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Alliances and the Problems of Burma/Myanmar Policy:  
The United States, Japan, Thailand, Australia,  

and the European Union 
 

David Steinberg: We are indebted to 
the Sasakawa Peace Foundation for their 
support of this event and their co-
sponsorship. We thank you, all of you. It 
is gracious of you to come, as the 
Koreans sayÑ taking time from your 
busy schedule on the coldest day of the 
year so far. WeÕre delighted at the 
number of people who have signed up 
for this meeting. The last meeting that I 
was involved with in this room was in 
February 2001, on Myanmar issues 
related to its position on the Bay of 
Bengal. We have a distinguished panel, 
which I will introduce shortly. I want to 
explain first what this meeting is about, 
what we hope to accomplish and equally 
important, what we will not attempt to 
do. This meeting, as far as I know, is 
unique. We have never had a public 
forum in which the policy differences 
toward Myanmar/Burma were discussed 
among allies. The purpose of the 
meeting is to air these differences from 
six perspectives and indicate the planned 
effects of each of these singular 
approaches on Burmese society and 
government and on the alliance itself. 
The purpose of the panel is neither, 
however, to reach a consensus nor to 
advocate any particular position, 
although each of us, including myself as 
moderator, have public opinions on the 
issues involved. We hope to clarify 
approaches and then open discussion to 
the floor. We plan to have about equal 
time for presentations and questions and 
comments. Please, however, no 
impassioned speeches, for we want to 
give as many as possible time to 
contribute to the dialogue. We ask you to 

identify yourself when you speak, and 
civility is critical here. 
 
Burma/Myanmar is a polarizing polity as 
we all know, internally and equally 
externally, among the expatriate 
community, the policy and human rights 
groups, and academicians as well. Even 
the name of the state is a surrogate 
indicator of political position. Each of 
our participants will use the name he 
prefers and at least I will do so without 
political intent. I hope this will be 
remembered. We will shift between 
Burma and Myanmar as people want, 
but just as a matter of convenience, not 
political persuasion. I hope that each 
speaker will give the positions of their 
past organization and then present their 
own views on the subject.  
 
In a sense, this meeting is a journey 
without maps for we do not know what 
we might accomplish; in fact, I donÕt 
know what they are going to say. But we 
have a stellar set of signposts along the 
road, so to speak, in the form of our 
panel. There are two obvious omissions: 
one is a representative of the Burmese 
government, who we have invited to the 
meeting but will not be on the panel. We 
hope that Professor Kyaw Yin Hlaing of 
the National University of Singapore 
will undertake to explain some of the 
effects of the various policies of the 
Burmese administration, but it is 
important to remember that he neither 
represents the government nor the 
oppositionÑ he is an academic observer 
and commentator on events. The second 
omission is a member of the United 
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Nations staff, some of whom have been 
tied up in other world crises, and some 
of whom are at a meeting on 
Burma/Myanmar at Wilton Park in 
England at this time. We had hoped that 
someone would come as a luncheon 
speaker, but nobody appropriate was 
available so we have decided not to have 
the lunch. I have taken the prerogative of 
the chair to ask Dr. Michael Green to 
speak first, to be followed by 
Ambassador Tsumori, Mr. Andrew 
Selth, Dr. Pavin, Ambassador 
Hauswedell and then Dr. Kyaw Yin 
Hlaing. Then I might stick my oar into 
the water as well. We will then ask each 
other any sort of questions or comments 
and will open it to the floor. 
 
The results of the conference will be 
published by the Sasakawa Peace 
Foundation, but each participant will 
determine whether his remarks will be 
on or off the record. Any member of the 
media here who wishes to quote a 
particular participant should discuss that 
with that person separately. Under the 
present circumstances we will say that 
Chatham House rules apply. In other 
words, you may talk about what people 
said but do not identify the individual 
unless they give permission. So with that 
introduction, let me turn to Michael 
Green. 
 
Michael Green: Thank you, David. I 
want to begin by applauding my 
neighbor at Georgetown, Professor 
Steinberg, for calling this conference 
together. I think itÕs an excellent idea. It 
is my sense that the differences among 
the various parties surrounding Burma 
are smaller than people think. Our 
positions are, if anything, converging 
and not diverging. Our approaches are in 
many ways still mutually contradictory, 

and we need to think about how we 
might have a common approach that will 
be best for regional interests and best for 
the fifty million people of Burma. So I 
am going to slightly violate one of the 
assumptions of this conferenceÑ maybe 
because IÕm the American on the 
panelÑ but I canÕt help but to try to 
propose a common approach that all of 
the parties represented on this platform 
might agree to. 
 

U.S. Goals in Burma 
 
But let me first fulfill my requirement as 
put forth by David and try to capture 
U.S. approaches to Burma. I left the 
National Security Council in December 
2005, so I am speaking for myself, not 
for Georgetown, not for CSIS. I will try 
to capture what I think are the broad 
objectives of U.S. policy toward Burma. 
I think you will find that they are not 
that different from what the objectives of 
the other parties are. ItÕs a difference in 
tactics and means as much as anything 
else. 
 
First of all, the United States wants 
stability in Southeast Asia, not 
instability. The U.S. wants to see 
ASEAN integration and cooperation 
strengthened. The Bush administration 
has actually put money behind this 
principle and helped with the ASEAN 
secretariat, held meetings with the 
ASEAN leaders that participate in 
APEC, agreed upon the enhanced 
ASEAN partnership last year to 
strengthen U.S. cooperation with 
ASEAN as a whole, and helped ASEAN 
work together because, for strategic and 
trade reasons, a strong and consolidated 
ASEAN is in our interest. At the same 
time, however, the U.S. has very clear 
interests in preventing threats to security, 
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broadly defined, in this region. Burma 
represents some significant threats to 
peace and stability in Southeast Asia. 
This is why the United States has been a 
strong supporter of Chapter 7 
discussions in the United Nations 
Security Council. The Burmese JuntaÕs 
Four Cuts strategy has led to a range of 
problems that are destabilizing. The very 
dangerous combination of trafficking in 
persons, drug trafficking, HIV/AIDS and 
other easily transmitted diseases, all 
combined present enormous challenges 
for Thailand, India and China. 
Additionally, BurmaÕs involvement in 
the arms trade is problematic. BurmaÕs 
relationship with North Korea, which 
receives relatively little press, is 
extremely problematic. All of these 
taken together represent a serious 
security threat that warrants the attention 
of the region and I think in the view of 
the U.S. Government, which IÕm no 
longer in but in my personal view 
certainly, the attention of the Security 
Council. Of course the U.S. seeks and 
wants to see national reconciliation and a 
restoration of democracy in Burma. As 
objectives, as goals: stability, helping 
ASEAN solidarity and integration, 
ending security threats, national 
reconciliation, and the restoration of 
democracy within Burma are objectives 
that I think, perhaps with a difference of 
prioritization, are objectives that almost 
all of the neighbors of Burma share.  
 

