Edited transcript of a speech to
the Australian Joint Service Staff College by the
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Bill Hayden,
MP, on 10 April 1984, Australian Foreign Affairs
Record, Apri, 1984, vol. 55, no. 4, pp. 308-9,
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considerations but new levels of econ#mic development
and cooperation cannot be wholly pursded if the war

' continues. Apart from these, Australia conveys a
humanitarian interest in its attempts:to resolve the .
éambodian conflict through a comprehensive settlement.
It has, in fact, provided'humanitarian basic assistance
within Cambodia through-various international agencies
and non-government organisations (NGOs).9 For instance,
on 23 February 1990, the Minister for Foreign Affairs
and Trade, Senator Gareth Evans had made a statement
that Australia would contribute $ 3.2 million in 1990
for programme; assisting displaced persons on the

. Thai - Cambodian border and for relief programmes
inside Cambodia which would be channelled through the
United Nations Border Relief Operation (UNBRO) and

the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)10

Australia's refusal to co-sponsor the ASEAN's
resolution on Kampuchea at the United Nations'
General Assembly had caused a lbt of tension between
the two sides. 1Inspite of this, the.then Australia's

Minister for Immigration and Ethnic Affairs, Bill

9 (Parliament, Question Without Notice", Cambodian
Aid*, from Hansard of 23 August 1990), Australian
Foreign Affairs and Trade, August, 1990, vol. 61,
No. 8, p. 561,

10 n. 7, p. 103,
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HaYden (Labour Party) persisted in his efforts to
play a mediatory role with the objective of finding

a comprehensive Cambodian solution. On his visit to
Vietnam in June-July 1983, hé presented a peace propo-

- sal which was based on the following principles:

(1) acceptance by Vietnam of an appropriate
accommodation with its neighbours;

(11) phased withdrawal of the Vietnamese forces
from Cambodia mdtched by an effective
arrangement to prevent Pol Pot and his
rKhmer Rouge forces returning to power in
Cambodia; »

(111) a form of self-determination for Cambodia;
(iv) the creaticn.of conditions for tre peaceful
return of the displaced Cambodians to

Cambodia;
(v) the acceptance by all parties that Cambodia
is neutral, independent and non-aligned; and

(vi) the restoration of normal relations between
Vietnam, on the one hand, and China, the

ASEAN, and the West, on the other.11

Australia put these proposals in its concern for

continued stability in the Southeast Asian region.

By the early eighties, the perceived threat from the

11 n. 2, p. 176,
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Soviet Union's directioh and its expansionist tenden-
cies weré strongly'entrenched in Australia's strategic
thinking owing to its invasion of Afghanistan in 1979,
Australia grew apprehensive about Vietnam's growing
dependence on the Soviet: Union ancd feared that if the
war continued, Vietnam's dependence would increase
which in turn would contribute to an obtrusive increase
of the Soviet military presence in the Asia - Pacific
region. In a speech to the Sydney Journalists*' Club
on 8 November 1984, Mr. Bill Hayden,'who had by then
become the Minister for Foreigﬁ-Affairs. said:'"The
Soviet Union is investing a great deal in the way of
economic and other kinds of sqpport for_the Vietnamese
government.,. It hés ébviously calculated that tﬁe

cost is worth the profit that it returns: in other
words, the cost is worth the portion that its support
buys in the larger Soviet concefh'with China and

the United States. In the meantime, of course, the
objective of the ASEAN and the Asian region to keep
out super power rivalry is rendered that much more
difficult“.lz Prime Minister Bob Hawke also expressed

his anxious concern over the disturbing implications

that the Cambodian situation carried for peaceful

/

relations among all countries of the Asia - Pacific

12 Australian»Foreigp Affairs Record (henceforth
it will be written as AFAR), November, 1984,
Pe 1168, )
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region. Regarding Australia's future plan of action,
he said, in ah address at a reéurn dinner for the
Japanese Prime Minister Mr, Nakasone in Tokyo on

2 February 1984 that " ... because Australia has the
ability to speak to all the main protagonists in the
Indochina problem -« the ASEAN gountfies, China, the
United States and Vietnam itseif - we will continue
within the limits of our capacity, to do what we caﬁ

to ptomote progress towards a settlement.13

In response, to the Australian proposal, Vietnam
showed its willingness to engage in regional discussions
on problems relating to the first stage towards peace’

and security in Southeast Asia and in the list

includea:

- Vietnamese troop withdrawals;

-  removal of Pol Pot and his associates
(Ieng 3ary and Khieu Samphan) as a political
and a military force:

- a safety zone bn both sides of the Thai-
Cambodian border:

- security of borders, including the Chinese

borders with Vietnam and Laos and the Thaji-

Lao border;

13 AFAR, February 1984, p. 63,
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- a process of self-determination by free
elections, excluding Pol Pot and his asso-
clatess and

- international subervision of all aspects

' of th'evforegoing.14

Since Vietnam had been maintaining a rigid stance
all aiohg, the fact that it was now prepared to regard
the Cambodian and related problems as a priority issue
in regional security talks, and the reference to self-
determination, were considered to be a new element in

Vietnam's attitude,

~ Although Australia expressed different views on
certain issues like the co-sponsorship of the annual
ASEAN resolution at the UN, or a possible war crimes
tribunal to try Pol Pot and his associates, Mr. Bill
Hayden's active efforts helped to keep the Cambodian
issue alive and brought the international community
to appreciate the Australian contribution to the peace
process. The need to reform the Soviet economy in
the mid-eighties along with other factors compelled

Mr. Gorbachev to call the Soviet troops out of

Afghanistan.15 Vietnam also felt the pressure to

14 n. 2, p. 176.

