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Southeast Asia which is the region located north-west of Australia
and one of Australia’s closest neighbours encompasses the three
Indochinese states of Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam as well as the
other seven states of Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines,
Singapore, Thailand and Burma. For several centuries before World
War I, Southeast Asia had been in a state of political flux. Neverthe-
less, the post-war Southeast Asia has been one of the more turbulent
regions in the world. Instability has been caused by various intr:il-mu-
tal tivalries as well as by great power competition, which have tried to
shape the regional order to serve their strategic purposes. .The Austra-
lian diplomatic policy therefore towards the Southeast Asia from 1945
1 1965 had not only predominantly been inﬂucncgd by the Ptsss‘:h’:
of changing regional political order of Southeast Asia but also yu'on
Australiap ruling political party’s ideological posture and percep

of 8¢o-political interests of the region. T

_ Asamember of the British Empire, A.ustrall |d War II were
tves ang interests in Southeast Asia prior to Wor
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co-ordinated through British-led diplomatic policy of the region. In
this regard, successive Australian governments had soughF to resolve
issues and conflicts, such as Australia’s attempted annexation of East
New Guinea in 1833, the occupation of the New Hebrides and the
possession of North Pacific Islands by the Germans in 180606, jmd the
fighting in World War I (1914 — 1918), through almost exclusive reli-
ance upon, and support for, British foreign policy. Consequently,
Australia could not develop an independent spirit, as a Labor member
said in 1917: “Australia grew up under the physical and psychological
wing of Great Britain.”! A number of factors bound Australia to this

strong and continued British orientation. Australia was a white out-

post in a geographic setting off the southern rim of Asia. Having
such proximity with Asia, Australians had long been always anxious

about either an imminent foreign conquest, especially by an Asian

power, or a large influx of Asian immigration. This anxiety was felt as

early as 1891 and clearly revealed in the argument of Sir Henry Parkes,

the President of the National Convention. He argued :

We have evidence abundant on all hands that the Chinese nation
and other Asiatic nations — especially the Chinese — are awakening
to all the powers which their immense population gives them in
the art of war, in the art of acquisition...and it seems to me — and,
non-professional man as I am, I venture to throw it out — that if
we suffer in this direction at any time, it will not be by an attack
upon our sea-borne commerce...but it will be by stealthily effect-
ing a lodgment in some thinly-peopled portion of the country,

where it w9uld take immense loss of life and immense loss of
wealth to dislodge the invader?

ert;sce;:,'leusttalia's tespOgse to this double threat was the promotion
iom orsxit;s d(:t %lercan m@graﬁon, the exclusion of Orientals by
mposing the ‘White Australia’ policy, and the maintenance of close
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Britain. The concern of Australj
the need of British power’s presence in Pacific was noticea
in the Conference of the Commonwealth’s m
ers, summoned by Minister for Defence, G
February 1920. As Mr. 'L Trumble, Secretar

conference :

bly revealed
Ost senior military offic-
eorge Pearce in January-
y for Defence, said in the

The Empire of Japan remains therefore, in the immediate future,
as the only potential and probable enemy. The possibility of Japan’s
alliance with Powers antagonistic to reat Britain must not be
overlooked...A change in the disposition of the British Naval
strength would of course alter Japan’s present power. A strong

Far Eastern naval Unit property based would remove almost en-
tirely the probability of agression.?

In the period from 1939 to the outbreak of World War II in Southeast
Asia, Australian leaders’ demeanour like Robert Gordon Menzies’s,
the Prime Minister of 1939 — 1941, and John Curtin’s, the Prime Min-
ister of 1941 — 1945, exhibited strong orientation towards Britain.
Both leaders stressed the importance of Australia’s indispensable de-

pendence on British power for national security. As Mr. Menzies said
in 1939 ;

-..we must, of course, act as an integral part of tljnc Bn.ush Em-
pire. We must have full consultation and cooperation with Great
Britain...*

Mr. Curtin, as the Prime Minister in 1941, read a statement of Labor
Policy drawn up by a party meeting :