U.S. Sanctions Policy 
 
The focus, however, tends to be on U.S. 
sanctions policy. People, including those 
in Congress and those outside of the 
U.S. as well, sometimes mistake U.S. 
objectives as simply being the isolation 
of the regime and sanctions. The 
sanctions are a means to an end, not an 

end in themselves. As someone once 
said about North Korea, ÒNorth Korea 
does not respond to pressure, but North 
Korea does not respond without 
pressure.Ó I think the same can be said in 
the case of Burma, that sanctions are a 
necessary but not sufficient element of a 
policy. The sanctions policy has not led 
to the result the United States 
government seeks. This is not because 
they are the wrong tool, but by 
themselves they are an insufficient tool. 
They are insufficient because there has 
been too much cacophony and 
disagreement among the parties around 
the periphery of Burma. It is my view, 
and there is a body of theory within 
political science about this, that smaller 
states outside the system that are trying 
to maintain their autarchyÑ like Burma 
and North KoreaÑ use their weaknesses 
and problems of drugs and trafficking in 
persons and so forth, as a tool of national 
power. They use this tool to divide larger 
neighbors, to create leverage upon their 
neighbors to deal with these problems. It 
is, in my view, a deliberate aspect of 
strategy for Burma and North Korea.  
 

The Approaches of the Regional 
Players 

 
The regional powers on the Burma issue 
have various idiosyncrasies and different 
soft spots that the Burmese government 
is quite effective at hitting. ASEAN, in 
my view, and weÕll hear from an 
ASEAN speaker, has grown increasingly 
frustrated with this, has moved steadily 
away from the noninterference in 
internal affairs principle that was so 
central to ASEANÕs forming several 
decades ago, and has been much more 
willing to criticize and interfere in 
BurmaÕs internal affairs because many 
ASEAN leaders see what is happening in 
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Burma as a threat to ASEAN security 
and integration. While ASEAN as a 
whole doesnÕt agree with Security 
Council attention, I think that there is a 
growing frustration especially since 
Foreign Minister HamidÕs unsuccessful 
visit in March.  
 
Japan also approaches Burma with 
certain idiosyncrasies. On the one hand, 
Japan is extremely sensitive to Chinese 
influence, particularly since the mid-
1990s, and is seeking not to allow 
ChinaÕs influence to grow at the expense 
of Japan in Burma. On the other hand, 
Japan, under the influence of Koizumi 
and Abe and Foreign Minister Aso, is 
increasingly promoting norms of 
democracy and good governance. There 
is a conflict in JapanÕs approach in my 
view, weÕll hear from Ambassador 
Tsumori, but I believe there is shifting 
ground in JapanÕs approach and certain 
difficulties. 
 
India, which also champions democratic 
principles under Manmohan Singh, has a 
very realpolitik look at Burma, sees the 
energy needs, sees a road to Southeast 
Asia, and is very conscious of 
competition with China for influence. 
China is seeking influence but also has 
problems with Burma. The governor of 
Yunnan is not too pleased about 
trafficking and drugs and infectious 
diseases creating problems for his 
province. So China also has something 
of a mixed view.  
 
These differences and concerns and 
idiosyncrasies, the United States has 
them too. We have a particular passion 
in this country, a justifiable one, for 
Aung San Suu Kyi. All of us have our 
particular idiosyncrasies in our 

approaches to Burma and they divide us 
when they shouldnÕt.  
 
Here I am reminded of a story that the 
Chinese delegate to the Six-Party Talks 
on North Korea told in the middle of the 
negotiations. Things were getting 
particularly stalled; the talks were not 
moving forward and the North Koreans 
were being difficult. So the Chinese 
ambassador in this meeting took out a 
cigarette and said, ÒweÕll take a break 
and IÕll tell you a story.Ó And he said, 
ÒThere was province in China that had 
many tigers, but they had never seen a 
donkey. So one day a donkey came to 
this province and it was braying and 
kicking and all the tigers went running in 
different directions and hid behind trees. 
They tried talking to the donkey but it 
brayed and kicked some more. Finally, 
one of the tigers said Ôwait a minute 
weÕre tigersÕ and so they all ate the 
donkey.Ó Then the Chinese delegate put 
out his cigarette and looked at the North 
Koreans, as did everybody else in the 
room. It took a little while for the 
translation, and then the North Koreans 
looked a little concerned, and the talks 
moved forward. IÕm not proposing that 
the U.S., Japan, and China eat Burma; I 
think there is a better way. The point is 
that when the weakest state among us 
uses its weakness as a national tool to 
divide the rest of us, we ought to be 
thinking about what common approach 
we can take to make progress. 
 

A United Front? 
 
And IÕll end by briefly suggesting what 
that might be. It will require, in my 
view, ÔgiveÕ on every partyÕs part, but I 
think that all of the neighbors of Burma, 
speaking as much as possible in unison, 
with the interest of the Burmese people 
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in mind and the right mix of sticks and 
carrots, can make progress. These parties 
can, in effect, put together a package that 
would demand of the Burmese side the 
immediate, unconditional, and 
permanent release of Aung San Suu Kyi 
and the NLD leadership and the 
participation of the NLD and ethnic 
leaders in a transparent, clear process 
with benchmarks for national 
reconciliation and a restoration of 
constitutional democracy. I think we all 
will have to work on the NLD as well 
and have some expectations of the NLD 
in its participation in this process. In 
exchange, the parties, including the 
United States, can offer a multilateral 
guarantee of the sovereign borders of 
Burma or Myanmar and we could even 
start officially calling it Myanmar in the 
United States as a part of this package. 
We could put forward a schedule for the 
lifting of sanctions as benchmarks are 
met. I think we could and should 
immediately put together a multilateral 
coordinating process among the major 
neighbors and the United Nations for 
providing humanitarian assistance, 
particularly with respect to diseases like 
HIV/AIDS and avian influenza. This 
needs to be backed by continued 
discussion in the Security Council, 
because while Burma may not respond 
to pressure, it will not respond without 
pressure. It seems to me that this 
approach is doable. It will require high-
level attention from the United States 
and high-level envoys and 
representatives from the other parties. In 
my own personal view it should start 
with a discussion between the United 
States and ASEANÑ perhaps Japan, too. 
I think India and China will be the 
slowest to move, but the United States 
has excellent relations with India, as 
does Japan and ASEAN. I think that 

China would be a part of this, but I 
would not do what we did with the Six-
Party Talks, which is to ask China to 
take a leading role from the beginning. 
In the case of North Korea that was 
critical. It was a tactical mistake, though, 
in one sense, and that is China would not 
hold the talks or move forward on the 
process until North Korea agreed to 
show upÑ and that gave North Korea a 
virtual veto. So I would not center this 
on China though their participation 
would be crucial for any such effort. At 
the end of the day I think this can 
provide the assurances needed by all 
parties, the humanitarian assistance 
required within Burma, a path for lifting 
sanctions, and a path for the restoration 
of democracy with clear benchmarks. 
This dialogue we are having today, 
while we should air the differences, is 
useful, in my view, only if it starts to 
yield some common points where we 
can move forward together, which I 
think is in the interests of the region and 
the people of Burma. Thank you. 
 