1s Thayer Carlyle A,, "Reconciliation in Kampuchea:
A Perspective - III", Patriot, 12 January 1989,



acceler%te its troop withdrawal from Cambodia as

the Soviet Union was no longer in a position to supply
financial and military assistance. Byt neither Vietnam's
announcément of a complete trbop wi thdrawal nor the

JIM II talks and the Paris Conference in November 1989

showed any sign of positive progress towards a compre=-

hensive settlement of the Cambodian problem.,

Against this background, Australian foreign
minister and Senator Gareth Evans came forward with
a proposal, that he thought would find a way through
the impasse "by retaining the goal of a comprehensive
settlement, but focussing squarely on the issue which
had most divided the Paris Conference - the nature of
the transitional administration".16 He unfolded his
peace plan in the Australian Senate on 24 November
1989 which envisaged - a transitional administration
built around the authority of the United Nations
pending free and fair elections organised by the
United Nations and held under international supervision:
and the declaration of the Cambodian seat at the UN

as vacant.17 On this aspect, he told the Senate:

16 n. 1, p. 144,

17 "Cambodia: A Possible Alternative Approach”,
Statement to the Senate on 24 November 1989 by
the Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade,
Senator Gareth Evans, Australian Foreign Affairs
and Trade. The Monthly Record, Canberra, November
1989, no. 11, Vol. 60, p. 646,
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“Such an agreement would mean that no

Cambodian party would be in a position:

to decide the country's destiny pending

free and fair elections organised by the

UN and held under international super- .

vision. It would involve a compromise

by the present Hun Sen administration = :

being prepared to step back from its present

role as the de facto government of the

country - and by the three resistance .

parties, which would not have a role in

the transitional administration". (18) .

The central idea of the proposal was to overcome
the proposal of power-sharing between the four
Cambodian factions by directly involving the United
Nations in the administration of Cambodia during the
interim period subject to an appropriate change in
the status of the Cambodian seat in the UN., As the
Australian Permanent Representative to the UN, Dr,
Wilenski, stated in the UNJA on 12 November 19%Y tnat
Australia assumes “that as part of a comprehensive
settlement a change in seating will take place -
either the seat will be declared vacant or will be
occupied by the interim authority, until elections
install a legitimate government which ¢an take its

rightful place in this body".19

While keeping the objectives of a comprehensive

settlement in view, the proposél proﬁided for neither

18 Ibid.

19 Ibid.
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the Hun Sen government nor thé,Khmer Rouge to be in
‘a position of authority during the transitional period.
The proposal had considerable appeal in the court of
public opinion in Australia gnd was given varying
degrees of public endorsement, by just about all the
parties to the Paris talks.zo | It was all agreed
that the Australian proposals required further appraisal
on its viability and political endurance. There were
. certain obstacles before the.UN could effectively
carry out the proposals. The cost of financing a
UN interim administration in Cambodia(woﬁld be '
large and such an operation would require elaborate
peace~-keeping machinery, as well as, extensive
‘administrative resources and man-power, The risk
of heavy casualties, laszt of all, could not ke ruled
out especially if the warring parties were not
effectively disarmed, In the following period from
December 1989 to January 1990, hectic rbunds of diplo-
matié meetings and consultations were carried to
refine and develop the detailed elements of the
Australian proposal. The Australian Deputy Secretary
of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Mike Costello also made

a detour to Hanoi on his'way out for talks on other

matters in Hawaii and Tokyo.21 His preliminary read-out

20 n. 1' pl 1450
21 n, 20,
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received an encouraging response as it'dia in other
countfies. By late Janﬁary, the Indonesian co- .
chairman of the Paris Cﬁnference, Foreign Minister
Ali Alat;s, was sufficigntly encouraged to set about
convening, as a preludeito a- fully resumed Paris
Conference, meeting, a fegional “Informal Meeting on
Cambodia® (IMC) to be attended basically by the JIM
cast, but under Paris auspices and Qith Australia to

" be also invited as a ‘resource delegation-'.22

'At the request of the Indonesian Foreign Minister,
Australia produced a compilation of a 154 - page set
. of working papers referred to as the 'Red Book' to
distribute in the Conference which convened in Jakarta

23 The workiﬁg papers were

on 26 February 1990,
designed as a comprehensive package intended to assist
pafticipahts in the Paris Conference to meet the

objectives of a comprehensive settlement.>?