We stand for the maintenance of Australia as an intfegf“‘] P‘"h°f
the British Commonwealth of Nations. The party w‘?l do :::inagt
is possible to safeguard Australia and at the same t:;:c;mm
regard to its platform, will do its utmost to maintain

of the British Commonwealth.*
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In view of the great emphasis of Australian policy’s strong adherence
to the British course, it does seem clear that Australia always consid-

ered itself as the protégé of Great Britain.
However, the Second World War brought profound change in
Australia’s relations with Great Britain and Southeast Asia, and Aus-

tralia had to reappraise its position and develop a foreign policy to
meet unprecedented challenges of the region.® The Pacific War was a
watershed of Australia’s long-adhered to British-oriented foreign
policy. The fall of Singapore and the bombing of Darwin, during the
war, vividly demonstrated the inadequacy of continued reliance upon
British power as a means of insuring Australia’s survival and the stra-
tegic importance of Southeast Asia to Australia’s security.” The fall of
Singapore shook the Australian confidence in British supremacy be-
cause Singapore, from an Australian vantage point, was centrally placed
to provide powerful and effective naval protection throughout the
Pacific.® The bombing of Darwin clearly demonstrated that Britain
was unable, when heavily committed elsewhere, to defend Australia
and had very different priorities.”

Besides, the Pacific War also ushered in the process of
decolonization. While recovering its former territories, the United
Kingdom soon adopted a policy of liquidating its imperial interests
and reducing its military commitments, especially in Southeast Asia."”
The nationalist movements in Southeast Asia were on the rise and
forcing the colonial power to restore their national sovereignty. The
nse of the nationalist movements, however, was in accordance with
e Australian‘ government’s anti-imperialist struggle for an indepen-
dent Australia as well as the principles of the United Nations
Charter." In other words, the nationalist movements were given sup-
port by the IAbOI.govemmem which perceived them as a reflection of
t}.ae Soufhcz.nst Am pfoplc’s dissatisfaction and suffering from for-
eign cagltahs't exploitation under an imperialist system.' Furthermore,
B ol et v complly i hamony i
S er—om?nted apprctach to world poh_ucs-
alism."” He b;licv pure. Cxpfesslon of public opinion was nation-

# . ed that nationalist expression of world opinion would
be more effective as a force for : PHMORR
Peace than either great power politics
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or great power .Unanjimity in the Security Council,* Thus, in order to
strengthen n.zlnonalfsm as a force for peace, Dr.Evatt championed
Southeast Asian nationalist movements out of an apparent belief that
they would not only strengthen and morally heighten the influence of
world opinion, but also enlarge the roles of those lesser powers, such
as Australia.'®
Economically, Southeast Asia had also been important to Aus-
tralia. Before the war, Australian investments yielded half a million
pounds per year from the region.'® Almost since 1938, there was an
increasing talk about the need of promoting markets for Australian
exports in the Pacific to offset stationary and declining markets in
Europe."” The outbreak of war in Europe with the further possibility
of war with Japan resulted in substantial increases in the value of
exports to Southeast Asian countries during 1939-40 and 1940-41. In
the post-war period the relative importance of Australia’s trade with
these countries had increased further. Since 1945-46, Australia’s im-
ports from Southeast Asia had averaged £30 million annually, or 11.6
per cent of total imports.'® Exports had been valued at £41.5 million
per year or 13.4 per cent of total exports.'” In 1947, the Australian
Minister for External Affairs, Dr. Evatt, spoke of a “spectacular”
growth in the exchange of Australian processed products for the. raw
materials of the intensely rich areas of Southeast Asia.’ Besides,
Mr.Conelan also argued in the parliament :

To the north of us there is a population of 1,200,000,000 PC."_Ple
inhabiting the Netherlands East Indies, the Celebes, British
Borneo...... To those we sell our surplus primary and secondary
products, and we can in turn buy from them rubber, petroleum,
qQuinine and other forest raw materials for the manufacture of cord-
age.!

In order to ensure such a potential market, it was in 'A.usmh”s, .mtcr;.
St to improve the living standards and promote political stability 0

the region, which could serve the common and long-term economic
{terest. As Mr. Conelan stated :
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They (Southeast Asian people) have suffered, and are suffering,
great privations, and it will be our duty after the war endeavc?ur to
raise their living standards until they are more nearly approximate
to our own. In this way we shall benefit them and ourselves, also.?

All this produced a new and challenging set of political and strategic
developments and interests in Southeast Asia. In the light of this, the
Chifley Labor Government (1945-49) attempted to establish a new,
ambitious, and independent foreign policy which broke out of the
imperial context in order to define Australia’s interests in such a dif-
ferent Southeast Asian orientation and order.”