Steinberg: Thanks very much, Mike. 
We turn now to Ambassador Tsumori. 
 
Tsumori Shigeru: Thank you Mr. 
Chairman for inviting me to this very 
interesting meeting. Thank you Mr. 
Iwatake and the Sasakawa Peace 
Foundation. Whenever I attend a 
meeting on Myanmar, I canÕt help 
feeling a sense of frustration. This is 
because I doubt that what we are 
discussing could eventually serve the 
purpose of making things change. If this 
were the case there would have to be one 
precondition, that the leaders of the 
Myanmar military regime were receptive 
or at least sensitive to voices from the 
outside. But judging from my experience 
in Myanmar while posted there from 
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2000 until 2002, I donÕt think that the 
leaders of MyanmarÕs military regime 
are at all sensitive or receptive to outside 
voices. In September, the Myanmar 
issue was put on the agenda of the 
Security Council and a new dimension 
has opened. So I think it is quite timely 
to have an exchange of views on the 
policies of relevant countries. There are 
two countries missing, China and India, 
but I hope we will be able to conduct 
discussions with these countries and join 
forces to exert a positive influence on 
Myanmar. 
 

Japanese Policy 
 
Having said that, let me explain the main 
features of Japanese policy toward 
Myanmar. Two aspects are important. 
The first is the geopolitical and 
geoeconomic situation. Secondly, the 
people of Myanmar should be addressed 
directly in our policymaking, not only 
for humanitarian purposes but also from 
the viewpoint of long term human 
development. Myanmar is, needless to 
say, geopolitically a very important 
country with its location between two 
big powers, China and India. Moreover, 
the fact that it faces the Andaman Sea 
with a coastline of more than two 
thousand kilometers means that this 
country is of particular strategic 
significance. From a geoeconomic point 
of view, MyanmarÕs weight has 
increased because on the eastern and 
western sides, both ASEAN and South 
Asian economies have been developing 
rapidly. Myanmar is a lynchpin between 
these two sub-regions. Sound political 
and economic development of Myanmar 
is therefore vital for stability and 
prosperity, not only for the neighboring 
countries, but also for East Asia as a 
whole.  

As for potential human resources in 
Myanmar, it has been exploited only to a 
limited extent because of the extreme 
rigidity of the economic and political 
system. If we do not pay attention to the 
high abilities and capabilities of these 
people, it is a loss not only for Myanmar 
but also for the whole region. Referring 
to the theory of Johan Galtung, it is a 
typical case of structural violence 
because the gap between potential and 
real possibilities is so large and wide and 
people are hampered in an extreme way 
and to an extreme degree from 
exploiting and developing their potential 
abilities and capabilities. Consequently, 
in the policies of the international 
community, there should be a focus on 
helping the people and forward-looking 
elements of the military regime achieve 
national reconciliation, rapid 
democratization, and reform of the 
country, politically as well as 
economically. IÕd like to point out three 
points in this context.  
 

The Varieties of International 
Pressure and the Need for 

Coordination 
 
Firstly, pressure and good advice from 
the outside is indispensable for change. 
The noninterference policy has so far not 
worked. The people of Myanmar cannot 
expect that the military regime, of its 
own free will, will make substantial 
changes. Whenever it was possible in 
Myanmar, which was quite often, I 
discussed the meaning of certain kinds 
of pressure or advice with relatively 
open-minded and responsive persons in 
the government. What I stressed was the 
difference between justifiable and 
unjustifiable pressure. Usually Myanmar 
leaders do not like to listen to other 
voices. Even if it is good for them, they 
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are inclined to consider it an insult. I 
used to say to relatively open-minded 
Myanmar people that although they 
might think itÕs a bitter pill, they should 
swallow it. After all, in a time of 
increasingly intensified interdependence 
of countries and governments, no 
country and no government can escape 
pressure in one way or another. Of 
course we have to keep in mind that 
pressure often brings about a 
counterproductive result, particularly in 
the case of the Myanmar junta. Peer 
pressure and friendly advice can work 
well, while crudely formed pressure 
makes the regime close the door to the 
outside world.  
 
Secondly, all countries do not need to 
use the same pressure to the same extent. 
How to use and apply pressure is 
basically dependent upon the individual 
country. For instance, with its particular 
historical relations to Myanmar/Burma, 
Japan should use tools different from the 
United States of America and some 
European countries. Coordination and 
consultation between the countries is, 
however, indispensable in order to make 
the pressure effectiveÑ this is the reason 
why we are here now. IÕll give one 
example. When I was posted in South 
Africa in the late seventies, the Japanese 
government prohibited Japanese 
companies from investing in the form of 
FDI (Foreign Direct Investment) in order 
to protest the system of apartheid. At the 
same time, the American as well as 
European governments also imposed 
severe sanctions, but not in the form of 
prohibiting FDIÑ firms were free to 
invest. Still, we were able to work and 
cooperate together in an excellent way.  
 
Thirdly, it is important to try to persuade 
essential countries like China and India, 

which have followed the noninterference 
policy, to do their part to help change the 
system of the country. Some time ago, 
the Chinese Prime Minister Wen Jia Bao 
said in the ASEAN+1 meeting that 
China wishes Myanmar to reach national 
reconciliation as soon as possible. I 
donÕt know what they were talking about 
secretly, but anyway I think it is 
worthwhile to try to open discussions 
with China to explore whether it is 
possible for us to join hands and handle 
issues related to Myanmar. As for India, 
I have visited there three times in the last 
year and have talked with Indian people 
about how to deal with Myanmar; they 
say they are pursuing a policy of 
constructive engagement. But in 
practical terms they have done nothing 
to influence Myanmar. They are 
following a policy of power balancing 
against China. I hope India will join us 
in our effort. 