It carried
a major input from a technical mission sent to

Cambodia for ten days in mid-February. Senator

Gareth Evans hadAmade this announcement on 29 January

1990 stating that the information gathered “"would

assist with the further elaboration of Australia's

22 Ibia.
23 Ibid., p. 169,

24 Cambodia: Ap Australian ?egce Proposal,
Canberra, 1990, p. 1l.



proébSdls'fof%ah‘enhanced UN role in comprehensive
political settlement of the Cambodian problem®.2>
The purpose of the mission had been to-consuit exten=-
sively with the representatives of the National United
Front for an Indeéenient. Negtral;'Peaceful and Co=-
operative Cambodia (FUNCINPEC), the KPNLF, and the
Khmer Rouge, as well as, with the Hun Sen adminis-
tration, and to visit from Bangkok the Thai - Camdbodian
border area.>® . The mission had an exclusively fact-
finding role - as did the'UN‘s own technical mission
addressing specific monitoring issues which was
despatched by Fhe Paris Conference to Cambodia in
August, 1989.27
The Government of Australia‘s publication o:f

Caﬁbodia: AnlAustralian Peace Proposal or the "Big

Red Book", as it 1is called, laid down two essential
objectives to which all the work of a comprehensive

settlement should be directed. They are:

(1) to achieve conditions in which the Cambodian

people can freely, secure from intimidation

)

or coercion, choose their own leaders znd

determine their own future, by means of

25 Australian Foreign Affairs and Trade, January 1990,
Pe 35,

26 Ibid., p. 36.

27 Ibid.



- free and fair elections; and
kii) to achieve a reconstructed Cambodia with
internationally guaranteed sovereignty,

independence and neutrality.28

Such an environment in which all political
parties have an equal opportunity, in which no political
paréy isogiven any édvantage or disadvantage, and in
which the Cambodian people can determine their own
future and political leaders required an éctive UN
involvement in civil administration in the transitional

period leading to free and fair elections.

In brief, Working Papers I and II deals with
the structure of government in the transitional period
and the UN role in civil administration. . Working
Paper I suggesté the creation of a Supreme Nzticnal
Council (SNC) in which Cambodian sovereignty may be
located during the transitional period. The Paper
States~that the SNC could function as "the repository
of Cambodian sovereignty during the transitional
d..29

perio . and all government authority would be

invested on it subject to an agreement by all the

Cambodian parties. It would also occupy the seat of

28 Ne 24.

29' Ibidol p. 30
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Cambodia at the United Nations and be a source of
consultative advice to the UN Secretary General and

his special répresentative.

Working Paper 1I develops further thé discussion
in Working Paper I of the options for the exercise of
government authority and emphasises that hormal govern-
ment services must continue to be provided to the
Cambodian peOpie during the transitional period. it
also deals with the question of administrative responsi-
bility for the repatriation and rehabilitation of
refugees amd displaced persons during the transitional

period.30

To ensure a free a3 fair election where all
the parties will accept any outcome as yenuinely - -
representing the wishes of the Cambodian people, the
UN has not only to monitor elections but to organise
'and conduct them., Working Paper III outlines in detail

how such an electoral process can be conducted.31

Measures have to be taken to create an environ-
ment in which the Cambodian people can vote freely

without fear of intimidation from external force or

internal threat.32 Working Paper IV, therefore,

30 Ibid., p¢ 5.

31 ne 7, p. 72.
32 n. 1, p. 72.
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discusses how the UN can provide a? element of
‘military seéurity in its operationi The paper calls
for tﬁe withdrawal of foreign forces, a ceasefire
between the contending parties and?an end‘to alli
foreign arms supply and military assistance which

can be monitored and verified by the UN.

Working Paper V identifies means of achieving
a 50vereign. independent, and neutral Cambodia, with

33 It also

appropriate international guarantees.
‘suggests certain measures that.can be taken as
guarantees against the recurrence of human rights
abuses in C;mbodia. For instance, the international
community could charge the UN Commission on Human
Rights to keep the situation in Cambodia under reviééu

for at least five years from the time that the new

Cambodian government is inaugurated.34

Lastly, Working Paper VI is drawn from the points
unanimously agteed at thelparingonference in 1989,
It identifies the kind of commitments the international
community may be prepared to make to.assiat in the
economic and social reconstruction of Cambodia aftér

free and fair elections. It also suggest the establishe

of a body such as the International Committee on the

33 n. 24' p. 7.
34 Ibid., p. 8.
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Reconstruction of Cambodia (ICORC) as Japan has

35 The;‘Red Book'-wbrking Papers also

 proposed.
consists of four supplementary ?apers that gets qut
firstly, a draft UN mandate eventually agreed by all
the parties to the settlement in supplementary Paper
A.36 _Supplementﬁry Paper B providesa framework for

a final comprehensive settlement for Cambodia while
Supplementary Papér C provides an indicative time-table
for the implement§tion of the comprehensive settlement,
particularly for the role of the UN.37 Supplementary
HD contéins a summary of resource estimates required

for the UN to carry out the tasks proposed for it
during the transitional period. The overall costs
estimate and numbers of personnel needed was drawn up
on the basis of information gétheréd d@:ing thé |
Austfalian Technical Mission's visit tb Cambodia,

and following consultation with the UN -Secretariat 38
The Supplementary paper also contains three broad
scenarios of total cost estimates - highest cost, -
lowest cost, and mid-range. The paper suggests that