During 1945-1949 the Australian Labor Government under
JB.Chifley and Evatt showed a genuine support and in some ways
sympathy towards the Southeast-Asian nationalist movements, espe-
cially the Indonesian nationalist movement; as the Dutch sought by
military means to suppress the Republic or erode its authority.* Sym-
pathy of Labor government hardened into active and practical sup-
port for the Republic of Indonesia and into opposition to Dutch ob-
jectives. However, the Labor Government was not in any general
e militant anti-colonialist.® As suggested by Dr.Evatt’s approach
to.d.me issue of United Nations trusteeships, Indonesia should be ad-
g?:;r’:iuby a ‘“_‘andato.f}' or trust power under U.N. Trusteeship
i Tl-iil;w::::, l;r:,ul she was able to determine her own future
Southeast Asian peo les-()oaspects o policy towards the
Australian security cznsi,de s Str::ssed EiRRl st i dd i

ration.™ The trusteeship policy expressed

by Evatt involved tutela
ge of de .
self-government, co-existing wit:end"“‘ peoples which would lead to

The trusteeship polj
policy w.
the Netherland East Indiz (Nas
Pcndcnce. Evatt urged Britain.
Improve the admmistntion of

¢mployed by Dr.Evatt to deal with
EI) or Indonesia’s struggle for inde-
to see that Netherlands undertook to
the NEI ang to place it, temporarily;
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under trusteeship™ Concerned about the value in Futope of Dugel

, o . _ . utch
frendship, Britain objected to the policy of trustcesh

ob . 1p and wanted ¢
3 : §
restore Dutch administration.” But, Australia declined to do the same

Chifley told Britain that he could not agree to the return ot the Neth-
erlands administration and that the terms of any return were a matter
essentially for the Indonesians.® Besides, Australia whose security in
the Pacific was directly affected because the return of Dutch adminis.-
tration would infurniate the Indonesians and spark off undesirable wars. "
To achieve security in the Pacific, it was vital that those with colonies

should adopt policies ensuring political, economic, and social progress
for the indigenes. As Dr.Evatt said:

For more than three years the peoples of south-eastern Asia and
Indonesia have been under Japanese military overlordship... They
will need help and guidance for their material and moral
rehabilitation... Their goodwill must be fostered not only because
their co-operation is essential to good administration in their own
interests, but also because they inhabit a vital strategic area.”

From Labor Government’s point of view, the restored Dutch a.dminis-
tration would bring further colonial exploitation and imPO“'mShmcm
to the Southeast Asian and Indonesian peoples and this, 10 - re-
sulted social and political unrest which could threaten Ausgaha’s se-
curity* Hence, Chifley insisted that the Netherlands East Indies should
be placed under trusteeship.

Besides, the Australian Labor Government also brought :ihe
Dutch-Indonesian dispute before the United Nations Charter u: :‘
Article 39 dealing with a breach of peace, which in turn prompt_eh Eh :
Secm:ity Council to create a three nation Commim,:e " lian
dispute? 1p a demonstration of their al’f”eciat.lon ‘;OI :i\ l:c‘m:tted
*Upport of their grievances, the Indonesia nS.nauonahs.t e:g:rhilc
Australis as their choice to serve on s Commlttent,ly the
Netherlands chose Belgium as its choice. Subsequentty

ited States

BoVernments of Australia and Belgium then sel:f:: tedCt::ul;Jur’]:tt:C-” But,
e :

O Serve as the third member of the Gooadi(r)xgl;difﬁcult to establish

¢ Good Office Committee found it excee
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any basis for agrcement between _rhc dis-pu?ﬂg 'part‘ies, especially o5
the Dutch preferred to resoft ‘POI_'“:e action which H:'OIVCd the use
of military supptession on the natonalist movemenlt.-