 
The Japanese Approach 

 
Concerning JapanÕs policy toward 
Myanmar, I would like to focus on the 
following three aspects. Firstly, in the 
framework of ASEAN+3 and global 
power, what kind of role can and should 
Japan play? Secondly, Myanmar is a test 
case for whether Japan can maintain its 
basic principles concerning democracy 
and human rights, which have been 
central pillars of Japanese diplomacy 
since the Second World War. Thirdly, 
the history of relations between Japan 
and Myanmar/Burma is a vital asset, 
which should be made best use of. 
ASEAN+3 is an indispensable 
multilateral framework of cooperation to 
deal with problems in East Asia. If 
ASEAN+3 could act jointly, Myanmar 
would not be able to use the argument of 
noninterference in internal affairs. In 
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view of the divergence of opinion of the 
countries concerning Myanmar, 
however, it is difficult to make them all 
line up in the same position for the time 
being. A stronger diplomatic effort 
should be made to pressure pro-junta 
countries such as China to influence 
Myanmar to change. Concerning JapanÕs 
fundamental policy of democratization 
and human rights, the Japanese 
government is emphasizing the 
universality of these values. Although 
particularities like ÒAsian ValuesÓ 
should be taken into consideration, we 
should not forget the universal values 
that have been acquired and proliferated 
in the world as a result of a long history 
of fighting. If we apply these principles 
to the present situation in Myanmar, it is 
justifiableÑ this is the prevailing 
perception among the people and 
government of Japan. Since the time of 
the Thirty Comrades, Japan has been 
cultivating a particularly close 
relationship with Burma. Although at the 
last moment of the Second World War, 
General Aung San justifiably revolted 
against the Japanese Imperial Army and 
helped chase it out of the country. Under 
Ne WinÕs regime, the good relationship 
between our two countries reached its 
highest peak along with some kind of 
emotional attachment.  
 
The situation completely changed after 
the upheaval of 1988 and the general 
election of 1990. Still the sympathy and 
even affection of Myanmar people 
toward Japan and the Japanese people 
and vice versa remains basically 
unchanged, I hope. Also, in order to 
capitalize on this valuable asset, Japan 
should not lose sight of the desire of the 
people of Myanmar for change.  
 

 

Japanese Economic Assistance 
 

The policy of providing huge yen loans 
to Myanmar was stopped in 1988. The 
Japanese government has been providing 
ODA mainly for humanitarian purposes 
on a case-by-case basis, taking into 
account the progress on democratization 
and the improvement of the human 
rights situation. This is in line with the 
general guidelines of Japanese ODA. In 
2005, for instance, the Japanese 
government provided a total amount of 
3,358,000,000 yen in grants for 
humanitarian purposes including 
grassroots grant assistance to alleviate 
the difficulties in the daily lives of the 
people and to develop human resources. 
 
One of the most controversial projects 
was the repair of the hydroelectric power 
station in Baluchang; Colin Powell 
criticized our decision to provide money 
for this project some three or four years 
ago. This station was constructed some 
thirty years ago with the assistance of 
Japanese ODA. After the dialogue 
between the military regime and Aung 
San Suu Kyi started in October 2000, the 
Japanese government decided to go 
ahead with this project and signed an 
agreement to provide some three billion 
yen over three years. The decision was 
based on the conviction that electricity is 
extremely important in improving the 
humanitarian situation of ordinary 
people. Moreover, our decision was 
made in close coordination with Razali 
Ismail, who was of the opinion that Daw 
Aung San Suu Kyi was not against this 
policy. As a result of the detention of 
Daw Aung San Suu Kyi on May 30, 
2003 Japan stopped all assistance, 
including grassroots assistance. This 
temporary decision was withdrawn at the 
end of August that same year, but the big 
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projects, including the Baluchang 
project, remain suspended today. So 
long as the military regime will not take 
a decisive step in releasing Aung San 
Suu Kyi, the policies of the Japanese 
government will not change. 
 
The most crucial consideration is to what 
extent assistance should be conditional 
on political progress. The 
straightforward benchmark approach 
might not work in view of the particular 
mentality of the Myanmar government. 
Still, there should be a certain link 
between the two. There is a theory that 
economic development will lead to 
political democratization. Senior General 
Than Shwe emphasized it repeatedly to 
Prime Minister Obuchi and Prime 
Minister Koizumi. By saying so, he 
indirectly criticized the policy of the 
Japanese government of not giving 
money. If this theory were correct, then I 
must say that our restrictive policy is 
wrong. However, it has not been 
empirically proven that economic 
development will lead automatically to 
political democratization. 
 

UN Secur ity Council 
 
The Japanese government agreed to put 
Myanmar on the agenda of the Security 
Council in September. Whether 
Myanmar poses a threat to regional 
stability or not is a matter of 
interpretation in my opinion. But I 
would like to focus on the people of 
Myanmar in this context. I have been 
wondering whether this could be a case 
of humanitarian intervention, so to 
speak. In academic circles, the theory of 
humanitarian intervention has not yet 
been put on a solid basis. But in practical 
terms, since the 1990s there have been 
many cases of humanitarian 

intervention, mostly accompanied by the 
use of an armed attack like in Kosovo, 
Srebrenica, Rwanda and so forth. My 
question is whether there could be a kind 
of humanitarian intervention in a softer 
form without the use of violence. 
Anyway, I hope that the Security 
Council does not take too 
confrontational of an approach to 
Myanmar; rather it should give some 
advice to alleviate the difficulty of 
people at the grassrootsÑ such as on 
infectious diseases, poverty, education, 
health and so forth. At the same time, we 
have to intensify our humanitarian 
assistance using all means and in all 
forms. This is from my good will toward 
the Myanmar people. 
 
In conclusion, as Michael Green-san 
said, we are sensitive to the 
advancement and expansion of Chinese 
influence in Myanmar from a strategic 
point of view. But nevertheless, I would 
like to say that the Japanese government 
should not engage in a power 
competition with China and give up its 
very basic stance on Myanmar, which 
fortunately seems to be the case for the 
moment. If we compete with China in 
the theater of Myanmar, our government 
would lose credibility within the 
international community. Thank you 
very much. 
 
Steinberg: Thank you very much Mr. 
Ambassador. We turn now to Andrew 
Selth. 
 
Andrew Selth: Thank you David. I am 
going to take a slightly different 
approach, partly to avoid duplication of 
the comments of the other members of 
the panel and in an attempt to inject a 
little bit of variety into the presentations 
youÕre hearing this morning. Also, in 
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talking about Australian attitudes and 
policies toward Burma, it occurred to me 
that people in this particular audience 
probably arenÕt so familiar with the 
particular details of AustraliaÕs approach 
to Burma over the years. So it might be 
helpful if I focused on that initially 
anyway. Let me just state for the record 
that while I have recently been a 
member of the Australian Public Service 
I am here with my academic hat on, I do 
not represent the Australian government 
and IÕm not sure that they would 
necessarily agree with all of the things 
IÕm going to say. 
 