the mid-range scenario would meet the objectives of

UN involvement at a cost of US § 987 million for

35 Ibid., p. 9.
36 Ibid., p. 129,
37 Ibid., p. 9.
38 Ibid., p. 147.



twelve montﬁs 6r Ué $»1;3 Billign for eighteéh months:39
There would also be an estimated 5,500 ﬁilitary personnel
~and 2,000 polling offiéials involved., #he intended UN |
role in Cambodia is apparently more comglex and exten-
sive than that in Namibia which had las;ed.just under
twelve months. The United Nations'® Namibian operation
called the U.N, Transitional’AsSistanceiGroup (UNTAG)
had involved fewer civilian and electoral st;ff (800).
_police monitors (1,500), election obser#ers (600)

and miiitary personnel . (4,600). at an- estimated cost

of only § 416 million.*? The aifficult terrain,
clihate. infrastructure énd population has also to

be taken into account while estimating the UN's role

in the transitional government.,

Encouraged by the Aﬁstralian peace‘initiativé,
the five Permanent Members of:the UN. Security Council
met in Paris‘on 12-13 March 1990 for a third session
of discussions on £he'modalities of'a comprehensive
political settlement of the Cambodian conflict. 4!
Though the Jakarta talks had not adopted a formal text,

-the Permanent Five noted that in the course of the

meeting, common understanding had been reached between

39 n. 7, p. 74.
40 n. 24, p. 153.

41 n. 1, p. 169,
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all the parties concerned on the need for the UN to

have %n enhanced role. Both the Jakarta and Paris

-‘meetsfwhile endorsing the Australian ideas, specifically
noted the establishment of .a Supreme National Council
(SNC)?for Cambodia. It was\té-be a unique legitimate
body and source of authority. in which national
sovereignty and uhity would be enshrined in the.
transitional peridd.42 The rival Khmer groups did

not have objection to the establishment of the SNC,
which, in fact, was ratified when they all met in

Tokyo in June 1990, But, again, in both meetings,
.there were differences on the issue of 'genocide’.

Mr. Hun Sen was of the view that considering the atroci-
ties committed by the Khmer Rouge in thg past, a
reference to the term ‘genccide' was only right in

any peace plan for Cambodia.43

Australia understood the reason behind the
argument of Vietnam and the State of Cambodia (earlier
the PRK) about the genocidal practices of the Khmer
Rouge, But it was unable to provide a solution to the
Khmer Rouge problem except for settling down to a

. compromise. This was evident in Foreign Minister,
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Senator Gareth Evans address on 13 March 1990 to the
Sydney Institute. He said, " ... if peace was to come
to Cambodia, there comes a point when everyone has to
look forward rather than to the past. Room has to be
creatéd by each warring party for the others to move
to the table. The alterh;tive'is a continuation of

misery and tragedy".44~*' : R —

The two céntrai themes of the Australian plan - an
enhanced UN role, and the UN vacated seat for Cambodia
- were acﬁually suggested earlier by the United States
Congressman Stephen Solarz and, ‘nearly a decade ago,
by Prince Norodom Sihanouk.4s In July 1981, the
International Conference on Kampuchea held under the
'UN auspices had clearly identified two areas of the UN
involvement, namely, supervision and verification of
cease-fire and withdrawal of foreign forces from
Cambodia., But the Australian plan took a futher step .
by proposing Cambodia to come under a form of "UN
trusteeship"”, ihis increased the réle and authority
of the UN as both the rival governments were denied
any role in the transitionai government.46 In fact,

the transitional administration under the United Nations'

44 Ibid., p. 147.
45 n, 24, See Foreword by Senator Gareth Evans,

46 Chetty, A. Lakshman, Ihﬁ.ﬂﬂiiﬂd.ﬂi&igﬂé_gg%sg
Initiative on Cambodia: A Crirical Appraisal,

Madras, 1991, p. 10.
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authority was intended to offset any possibility. of
#he Khmer Rouge returning to éower. However, the
éroposal also required the existing government in
Phnom Penh to be dismantled at a time when elections
%re to take place, The Heng‘Samrin regime rejected

the proposal to dismantle its govermment put was not
gltogéther opposed to the UN involvement - it only
ﬁook objectioh to giving sweeping powers, which in a
political sense the Heng Samrin regime feared, would
undermine its chances in the elections.’ It was

not free from the fear that the UN which had recognised
the coalition government all these years might act

in a prejudicial manner.48 The Australian proposals
like an enhapced role for the UN, and .the tackling of
the UN seat issue had already been suggested earli;r:
the former by U.S. Congressman Stephen J. Solarz

Prince Sihanouk while a number of lobby groups had

long been suggesting that the.UN seat issue was the

key to unlocking the whole conflict.49 Much of its.

success in achieving a diplomatic breakthrough lay

essentially in three factors: its packaging, its timing

47 Ibidol po 110
48 Ibid., p. 18.

49 n, 1, p. 148,
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and the energy with which it was pursued'.50 The

_proposal linked the two central themes within thel
framework of the ASEAN - sponsored concept of a
comprehensive settlement and presented it when the
diplomatic deadlock in Paris had become well established.
The period also witnessed “growing public concerns

about the role of the Khﬁer Rouge in an interim
arrangemédt, and a well-founded fear about the imminent
unleashing of a new round of bloodshed on the ground

in Cambodia“.51

The CambodiantprOblem‘remains unresolved despite
the Australian efforts but the whole exercise has
definitgly demonstrated the fact, that there are other
ways 6f reaching a comprehensive settlement. It brought
the warring factions and their external backers to the
negotiating table on the possibility of internal action
in Cambodia under the UN auspices. It laid down the
precedent that, if there was to be a way forward, the
UN would always be actively involved. Australia
recognises the leading role of the ASEAN in bringing
about a settlement, and also, recognises the crucial
role of Indonesia and France as co-Chairman of the