The Australian position undoubtedly hardcgcd in th'e face of the
methods employed by the Dutch. Using the United Nations Chatter,
Australia tried to lobby among the Western members of the Secunty
Council, such as United States, to take firmer action. In particular,
Australia advocated that the Security Council should apply economic
sanctions against Netherlands.* It also pressed the United States 1o
suspend aid to Netherland for Indonesia under the European Recov-
ery Programme (E.R.P).* Furthermore, in the Security Council on 23rd
December Colonel Hodgson, the Australian representative, charged
that the Netherlands had deliberatcly violated the United Nations
Charter and should be expelled from the United Nations.”? All this
exhibited the Australian government’s firm support for self-govern-
ment of the Indonesian peoples and antagonism to the Dutch. Seen
n this light, undoubtedly, the Labor Government made ample use of
the United Nations Charter to champion the Indonesian nationalisc
movement in order to maximize the influence of the policies and ac-

tions of ‘small’ and ‘middle’ powers, such 2s Indonesia and Australia.
In 1948, when Britain constituted the states of the Malay pentn-

sula into a federal political Structure, 2 communist insurgency erupted.
Armed violence became an everyday occurrence in Malaya. There were
T s o, i e o
Insurrection had caused serous dis

Indonesia, and the Phili a-rmed O?tbreaks also took place n: B‘"fm‘
of the chain of copyes iﬂ:‘:‘s during the first half of 1948, la view
offcialcitcles that if ap op |- " 8816: fear acose in .Ausmlll’iz
12 2nd 0 to the edge of Australia like the

iﬁ‘:ﬁ?ﬁ:&ﬁ :,9‘.‘2'“ Australia under the Labor Govemment
defence” for jtg tegm: el principle to ‘a common scheme of

but Chifley saw the M;IT €onjunction with Britain and New Zealand
United Kingdom, angd 1: "An “emergency” as the responsibility of e

£0d measure g result of British imper®
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policies.*” In that regard, the Chifley Government, on it part, de
to send arms, munitions, food and drugs to Maia :
from the Bntsh Government, but not forces.

it suffices to say that the Iabor Government ¢

ciched
ya on the request
From this perspective,

policy towards Malaya.

Nonetheless, the approach of the Australian abor Government
toward Southeast Asta was coloured strongly by Iabor ideology, but it
also bore the influence of Evatt and, to a lesser degree, that of the
Prime Minister, ].B.Chiflcy. Chifley generally supported independence
movements not only because he believed these aspirations deserved
support, but zlso because he believed that an attempt to reimposc
European authority in Southeast Asia was “like drawing a stick through
water” and would be futile.” Evatt strongly supported Labor’s anti-
colonial sentiments and also was determined that Australia would as-
sert a leading role in the affairs of Southeast Asia. As colonialism
teceded in the region, he believed, Australia intetests would increase
and its influence would mount. “We must”, he told Parliament in 1947,
“wortk for a harmonious association of democratic states in the Soth-
¢ast Asia area, and see in the devclopment of their political maturity

Opportunity for greatly increased political, cultural and c.ommercm:‘
co-operation.” In this regard, Evatt advocated the estat'ihsflmcm o
tegional commissions which were incorporated with UN m boutheasl,t
Asia to promote the well-being of the region’s PCOplcs.‘ :‘auch;rg;::;
2ations, from Evatt’s point of view, would “ at msr-facmme I:Iems
and rapid interchange of basic information concerning fc prod cul-
of administration, education, health, agriculture, conunerc;a:nf abor
Wral relations.® In response to his statemen® e Az;r?xtendt;d its
Government introduced relief, schdmh‘? s(:hcm‘;?’t:csc policies was
“®Presentation to Southeast Asia. The DbJ“uvc~ Oh living standards,
¥ promote maximum economic development, hlg c:zmocratic insow-
2d the orderly growth of political autonomy an
ons throy out the area.® id display its
In Vicfzhof all this, Austraban Labar GOVCﬂT::C“;O(:?hiSI: Asia.
ind“’l"\‘-'ﬂdem diplomadc policy tow“ds, . Ch.anitcgwh,'ch was init-
he tesolution of the Dutch—Indonesian dispute,
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ed b Austzli, echibite 5 e h'mlf of the :J('fcbtcl'.n(;ulﬂﬂcesv Wﬂu_
. f the resolution, Dr.Evatt tried to use varioyg
ence.? In the conduct o hip and United Nations Charter, in order
tactics. such as the trusteeship an _ o d United S :
v EUST le of great powets, like Britain an nited States,
to marglflallsc Fhe 0% d scholarships to the countries of South.
By offering relief supplies and s¢ ity for forging cl d
cast Asia, Australia held a unique opporrunity for forging o
friendly tics with the region.* Australian saatchc and economic in-
tercsts: from the Labor Government's standpomt., de?scnded on .the
maintenance and extension of such frendly rcla.uons.’ . Advgcaung
such an mdependent, ambitious and mOdCl‘fite diplomatic p.ohcy, t.hc
Labor Government had not only tried to build up good rc'lauons '\x'r!th
Southeast Asia through support, aid and trade supplementing POhU‘:_“1
guidance but also develop an independent, forceful role for Austrakia
in world politics.’ ‘
However, the independent, ambitious and moderate diplomatic
policy towards Southeast Asia of the Labor Government came to an
end when the Liberal-Country Party, under the leadership of Robert
G. Menzies assumed office at the end of 1949.57 With the coming to
power of the Liberal-Country Party, Australia entered a different phase
in the development of irs diplomatic policy towards Southeast Asia.
Throughout much of the 1950, Australian diplomatic policy was
characterized by the building of a necwork of security alliances based
upon the militaty power of the United Kingdom and the United States
which, in the process of formally committing those two “great 2nd
fence of the rnaintenance of an impreg-
““Ple strategic batrier berween Australia and its Southeast Asian
neighbours.® In other words, the Menzies Government (1949 - 1966)