The Australian Approach 
 
Just to give a bit of historical 
background to start with, over the last 
twenty years or so Australian policies 
toward Burma have in fact fluctuated 
considerably, including in their style of 
delivery. But they have always had at 
their core a concern for the people of 
Burma and a desire for Burma to 
become a more responsible member of 
the international community. Picking up 
from Michael GreenÕs comments, I think 
I could add a third point here and that is 
that Australia has always seen Burma as 
part of a wider regional security 
environment and has therefore paid 
attention in that regard as well. Before 
1998, Australia enjoyed a relatively 
close, although low-key relationship 
with the Ne Win government. In fact, we 
were one of BurmaÕs largest aid donors 
at the time and provided a range of 
technical assistance, training, and so on 
under the Colombo Plan. We also 
provided food aid to Burma and 
occasionally offered spaces for Burmese 
servicemen to study at Australian 
military schools. All of this assistance 

was provided without preconditions of 
any kind.  
 

After  the 1988 Upr ising 
 
But all this changed in 1988. Since then, 
AustraliaÕs policy toward Burma has 
alternated between strident public 
opposition to the military government, 
and after about the late 1990s, a more 
nuanced approach that has in fact 
included some measure of engagement. 
Ironically, Australia was the first country 
to recognize the State Law and Order 
Restoration Council in 1988 and the first 
to resume bilateral aid after the military 
takeover, which was rather odd because 
very soon after that it didnÕt take long 
for the Australian Labor Party 
government of the time to fall into line 
with the policies of the U.S. and other 
OECD countries in imposing some very 
tough measures against the Burmese 
government. It implemented a range of 
sanctions including a full suspension of 
official development assistance. It also 
strongly criticized the SLORC both 
publicly and in private statements. 
Around 1995, the Australian Foreign 
Minister at the time, Gareth Evans, 
concluded that these efforts to isolate 
and punish Burma and to force it to 
change were not achieving any desirable 
results. So he developed a plan for a 
greater degree of engagement with the 
military government in Rangoon based 
on a series of benchmarks. It was 
essentially a carrot and stick approach 
that offered the regime certain rewards, 
like the resumption of aid, if there was 
progress in key areas like human rights.  
 
In any event, nothing much happened 
before the Labor government in 
Australia was replaced by the Howard 
Liberal National Party government in 
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1996. This is the government that is still  
in power in Australia. Since 1996, the 
Howard government has spoken out 
strongly against the lack of progress on 
genuine political reform in Burma, the 
regimeÕs continued abuses of human 
rights, and the confinement of Aung San 
Suu Kyi. Australian officials repeatedly 
called upon the SLORC and later the 
State Peace and Development Council 
(SPDC) to take concrete steps to build 
representative and inclusive political 
institutions based on genuine dialogue 
and reconciliation with all political and 
ethnic groups in Burma. The Australian 
government has actually said that it 
would like to develop a much closer 
relationship with Burma, but it has 
emphasized that this is not going to 
happen without any significant progress 
in these key areas. This message was in 
fact conveyed directly to the regime in 
2002 when Foreign Minister Alexander 
Downer made his one and only visit to 
Rangoon. 
 
Australia has also played a modest but 
consistent role in supporting measures in 
multilateral organizations aimed at 
achieving the same goals. For example, 
we have made statements at the 
Commission on Human Rights and in 
the Third Committee of the UN General 
Assembly, including strong expressions 
of concern about the human rights 
situation in Burma, and we have even 
co-sponsored resolutions in both forums 
on these subjects. Australia has also 
criticized BurmaÕs use of forced labor in 
the meetings of the International Labor 
Organization. 
 
At the practical level, Australia has full 
diplomatic relations with Burma. The 
governments routinely deal with each 
other through their resident ambassadors 

in Rangoon and CanberraÑ now 
Naypyidaw and Canberra, although I 
suspect most contacts still take place in 
Rangoon. But Australia has banned or 
severely restricted certain government to 
government contacts. For example, the 
Australian government does not actively 
promote trade, investment, tourism, or 
education in Burma. There is no 
Austrade office, thatÕs our trade 
representative office, in Rangoon. There 
is, however, no support in the Australian 
government for wider economic 
sanctions if such measures are not 
endorsed by the United Nations. There is 
a firm view at the official level that 
unless universally applied, economic 
sanctions can be easily circumvented 
and are unlikely to have a significant 
impact. In any case, as the Australian 
government is always keen to point out, 
Australian two way trade with Burma is 
very modest. There are no major 
Australian companies investing in 
Burma at present. There is also a ban on 
high level government visits, which did 
in fact stop the mayor of Mandalay, who 
is a serving Brigadier General, from 
visiting Australia in 2001. Ever since 
1988, Australia has also maintained a 
ban on bilateral defense links, visits, and 
training. There is also a ban on defense 
exports to Burma, although the situation 
relating to certain dual use products and 
services is not always so clear cut. There 
is no longer a resident defense attachŽ in 
Rangoon, although the Australian 
defense attachŽ in Bangkok has been 
accredited to Burma and makes short 
visits occasionally. All of the parties in 
the Australian Parliament agree on 
continuing the ban on all bilateral 
economic, non-humanitarian aid, which 
has formally been in place since 1990. 
As a result, Australia has not undertaken 
any new infrastructure projects since 
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1988, other than some very small 
grassroots projects under our 
development assistance program.  
 
Existing Assistance on Humanitarian, 

Health, and Transnational Issues  
 
Even so, despite all of these sanctions 
and measures against the government in 
Rangoon, following a policy review in 
the late 1990s, the Howard government 
has provided a modest level of indirect 
assistance to Burma and developed a 
number of contact areas. This is aimed at 
addressing the countryÕs dire 
humanitarian and health problems and 
tackling transnational issues of concern 
such as HIV/AIDS and the exploitation 
of women and children. This aid is being 
provided mainly through small scale 
community projects administered by 
multilateral institutions and NGOs. 
Australia is also helping refugees on 
BurmaÕs borders, where thousands of 
people are badly in need of assistance. 
Following the withdrawal of the Global 
Fund from Burma, Australia was one of 
those Western governments that looked 
for alternative ways to tackle the 
pressing problems of AIDS, malaria, and 
tuberculosis in Burma. In August of this 
year, the Australian government 
announced a grant of $15 million 
Australian Dollars over five years to a 
new Three Diseases Fund. The money is 
going to be channeled through the UN, 
NGOs, and civil society groups, but I 
have to say it is not yet clear how 
effective the management or delivery of 
these funds will be, given the various 
restrictions imposed by the government 
of Burma on the delivery of aid.  
 