Paris Conference. It regards the part it plays as only

50 Ibfd.
51 Ibid.



110

a 'modest one', as it is not a party principal to the

Cambodian dispute.sz

If peace is to come to Cambodia,
it could be brought by the decisions of the Cambodian
parties themselves and by the decisions of the external

powers who support them.53

~Australia, at'thé‘most.
could provide only guidelines by which the negotiating
 parties could search for a peaceful settlement. The
- role that Australia wants to‘piay’in the Cambodian
.péace process can best be summed up by quoting from
' Senator Gareth Evans' speech at the Informal Meeting
on Cambodia in Jakarta on 26 February 1990, He said:

"What we have sought to do is play

the role, as it were, mapmaker = to

identify the places we would all like

to get to, and to find way of geiting

there that have not previously been fully
explored"”. (54)

52 ne 7, p. 71.
53 Ibid.

54 Ibid.



CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

Although Australia is a middle ranking power
having common-interests with the advanced and under-
developed countries, its European background -and
geographical propinquity to Asia, has lent ‘a certain
degree of ambivalénce to its security outlook and
external policies. As an ;merging nation, Australia
lacked a gbod c0mprehension'of its Asian neighbours
and perceived itself to be surrounded by a hostile
environment, Ideoiogical differences, competing §alues
and divisions of interest and outlook amoﬁg the Asian
States further led Australi§ to adopt attitudes that
were:essentially at odds with those pursued by its
neighbours. Assessments differed on the dangers of
communist expansion, national independence and regional
security, which automatically meant "opposed positions
on non-involvement, non-alignment and regional pacts".;
Alliances therefore became an important determinant
of Australia‘'s policies. It identified stability in
Asia with the stability imposed by the proximity of
a Western power whereupon it tried to secure an active
American commitment in the Asia-Pacifib region for

the security of Australia., By the sixties, the United

&

1 Greenwood, Gordon, ed., Approaches to Asia:
Australian Post-War Policies and Attitudes,
Sydney, 1974, p. 481.
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States had virtually replgced the United Kingdom as
Australia's protector. Moreover & shared apprehension
of China intensified by uncertainity about its real
intentions or capabilitiés worked in Australia‘s
favour to draw the US deeper into its‘obliéations in
the Asia-Pacific region. Australiz was éohvinced that
it was in the interest of its secur-ity thaé Chinese or
COmmunistiinfluence should be prevented frbm further
expansion in the region, The ANZU: &lliance was a
résulting product of its éfforts tc commit the US

as a protector of the Asia-Pacific region. Australia
has labouriously tried to put across the impression
that the ANZUS Treaty was only a defensive treaty
which obliged the US to assist in i-s defence only.
More aggressive in its form and int2ntion wés the
SEATO that also gave the Australiar government a
pretext for intervention in Southeast Asia, particularly
in Vietnam. It fulfilled Australiz's objective to
keep both Britain and America iﬁ the region but its
unrepresentative character remained its weakness.,
France, Britain, Ameriga, Australiz and New Zealand
heavily outweighed the Asian member states that e&en
the then Indonesia'‘'s Prime Minister, Ali Sastroamidjojo

regarded it as an anti-Asian alliar.ce.2 On the eve

2 Jha, M,N., The Origins of the SEATO, Ph.D,
Thesis, ISIS, New DeIhi, 1963, Pe 223.
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of the Manila Conference, Sastroamidjojo proposeé
that an all-Asian pact, with communist China too|as
its member should be concluded to resist the imple-
mentation of the SEATO's anti-Asian designs.3 There
were mutually contradictory views expressed about
its conclusion and future operation. John Foster o
Dulles, in the report of the Manila Treaty which he
submi tted to Président Eisenhower, referred to it as
"the bulwark of peace and security in the Pacific
area", As against it, the Burmése Chiamber of Deputies

passed unanimously a resolution condemning it as

being "directed against peace in Southeast Asia”.

The emergence of the SEATO actually aroused
a fresh wave of anti-colonialist feslings in the
countries of South and Southeast.Asia. It further
accentuated the existing tension between the two blocs
since the beginning of the Cold War. 1In fact, it
helped the extension of Cold War in this part of the
world. Although the desire for co-operation between
the nations of Southeast Asia and the West was
genuine, it was not possible to form an anti-Communist
East-West alliance as the ruling nationalist regimes

in the newly independent countries of South and

3 Ibid., p. 224.

-
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Southeast Asié were neither in a position nor willing

to give upitheir non--alignment.4

The seeds of disintegration of the SEATO was
laid in the beginning itself, The views of the Asian
members on;its conception were far removed from the
Western view of -it. When it appeared, that the Western
- powers weré not going to comply with their expectations,
the SEATO seemed to have lost its practical value.
The Laotian crisis of 1961.2 further exposed its

* futility as a political and military alliance.

The SEATO treaty also becaﬁe controversial as
the Vietnam war gradually went against the American
forces, Within Australia, public opinion began to
question the morality and justification behind sending
Australian troops to Vietnam. What had taken the
uppermost place in Australia‘'s strategic thinking
at that time, was the defence of Southeast Asié. and
Australia in particular, built around a security system
with a major Western power playing a pivotallrole.