Pursued an active diplomatic offensive policy, which took the form of
support for the maintenane

; @ of Western political and economic influ-
énce in Southeast Asgjy
Govel:“;gif‘:? at:!ﬁes of events convinced the Libeml'couﬂug
€ at there : ‘ ' o
and propelled by the Was a giant communist conspiracy orgat!

Soviet Up to Commu-
s o . Co
nist INsurrectiong had brok. n. take over the world

. . sent 2 shock-wave through Western de-
UNg undis ; ainlat
Puted control over the Chinese m
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and the world had become deeply divided by the cold war® More-
over, the old Commonwealth comp

osed of European peopies or coun-
mies domunated by them, was chan

8Ing iuto 2 new association of many
races with widely differing interests and hence with little unjey.® Un-
equivocally, all these changes stirred up the Australian fears ar;d anxi-
eties of the “Yellow Peril” once again. This time the “Yeliow Peril”?
would sweep down to the South with a more powerful force, the un-
stoppable expanstonist communism, The Menzjes Government, how-
ever, was an avowedly anti-Communist government which percetved
communmsm as the enemy of human freedom and the most unscrupu-
lous opponent of religion, civilised government, law, order, peace and
national security.” Hence, according to Spender, the Australian policy
had to meet :

~new problems created in this area by the ctnergence of a com-
munist China, and by the ever increasing thrust of communism,
which endeavours to ally itself, in the pursuit of its ends, with the
national aspirations of the millions of people of South-East.®?

The response of the Liberal-Country Party to that requirement was to
Place 2 much stronger emphasis upon military preparedness and closer
co-operation with Great Britain and United States in the area of de-
fence planning® This emphasis in Australian diplomatic policy found
formal expression in what eventually came to be known as the For-
ward Defence Strategy.**

At the conceprual level, the Forward Defence Strategy was to

lay the foundation for an Australtan policy of containment of Com-

Tounist Chinese expansionism in South and Southeast Asia through a

] ~ Seties of regional security arrangements.® What followed from that

'Y 0 e I
e C SRR
.. .

“oncepuon of Australia’s role was a series of Australian regional ini-
Batves designed to keep the United Kingdotm and the United States
Beavily involved in the Southeast Asian 1egion as 2 means of serving
the dual purpose of both containing Chinese Communist expansion-

m and erecting a security shield between Australia and Southeast
Asia,
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The owo major regional security arrangements initiated by the
Liberal-Country Government were the ANZAM and SEATO (South-
Fast Asia Treaty Organization). The word ANZAM stands for the
Australia, New Zealand, and Malayan area. The word was coined by
British military staff personnel to designate the Commonwealth de-
fence area in Southeast Asia and the Southwest Pacific.” In 1953 2ad
1954, British strategic planning for that area led the Imperial General
staff to engage Australia and New Zealand authorities in discussions
concerning the problems of defending Malaya, Commonwealth island
territories in the region, and Australiz and New Zealand.® 'Those dis-
cussions eventually led an Australian 2nd New Zealand commitment
to what was called the “Commonwealth Strategic Reserve” —a com-
bined British-Australian New Zealand brigade group, plus naval and
atr units.*” This arrangement, however, bound Australia and New
Zealand to assist Britain in combating the communist-led Malayan