 
 
 

Law Enforcement 
 
For some years now, the Australian 
government has pursued a crime fighting 
strategy that goes beyond its national 
boundaries, with a view to anticipating 
and disrupting rather than simply 
responding to transnational criminal 
activity. In this context, Australia has 
posted a member of the Australian 
Federal Police (AFP) to the embassy in 
Rangoon and even included Burma in 
training courses being provided to the 
ASEAN countries on such subjects as 
counter-narcotics, money laundering, 
and people trafficking. Australia also 
includes Burma in the provision of 
broad-based counter-terrorism training, 
usually as part of programs offered to 
regional countries at the Jakarta Center 
for Law Enforcement Cooperation. 
These courses cover such issues as post-
incident responses and the examination 
of bomb sites. In addition, the Australian 
Transaction Reports and Analysis 
Center, or AUSTRAC, and the AFP 
have given presentations to the 
Myanmar police force on such subjects 
as the regional terrorist threat and 
terrorist financing. Perhaps most 
controversially, between June 2000 and 
November 2002, Australia held a series 
of workshops in Burma aimed at raising 
awareness among Burmese officials of 
basic human rights and international law 
principles, the major international rights 
instruments, and the role of the UN in 
the promotion and protection of human 
rights. There was a second phase to this 
project, but it was postponed in May 
2003 following the Depayin incident and 
the renewed detention of Aung San Suu 
Kyi. 
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Cr iticisms of Australia 
 
While in some respects AustraliaÕs 
policy of contacts with the SPDC has 
been consistent with the published 
platforms of various opposition groups, 
it has been criticized in some quarters, 
including by Aung San Suu Kyi, on the 
grounds that, although limited, such 
direct engagement accords the regime 
undeserved legitimacy and cannot 
address the real causes of BurmaÕs 
political, economic, and social problems. 
I think most of us agree that these derive 
more from poor government and 
misdirected Burmese government 
priorities than anything else. Some 
specific initiatives like the human rights 
workshops have even been condemned 
by some groups as actually helping the 
regime avoid criticisms of its human 
rights record. 
 

Three Themes 
 
So to conclude, AustraliaÕs approach to 
Burma at present under the Howard 
government is less strident and more 
nuanced than that of its predecessor, but 
it does develop three themes that were 
starting to emerge in the mid-1990s as 
the former Labor government ended its 
time in office. The first theme, pursued 
through direct bilateral contacts and 
discussions in regional forums, is the 
cautious engagement of the military 
government in areas affecting 
AustraliaÕs own national security 
interestsÑ such as counterterrorism, 
transnational crime, people trafficking, 
and the spread of communicable 
diseases. The second theme is prompted 
by the widely recognized problems in 
Burma at present and is related to the 
provision of humanitarian aid. This 
assistance is being conducted mainly 

through Australian and international 
NGOs and multilateral institutions, 
usually at the community level. The 
third theme is the steady pressure on the 
regime through occasional public 
statementsÑ certainly less so than the 
previous government, but still occasional 
public statementsÑ but more through 
diplomatic initiatives and other contacts 
in private aimed at encouraging political 
reform and an improvement the 
countryÕs human rights record. The first 
two strategies appear to have reaped 
certain limited dividends, both for the 
Australians and the Burmese, but the 
third seems unlikely to bear fruit any 
time in the foreseeable future. 
 

The Issue of the U.S. Alliance 
 
Just on the question of alliances and the 
U.S. alliance in particular. I donÕt think 
itÕs any secret that Australia is a very 
strong ally of the United States and in 
fact, relations between the two countries 
are probably closer now than they have 
been for decades. Australia, for example, 
invoked the bilateral security treaty 
between Australia and the U.S. after the 
attacks on 9/11. And, as you know, 
Australian forces are now fighting 
alongside American forces in both Iraq 
and Afghanistan. We also share many of 
the concerns outlined by Michael with 
regard to regional stability in Southeast 
Asia and share many of the concerns that 
he mentioned about transnational 
security threats in the region. But as you 
can see from the policies and details that 
IÕve just outlined with regard to 
AustraliaÕs approach to Burma, it does 
not mean that Australia is in lock step 
with the United States in regard to 
approaches to Burma. In fact, in a 
number of areas there are a number of 
differences of nuance if not of degree. If 
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you would like to pursue any of those 
issues, I would be happy to do so in 
questions and answers. 
 
Steinberg: Thank you very much, 
Andrew. Dr. Pavin, the Thai position? 
 
Pavin Chachavalpongpun: Good 
morning. Just like Andrew, I would like 
to clarify that I am speaking for myself 
and what I am going to deliver does not 
necessarily reflect any organization with 
which I have been associated. I have 
been tasked to talk on the following 
topics: first, ThailandÕs position 
regarding its relationship with Burma; 
second, the domestic conditions that 
have led to the making of Thai policy 
toward Burma; third, my own opinion on 
ThailandÕs official Burma policy; and 
lastly, the effect of the policy differences 
on the U.S. alliance.  
 

The Effect of the Coup? 
 
First and foremost, the realities on the 
ground in Thailand have made my job 
even more difficult. The military coup, 
which took place on the 19th of 
September, has not only changed the 
political landscape of the country, but 
could potentially obscure the way in 
which Thailand conducts relations with 
Burma. Difficulties lay in the current 
unstable state of Thai politics, whether 
the new administration will pay enough 
attention to the situation in Burma, and 
how it will identify legitimate Thai 
interests there.  
 

ThaksinÕs Approach 
 
I would like to begin with the Thai 
policy toward Burma during the past five 
years under the leadership of the now-
deposed Prime Minister Thaksin 

Shinawatra. He was known to adopt a 
spongy approach toward Burma, which 
his critics perceived as an attempt to 
move away from an emphasis on 
democratic and human rights values to a 
more business-oriented stance. The 
economic results have been evident. 
Right now, Thailand is one of BurmaÕs 
most important investment partners. So, 
it is not surprising that ThaksinÕs 
company, Shin Corporation, has invested 
extensively in Burma. Shin Corp, the 
third largest satellite operator in Asia, 
concluded a deal in 2003 with Bagan 
Cybertech, an internet service provider 
owned by Ye Naing Win, who is the son 
of former Prime Minister Khin Nyunt. In 
January 2006, Shin Corp was sold to 
Temasek Holdings, an investment arm of 
the Singaporean government. Shin Corp 
got away without paying 450 million 
U.S. dollars in taxes on the 1.85 billion 
dollar sale. The whole episode sparked 
public anger and partly led to ThaksinÕs 
downfall.  
 