In this regard the Vietnam war was the climax of the
Australian policy of dependent alliance with the

United States, Although it has discounted criticisms,

Australia had virtually no influence on the conduct

4 Ibid.' pp. 224"5.
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of the‘war. By pgrtici?ating in the waf, Australia
tried to ensure that th% US under a sense of obligation
would reciprocate should Australia itself needed
proteétion.5 Australiafs Vietnam debate echoed
American arguments but ¢ventua11y paid close attention
to the regional politics of the war which were likely
to'affect Australia's interests far more than

Ametica's especially in the loné'run.6 The decision

to withdraw "East.of Suez" arnnounced by the British
government on 18 July 1967, zlarmed Australia, and

it considered the step fo be a threat to the future

of the SEATO, The British were adamant to complete

the withdrawal by the end of 1971, Subsequently,

the Australians decided to re-assess their stfategy
with regard to Southeast Asiz. Unlike its predecessor,
the new Labor government's view in the 1970's was not
influenced by the Ccld War iceologies and for a while
Australia's fears of communism took a back seat. The
next few years witnessed an ccening of diplomatic

ties with China and the DRV, withdrawal of Australia's

‘

military troops from South Vietnam and Singapore, and

5 Millar, T.B., Australian Foreign Policy,
- Sydney, 1968, p. 126,

6 King, Peter, ed., Australia's Vietnam, Sydney,
1983' P 100




ile
a general encouragement towards regional cooperation
free from Western military involvement. "Even before
the victory of the Australian Labour Party in the 1972
elections, the necessary strategic re-appraisal had

actually been carried out. .The Liberal Country Party

government in its 1972 Austral;an Defence Review first,
cut back its potential external involvement to
‘assistance' (rather than intervention) and second,
Sseverely restricted the aféa of immediate concern.?
Australia was appreciative of the rapprocnement between
China and the United Sﬁates in 1972, This fo some
measure reduced the Australian anxiety over the potential
threat that China posed, Vietnam's intervention in
Cambodia in 1979 did not help to allay Australia's

. fears of a renewed threat from local communism or the
Soviet Union in Southeast Asia, a region it had come

to consider as strategic in its security calculations,
While attributing its attitude to a principled stand
in'céses of intervention, Australia's call for the
Vietnamese troop withdrawal and initial support for
the CGDK were basically the outcome of the communist

fear., The Fraser government in Australia suspended

7 Girling, J.L.S., "“Australia and Southeast Asia
in the Global Balance: A Critique of the 'Fraser
Doctrine", Australian Outlook, wvol. 31, no, 1,
April 1977, p. 6.

(3
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all aii‘and cultural exchanges to Hanoi on January
1979 an% likened its position on the Cambodian issue
,uwith'tﬂat of the West~and:the=ASEAN.“@The Soviet.

. presence and its support to.Vietném was seen as a
threat %o the peace and security of the Southeast
Asian r;gion. How could the Pol Pot regime ousted

by its ?wn dissidents, in collaboration with V;etnam.
still‘find international support and a kind of
'reSpéctabiligy in its 1aét'8trongholds'along the’*

Thai border, while the Khmer population must accept
the Vietnamese protection against a revival of the

- genocidal nightmare of 1975~797? These were the
questions that the public in Australia wanted to know

" and the government ‘finally SucCumbed to their pressure
when, in 1981, it withdrew its anomalous recognition
of the Pol Pot regime, China and ASEAN notwithstanding.
Aystralia did retain a small measure of independence
in policy as also, indicated by the diplomatic relations
_whiéh continued with the socialist Vietnam since
December 1972.8 It did not co-sponsor the ASEAN's
resolutions on Cambodia again till 1988 when the
resolution dealt with two essential elements - that

Vietnam must leave and that Pol Pot must not return.

8 ne 6, pPe 190.
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The?barties to the conflict ahd théir exﬁernal
patrons had also softeneditheir original positions
offering for the first time the chance of a péssible
long-term solution to the Cambodian problem. The
favourable developments could be observed in the.
series of Jakarta Infommal Meetings beginning from
1988.7v1ethamése troop withgrawfhg by 1989, the super
power detente and a'favourahle response by the

ASEAN,

The Vietnamese troop withdrakal generated a lot
of hope that a solution to the conflict would be
forthcoming in the forseeable future but the appli-
cation of the second element in the ASEAN resolution -
that of finding ways to prevent Pol Pot and the Khmer
'Rbuge returning to power - was and has remained a
difficult task. The Australian peace proposal in 1989
indirectly aimed at preventing the Khmer Rouge from
returning to the.centre of power in Phnom Penh by
envisaging a role for the UN not only to oversee
~elections but to form an interim administration before
the new government took over. The Cambodian problem.
hés-continged for over a decade throwing up diffeten;
problems everytime the concerned parties seem to draw

near to an acceptable solution.