Emergency. This had, in turn, precipitated the Australian Govern-
ment announcement of April, 1955 that it planned to station Austra-
lian troops in Malaya. It first sent RAAF (Royal Australian Air Force)
squadrons there and in 1955 it sent a battalion to Malava, the first
Australian oops would be committed overseas in peacetime.” Stra-
tegically, this involved a revolutionary switch in Australizn policy. In
the last two world wars, Australian troops fought as part of a defence
force in the Middle East and Europe. Malaya had now clearly become
the pivot of Australian defence; and the Middle East had been tacitly
a.bar?doned, wit.h British consent, as an Australian responsibility. Sta-
E::iggnti::)j;:fhdala); was in factal significant departure in Austra-
lian troops was cexncl?c:it;I ”‘tegi" e oL vl
first Prime Miniswz of L“;c COfECd TANakEA Bl Rahiat, ic
troops was seen s a couny alaya, because the presence of Austraha.n
erattack to communist terrorism.” Ostensi-

Ps had led, not to hostility, but to crush

elations with the freely-elected govern-

ment of an indcpcndem
; » Pro-western : )
penty and political stability. country, which had good pros
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Malaysia. The Federation of Malaysia was inteepreted by Sukarno as
an attempt o reinforce the status quo, pe :

_ Ipetuate the British mikiary
presence and thwart Indonesia’s ambitio ’

. ! ns for regional leadership.™
The [ndonesian policy of Confrontation towards Malaysia was mot-

vated by a number of political considerations more directly related to
[ndonesia’s domestic situation. Quite possibly, President Sukarno was
eager to zdopt a militant posture towards the formation of Malaysia
in the hope that the policy would enable him to balance the two mam
contending political forces within the country, the army and the PKI
(Communist Party of Indonesia), while reinforcing his own position
as arbiter between them.™ Perceiving Sukarno’s such manocuvte as 2
conspiracy to spread communism, the Menzies Government quickly
announced its support for Malaysia. Menzies informed the House of
Representatives on 17 September 1963 that the provision in the Brit-
ish-Malaya defence agreement of 1957 creating the Commonwealth
Strategic Reserve, under which the Australian forces helped put down
nsutrectionary activities, would cover Malaysia.™ On 25 September
1963, Mr.Menzies made a statement to Parliament pledging Austra-
lian milicary support :

if.....there occurs, in relation to Malaysia ot any of its consttuent
states, armed invasion or subversive activity—we shall to the best
of our powers and by such means as shall be agreed upon with
the Government of Malaysiz, add our military assistance to the
efforts of Malaysia and the UK. in the defence of Malaysia’s terei-
torial integrity and political independence.”™

With all ¢his in view, undoubtedly, the Menzies Government regarfied
Malaya (later Malaysia) as regiona} theatre in the global struggle agamst
COmmunism as well as the Australian commitment to the dcfencs‘of
Malaya a5 2 quid pro quo for the continued maintenance of ]I3nush
Power in Southeast Asia. Furthermore, it also revealed tht. atatudes
of the Australian and Malaysian governments were s@ilar in l\:i’o as-
Pects, with a common opposition to communistn, and with long ‘Com-

RO R TGV e K O G

o

| Monwealth’ associations.

e
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‘I'he Southeast Asia Collective Defence Treaty (SEATO), Was
signed in 1954 in Manila by Australia, _Frattce, New Z.t?aland,
Pakistan, the Philippines, Thailand, the United States, fo.ll.owmg the
withdrawal of the French from Indo-China and the patution of the
former French colonial territory. Fearing the aggressive policies of
international communism would pose a direct military threat to
Australia, the Menzies Government signed the trcaty to contain the
expanionist communism. This possible scenario created an
intolerable defence burden beyond the country’s capacity to repel the
thrust of communism. As McBnde, the Austraban minister for De-
fence, argued ;

The present high water mark of the southward flow of commu-
nism. Should this gap narrow the nature and scale of attack on
Australia would become intensified as distance shortened. Finally,
should the tde of aggressive communism lap on our shore, we
would face an intolerable defence burden and a scale of attack,
which would be beyond our capacity to tepel alone.”