Back in 2003, Thaksin invited Burma to 
participate in the Economic Cooperation 
Strategy (ECS) cooperative framework, 
later renamed ACMECS (Ayeyawady-
Chao Phraya-Mekong Economic 
Cooperation Strategy), in which 
Thailand offered the Burmese 
government generous financial 
assistance worth 45 million U.S. dollars. 
As the Thai media widely reported, it 
was this economic framework that paved 
the way for Thai businesses, including 
ThaksinÕs, to take full economic 
advantage of resource-rich Burma. 
 
In the meantime, Human Rights Watch 
reported that the Thaksin regime 
continued to clean up Burmese refugees 
living along ThailandÕs borders. The 
Irrawaddy reported that this Òraised 
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concerns about BangkokÕs ability to act 
as an honest broker in the Burmese 
political standoff and also doubts about 
ThaksinÕs conflict of interest. The 
Bangkok process, hosted by the Thaksin 
government in 2003 ostensibly to 
advance democracy in Burma, failed to 
take off and came to an end when the 
Burmese representative failed to turn up 
at a planned second session in April 
2004.Ó  
 
With controversy surrounding ThaksinÕs 
private interest in Burma, the Thai 
Foreign Ministry remained positive in its 
dealings with the Rangoon regime. In 
various official documents, the Foreign 
Ministry mentioned ThailandÕs unfailing 
efforts to work with ASEAN in 
convincing Burma to make tangible 
progress on democratic development and 
to release Aung San Suu Kyi. It also 
mentions the need to engage with Burma 
to ease bilateral difficulties such as the 
flows of drugs, refugees, illegal workers, 
human trafficking, and infectious 
diseases. The Thai government has 
unveiled a list of achievements from its 
friendly approach toward Burma, for 
example: existing peace along the 
borders, exchange of information and 
intelligence, as well as strong economic 
ties. To the Thai leaders, a friendly 
policy toward Burma was important, 
especially since they wanted to 
reconnect lost contacts that they once 
had with Khin Nyunt. 
 

The Army in the North 
 
But different sectors of the Thai 
establishment have different approaches. 
The Thai military, especially in northern 
Thailand, is more concerned with the 
real issues behind the illusion of Thai-
Burmese relations, namely, the flow of 

drugs and refugees across the border. 
Therefore, the military had a less 
favorable view of the Burmese regime 
than the government in Bangkok, which 
was obviously more interested in 
business ties. I know for a fact that many 
army officers in the north were very 
critical of the governmentÕs approach to 
the regime in Rangoon, but they never 
expressed those views openly. 
 

Domestic Factors 
 

Let me now turn to the local conditions 
that allowed Thaksin to play softball 
with Burma. My first observation is that 
Thaksin and his advisors took at least 
some inspiration from former Prime 
Minister General Chatichai Choonhavan 
in turning Indochina from a battlefield 
into a marketplace. However, I donÕt see 
any evidence of concerns in Thai policy 
toward Cambodia, Vietnam, and Laos 
about democracy, human rights, justice 
and so on.  
 
So, given the public perception toward 
Burma, in part because of the distortion 
of history between the two countries, I 
doubt that what goes on in Burma is of 
much concern to most Thai people. We 
have to look at Thai support for 
ThaksinÕs war on drugs in 2003, which 
led to massive extra-judicial killings of 
over 2,000 suspects, to realize that the 
ThaisÕ understanding of human rights, 
democracy, and justice is somewhat at 
odds with that of the West.  
 
Moreover, business opportunities in 
Burma are huge, and whether they are 
responsible, moral, or legitimate are 
separate questions. Every Thai 
businessmanÑ from the smallest trader 
all the way to ThaksinÑ knows that 
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Burma is full of precious stones, gold, 
timber, labor, and whatnot.  
 
So against this background, I am not 
surprised that the Thai public at large 
failed to question or oppose ThaksinÕs 
Burma policy. Meanwhile, Thaksin 
carefully depicted himself as a true 
nationalist, who strove for the greatness 
of the nation, stood up against the West, 
and also reached out for poor neighbors 
like Burma. In the meantime, he accused 
those who disagreed with his Burma 
policy of conspiring to keep Burma 
backward and underdeveloped, which he 
saw as not in the interests of Thailand. 
 

ASEAN and Burma 
 
On the regional front, what I can briefly 
say is that ASEAN was in the past 
unable to push for reform in Rangoon 
because it lacked a sustained focus on 
dialogue initiatives in Burma. However, 
in the past two years, ASEAN has 
seemed to change its direction in calling 
for a UN debate on Burma and the 
groupingÕs position has been more 
aggressive, especially after Burma was 
forced to skip its turn at the rotating 
chairmanship of ASEAN. 
 

ThaksinÕs Visit to Naypyidaw 
 

Next, I think it is necessary to talk about 
ThaksinÕs last visit to Burma on the 2nd 
of AugustÑ not long before he was 
overthrown by the militaryÑ in order to 
understand why he went out of his way 
to defend the SPDC. The visit was 
highly controversial because Thaksin 
became the first ASEAN leader to visit 
the new capital, Naypyidaw. And it was 
reported locally that one of the main 
objectives in visiting Burma was to 
discuss old and new investments with 

the Burmese government. The first 
speculation is therefore that Thaksin was 
interested in the setting up of high 
technology communications networks 
and other basic infrastructure in the new 
capital. What is more important is that 
he had unfinished telecom business in 
BurmaÑ the IPSTAR project, a $350 
million telecom broadband satellite. The 
Nation reported that IPSTAR was not 
yet a done deal regarding the building of 
ground stations on high mountains in 
Burma. Now that Singapore had become 
the owner of the facilities, the rumor was 
that the Burmese generals were not very 
happy about the arrangement, so Thaksin 
was there to sort out the complications. 
The IPSTAR episode is also linked with 
the controversial EXIM BankÕs four 
billion baht loan to the Myanmar 
Foreign Trade Bank in 2004 for road 
construction and infrastructure 
development in Burma. The EXIM Bank 
of Thailand provided financial support to 
the Thai exporters and investors under 
the procurement contracts granted by the 
Burmese government. ThaksinÕs telecom 
empire was also suspected of gaining the 
most from the EXIM BankÕs loan to 
Burma. The new Prime Minister 
Surayud Chulanont has recently set up 
an Assets Examination Committee to 
look into whether the loan was made to 
benefit politically connected companies, 
as well as the decision of the Board of 
Investment of Thailand that granted Shin 
Satellite an eight-year tax holiday on 
revenues from the IPSTAR project.  
 