In terms of achievement, the Australian peace

proposal did not provide an immediate solution to the
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Cambodian conflict. However, the proposal did offer
new groundsion which the United Nations' Security
Council couad chart out its own proposals to prevent
the ongoing dialogue between the Qarring factions
from ending?in another protrécted'stalemate. The
offer of a major role for the United Nations was not
a new idea, but the key element in the plan - that of
the fomatién of a Supreine National Council (SNC)‘ gave
both the negotiating parties an equal prospect of
repreéénting Cambodia's sovereignty during the period
uof the UN administration ahead of internationally
supervised elections, The question of sovereignty
rai#ed seperate issues - How much power should be
held by a UN interim government in Cambodia and what.
rmust the Phnom Penh government give up? What should
aiso be the relationship between the four factions

and the UN within the SNC?

The twelve member SNC was to consist of six
members each from the combined coalition forces and
the Phnom Penh government, But Prince Sihanouk as
the supreme body's Chairman would definitely put the
odds in favour of the coalition group. Fearing that
~the Khmer Rouge would manipulate the peace process,
M:. Hun Sen had demanded for the post of Vice-Chairman

and also refused to dismantle his administration amd
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disarm his forces. His concerns over the Khmer
Rouge's push for power is not totally unfounded, *
The UN's plans to disarm all the factional forces

- contaln enormous risks. It‘would definitely be
easier to disarm the standiﬁg government troops than
to disarm the guerrilla forces, Besides, there is no
assurance that the Khmer Rouge will not leave any
weapon behind and fight its way baék_to power, after
all the other forces are demolished. The Phnom

Penh governmeht has also demanded that any peace
agreement must refer to the need to prevent a return
to the genocidal poliéies of the past. At the start
of the latest phase in the Jakarta talks in June 1991,
the Phnom Penh government had, in fact, called for
the UN plan to include a tribunal to try the Khmer
Rouge leaders for genocide. The ASEAN and the European
Community have also condemned the Khmer Rouge regime
for the deaths of more than a million Cambodians,
before it was ousted from power by the Vietnamese
forces in January 1979, Déspite the withdrawal of
military and other assistance to the Khmer Rouge by
the USA, the Chinese continue to provide arms. to the
Khmer Rouge, thereby creating hurdles to a peaceful
settlement of the Cambodian problem, Meanwhile, the

Khmer Rouge has tried to change its tactics, and -

€
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project a conciliatory image of itself. Yet the
Khmer Rouge remains a majof obstacle to the return

of peace in Cambodia,

Australia's active participation in éhe'search
for a Cambodian solution shduldvge seen in the light
of its stated programme of *Comprehensive Engagement'
in Southeast Asia. The argument behind the programme
is that de&elopment of a substantial and mutually
beneficial range of linkages with the Southeast Asian
region would minimise the motivation and intention
of threats to Australia. This present security outlook
is perceived to lead gradually to a greater cohesion
and a sense of regional commonality of interests.
There is a definite change in its strategi¢ plans for
tackling perceived threats_in the region. Its earlier
strategies based on ‘'forward defence'® has shifted to
‘self-reliance’, the ability to defend itéelf from
within its own resources - a priority clearly

established, in the 1987 White Paper The Defence of

Australia. This self-reliance is pursued within the
framework of alliances, the most important of which

is the ANZUS. The review of the ANZUS treaty in 1983
highiighted the practical benefits that Australia

and the US could gain during peace time. In a regional

(3

context, the benefits for Australia include an access
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to the q.s. intelligence resources and advanced
militarﬂ systems, joint tréining and exercises,
preferred customer treatment in defence purchasing,
and industrial and scientific co-operation.’ The
ANZUS tﬁeaty sustains a favourable regional strategic
environment for Australié; Its deterfent value is
unmistakable, but it also betrays the fact, that
Australié has not freed itself from its exaggerated

fear of threat from the region.

9  Australia's Regional Security, December 1989,
Canberra, p. 15. '



APPENDIX «

APPEAL OF THE INTERMATIONAL SEMINAR ON THE
GENOCIDE PHENOMENA AND PREVENTION OF TMEIR
~ RETURN (PHNOM PENH, CAMBODIA, JULY 2122, 1989)

. We, the participants to this International Seminar
on the genocide phenomena hold‘%-in'*l’hnon ‘Penh, Cambodia,

July 21-22, 1989, believe that, -aftar 'the appeal made by

the 12 Nobel Laureates and by 6‘ther“£mtu international

personalities, it is never too lats to launch here again

this appeal to the Men&? of the world to contemplate

and, if aggreable to adopt one or several of the measures

below 80 as to do a minimum of justice to the Cambodian

peoples

- 71’

2,

3.

We call upon international lawyers and democratic
governmsnts to-assist in bringing the Khmer Rouge
leadership and organisation to the International

Court set up in conformity with the UN Convention

on the Prevention and Punishment of the crime of
the genocide.