In another word, the Menzies Government viewed Australia as un-
able to defend itself withour external assistance. Hence, SEATO, the
Menzies Government believed, was the best means to bring Great
Britain and the United States into joine strategic planning for the South-
east Asian region as well as emphasizing the importance of commu-
nist warfare in the region where the potential for subversive incur-
sions was extremely high. This Treaty arrangement was directed at
the defence of Australia, but it unprecedentedly generated substantial

Vietnam. Australia followed the

Vietnam conflict in the mid-1960s, The Australian military commit-

ment rose rapidly between April 1965 and October 1967 and reached
a peak of some 8,000 men ™
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ment, such as the Colombo Plan, the Menzies Government believed,
was another et of combating the spread of communist influcnce
in Southeast Asia through the destruction of the socio-economic ap-
peal of commuanist doctrines to impoverished peoples of Southeast
Asia.” The stated objectives of the Colombo Plan was never explic-
itly ant-Communist. Officially, the Colombo Plan was designed to
channel development aids and promote the economic improvement,
which were indispensable to social stability and the strengthening of
free institutions.™ It was used as a weapon in forcign policy to secure
the effective political and economic collaboration of the United King-
dom and the United States in Southeast Asia in order to contain the
communist impetakism.*

Taking all this into account, the Liberal — Country Government’s
diplomatic policy towards Southcast Asia nations was in a series of
quid pro quo security atrangements with the great Western powers,
namely United Kingdom and United States. It is clear that clinging to
the Western influence and Western rule was of paramount importance
to the Liberal-Country Government because the attitudes and ideas
of Menzies, Spender, and Casey were imbued with strong faith and
attachment to the conception of British Commonwealth, the Britsh
constitutional monarchy and United States which was the greatest
Pacific Power. Furthermore, to the Liberal-Country Governmeat, the
sitvation in Southeast Asia tended to fit naturally into the older Aus-
ttalian stereotypes about ‘Asiatic Hordes’ who were presumed to be
hostile towards Australian and covetous of its small white popula-
ton, long coastline and high living standard.

In conclusion, the dramatic change of regional political order of
Southeast Asia after the World War Two had profound strategic and
€conomic considerations and implications for Australia’s diplomanc

% Policy adopted by the Labor Government (1945 —49) and the Liberal-

Co"«ﬂtry Government (1949 — 66). In the selection of the diplomadc
Policy mechanisms, which were considered most appropr_iate f_or the
Prosecution of Australia’s national interests, the two parfies d’m”""
With each other. Under the Labor Government’s dirccq'on, ti.lc diplo-
Matic policy towards Southeast Asia had been pursucd n an dePﬂ:'
den, ambi'ﬁous and moderate approach. The Laber Governments
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attitude towards 1ts Southeast Asian neighbours found expression
through international organization, the United Nations. In order to
protect Australia’s post war- security, Dr. Evatt chosc to rf:wl"'e the
Southeast Asian disputes or conflicts such as the Indonesian-Dutch
dispute through negotiation within the framework of United Nations.
The sertdement of disputes through reliance on power, especially of 2
military aature had never been used by the Labor GGovernment. By
suppo;ﬁng the nationalist movements of Southeast Asia, the Labor
Goverament believed, would bring the fuil force of world opinion to
bear upon great powers’ influence. Besides introducing the relief and
scholarship schemes and cxtending Australian representauon to the
region, the Labor Government sought to increase political, cultural
and commercial co-operadon. Thus, the Southeast Asizn region was
viewed as 2 source of potential and opportunity. The Liberal-Country
Government, by contrast, pursued a quid pro quo, rigid and militant
approach of the diplomatc policy towards Southeast Asia. Menzies
Govemnment interpreted the Southeast Asian disputes and conflicts,
such as the nationalist movements and communist insurgency as part
of greater international contest for power, prestige and ideoclogy.
Hence, the Liberal-Country Government viewed Southeast Asia as 2
source of danger and threats. Seen in this light, the government sought
the quid pro quo approach to insure Australian security. The approach
was given formal expression in the Forward Defence Strategy in which
Australia obsessively and deliberately developed the regional military
and economic security arrangements in order 1o involve the great
Wcstcrl? powers’ influence, namely the United Kingdom and the United
States, in the region. Moreover, the military measures were given
E‘g;;‘:gg:s:sz)' t:cu I;b:f,founu? Gover.nment to settle conﬂicts
matic policy towards . Ausma.n Go.v enments” diplor

: @ changing Southeast Asia region during 1945
flicting and distinctive approaches. And all
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making. Itis clear that the key

problem in Australian diplomatic policy
was the lack of a careful

and thoughtful assessment and examination
of the character of Australian association with Southeast

Asian com-
munines.
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