The Cambodian UN seat should. be vacant until a
fairly and democratically elected government can
claim it. |

There is a duty to all the governments to stop

weaponery delivering and military assistance to
the Khmer Rouge. Any government have no right
to give any asylum t© the criminals,
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4. We appeal to all parties which are aqokgng for
peace settlement in Cambodia to oppose éhc

. presences of the pecple responsible for the crime
‘against humanity in any future government in
Cambodia. |

S. . ,We appeal to the international community congider

.. objectively the needs andq asptrationa'of"the

.Carmbodian people - their rights to live in peace

and freedom, free from fear and hunger., *

6. We appeal to all peace loving countries to join
.us in welcoming the recent Proclamation on the
~Permanent Neutrality of Cambodia adopted by the

Cambodian National Assembly as a contribution
_t0 peace and stability to the reqién and to the
‘world. |

Press Release, Embassy of tho State of Canbodia.
. New Delhi, July 22, 1989, -



APPENDIX - II

; EBXCERPTS FROM CAMBODIA'S PRIME MINISTER HUN
;- +.3EN*'S TELEGRAM TO THE 'UN SECRETARY GENERAL -

+~-- - "Your Excellency, follewinﬁwmy telegram dated )
September 22, 1989, I am very pleased to inform you that,
_although the Paris International Conference on Cambodia

- failed to reach an overall solution, the-withdrawal of
the .last units of the Vietnamese volunteer troops from
Cambodia has been effected. 'The last 26,000 Vietnamese
soldieis with their war materials had totally withdrawn
from Cambodia by Septémber 26,-1989 in the presence of
422 journalists and 106 observers from 20 countries and
6 international organizations.

“As from today, September 27, 1989, not a single
Vietnamese soldier or military advisor remains in Cambodia,
So, the question of Vietnamese troops® presence in Cambodia
is no longer an obstacle to the settlement of the Cambodian
conflict, and the only problem that remains is how to
proveht the return of Pol Pot junta to power and the
outbreak of a civil wai and to cease all foreign military
aid and outside 1ntervention in Cambodia‘'s internal affairs,
Many countries have-expressed their approval for the-- |
prevention of an outbreak of civil war in Cambodia after
the total Vietnamese troop withdrawal and some countries

concerned concerned have committed themselves to cease
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their military supplies to the warring Kmmer factions

after the pullout. Row, it is time for them to honour

their commitnents .... Y

"NMEWE from Cambodia, Embassy of the State of
Cambodia. Rew Delhi, October 15, 1989,



APPENDIX - III

JOINT - COMMUNIQUE ISSUED BY PRINCE NORODOM
SIHANOUK AND HUN SEN IN TOKYO ON JUNE 5, 1990.

.The deieqation of H.R.H. Samdech Norodom Sihanouk

and the delegation of H.E. Mr, Hun Sen'met in Tokyo on"

June 4-5, 1990 to° discuss various issues, with a view to

achieving the earliest solutior to the Cambodian problem,

After intensive deliberations, both sides agreed on the
following points.

1.

2,

3.

An urgency of implementing a voluntarily self=
restraint use of force by all factions.

Actual ceasefire must be implemented as a step
toward the pending acceptable solution. Furthere -

more, such undertaking can be realised through a

_cessation of hostilities and the agreement on %he

creation of a Supreme National Council (SNC).

It is essential for all factions to refrain from
all offensive actions including all military
operation during the transitional period. This
will include a clarification of measures to ensure
mili tary stendstill and military in place. Such
measures would at least ensure that the'troops_:é”
under control remain in fheir.respective positions
and refrain from any actions which lead to an
extension of territory. h
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4, The Paris International Conference on Cambodia
shall be called uponﬂ with a proper participation
of the UN, to take necessary measures to monitor,
‘supervise and verify the withdrawal of all foreign
foréog and the cessa;ion of all foreign military

- assistance, including an implementation of a |
ceagefire agreement., These measures should be
functioned through the ICM, ,

5. The establishment of a SNC is essential in order
to symbolize Cambodia‘'s neutrality, national
sovereignty and national unity following the
agreement in the Joint Communique signed by
H.R.H. Samdech Norodom Sihanouk and H.E. Hun
Sen on February 21, 1990 in Bangkok. The SNC
gshall be composed of equal numbers ofvpromingnt
personaiities from both parties to represent all
shades of opinions among the people of Cambodia,
The SNC shall be convened and chaired in its
first meeting by a member chosen by the SNC,

6. Both sides represented at the Tokyo meeting
hereby declare that the historic monument of
Angkor is a non hﬁatility area, Both sides
welcome. international community to enlarge its’
scope of cooperation for the prosefvation and
restoration of this common héritaqa of mankind,

Done and signed by both sides on the Fifth Day of
June Nineteen Ninety.
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ANNEX I

Pursuant to the Joint Communique agreed on the Fifth
Day of June, 1990; it is hereby declared that voluntarily
self-regtraint use of force shall be 1mp1emeﬁted by all
Cambodian parties on the day when the first meeting of a

Supreme National Council is convened.

ANNEX II

Pursuant to the Joint Communique agreed on the Fifth
Day of June, 1990; it is hereby announced that a Supreme
.Natidnal Council shall be convened not later than the end
of July 1990,

ANNEX III

Pursuant to the Joint Communique agreed on the Pifth
Day of Juyne 1990; both parties took note of the result of
the latest meeting of the five UN Security Council permanent
members meeting which had been released on May 26, 1990,
.. Both parties express their willingness to brief the members
in the meeting of the permanent members of the UN'Security
.Council at appropriate time in the future. |

ANNEX IV

Pursuant to the Joint Communique agreed on the Fifth

Day of June, 19902 both parties called upon co-Chairman
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of the International Conference on Cambodia to reconvene

as soon as possible,

News for Cambodia, Embassy of the State of Cambodia,
New Delhi, June 19, 19950,
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