Second, as highly speculated, is 
ThaksinÕs interest in investment in the 
booming oil and gas industry of Burma. 
Gas is now BurmaÕs biggest export and 
new sales to Thailand alone are worth 
over one billion U.S. dollars annually. 
Thailand is already the biggest single 
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buyer of Burmese gas, which makes up 
about 25% of ThailandÕs supply. There 
are also firm plans for joint hydroelectric 
dam projects on the Salween River. The 
Hutgyi hydropower project is a joint 
venture among Burma, Thailand and 
China. The project is very controversial 
because the construction location is also 
home to the Karens and Kachins. No 
doubt from the Burmese generalsÕ 
perspective, a dam project resulting in 
road construction would help them better 
control the area. The beginning of the 
Hutgyi hydropower project has already 
forced over 20,000 local residents to be 
relocated from their homes because of 
the socio-environmental impacts. The 
speculation here is that Thaksin may 
want to invest in the new gas fields in 
Burma in order to resell them later to 
Petroleum of Thailand. Likewise, he 
may want to invest in the dam projects in 
the long term, including the subsequent 
securitization of the contract with the 
Electricity Generating Authority of 
Thailand. This raises the possibility that 
some Burmese who are involved in these 
businesses may launder their money in 
such legal projects with Thailand. The 
real outcome of ThaksinÕs visit to 
Burma, as seen by the opposition camps, 
is that ThailandÕs moral authority has 
once again been put in jeopardy because 
the manner in which the visit was carried 
out did more to legitimize the regime in 
Rangoon than to shed light on the 
appalling human rights situation there.  
 

A New, Post-Thaksin Approach? 
 
So what about the new government? 
Prime Minster General Surayud 
Chulanont was the former army chief, a 
one-time monk, and also a former Privy 
Counselor to the King. He was also 
known for his toughness against 

BurmaÕs oppression of minorities living 
along the border, his strong sympathy 
toward the ethnic Karen, and his 
criticism of BurmaÕs involvement in 
pushing drugs into Thailand. Therefore, 
ethnic leaders and Burmese pro-
democracy groups expect Surayud to 
have the correct view on political 
developments in Rangoon. The 
announcement of the foreign policy 
guidelines under his government just 
over a week ago has signaled a sea 
change in Thai diplomacy. He said that 
Thailand would be pursuing a ÒjustÓ 
foreign policy based on moral and 
ethical values, taking into full account 
the interests and welfare of the people, 
and ensuring transparency. In fact, Thai 
local newspapers revealed that, at an 
informal brainstorming session on 
Burma at the Thai Foreign Ministry 
early this year, the recommendation was 
that ThailandÕs Burma policy required 
some serious modification, and that 
Thailand needed to harden its position 
by refusing to protect Burma from 
international criticism; Burma has to 
defend its record on its own at the UN.  
 
So, I think that Prime Minister Surayud 
recognizes that Thai policy toward 
Burma has remained somewhat 
asymmetrical, and this needs to be 
amended very quickly. Evidently, Burma 
was one of the few ASEAN countries 
that Surayud did not include in his 
introductory visits to neighboring 
countries last week. Surayud only met 
Soe Win at a sideline talk during the 
ASEAN-China summit in Nanning just a 
few days ago. On the 12th of October, 
when he talked to the heads of the 
diplomatic missions in Bangkok, he 
stressed that he would make an effort to 
upgrade the living conditions of the 
displaced Burmese in Thailand. Many 
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have high hopes that Surayud will be 
able to make a clean break from the 
diplomatic muddle left behind by the 
previous administration and reinstate a 
more balanced foreign policy toward 
Burma. Some have even suggested that 
Thailand must convey a strong message 
to the Burmese government that 
Thaksin-initiated policies are 
unsustainable and will be reassessed or 
changed if necessary. Otherwise the 
current policy will continue to hurt 
ThailandÕs image on the international 
stage. This will also tarnish the 
justification for the coup, and it will 
directly affect the reputation of the new 
Prime Minister, too. 
 

Effects of Policy Differences 
 
In my last section, I would like discuss 
the effects of policy differences on the 
U.S. alliance. ThaksinÕs friendly 
approach toward Burma has put 
Thailand in disagreement with the U.S. 
His attempt to obscure the line between 
private and national interests has led to 
ThailandÕs piggybacking the Burmese 
regime and opposing the U.S. call for a 
UN debate on Burma. Instead, Thaksin 
reaffirmed that Burma is not a threat to 
peace and international stability. So far I 
have not seen any major effects of the 
policy differences toward Burma on the 
U.S. alliance. There has been a 
widespread belief, not only in Thailand 
but also in the wider region, that the 
U.S.Õs real interests lay elsewhere, in the 
Middle East and on the Korean 
peninsula. After all, Thailand is one of 
the U.S.Õs major non-NATO allies, and 
remains useful to the U.S. in the war 
against terrorism. As Thailand has often 
claimed in the past, unlike the U.S., 
Thailand shares a common and volatile 
border with Burma and therefore must 

deal at least to some extent with 
whatever government there is in 
Rangoon. This means that Thailand was 
not pushing for a regime change, it was 
just dealing with whoever is in power in 
Burma. ThatÕs why some sections of 
Thai society felt uncomfortable with the 
U.S. pressure to take a tougher stand vis-
ˆ -vis Burma. They would rather see the 
status quo continue, ÒBetter to deal with 
the devil you knowÓ kind of attitude. So 
the next question is whether Prime 
Minister Surayud will be able to change 
this mindset. 
 
In the end, it is the military coup of 19 
September and not ThailandÕs close 
relations with Burma that put a strain on 
the U.S. alliance. The U.S. has already 
suspended $25 million in military 
funding, which the Thai armed forces 
have long relied upon, and also special 
economic privileges that have helped 
ThailandÕs exports penetrate the U.S. 
market. These will not be renewed when 
they expire at the end of the year. I think 
that the U.S. is using its military 
suspension to urge a rapid return to 
democratic rule and early elections in 
Thailand, and hopefully, the U.S. may 
want to send a strong message that it 
wants to see the Thai courage to toughen 
up its position toward Burma. My last 
words are that we will have to wait and 
see when the government announces its 
domestic and foreign policy at the 
National Legislative AssemblyÑ which 
is actually taking place today in 
BangkokÑ to see whether it will 
articulate a more focused approach 
toward Burma. Thank you. 
 
Steinberg: Thank you very much Dr. 
Pavin. Now, Dr. Hauswedell. 
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Peter  Chr istian Hauswedell: Ladies 
and gentlemen, I think that when one 
comes in as the fifth speaker one should 
depart from the prepared statement 
because you have to interact with 
colleagues who have mentioned their 
views here already. At a later time I will 
mainly talk about some of the 
suggestions Mike Green and 
Ambassador Tsumori have put forward 
here. I identify myself as a European 
voice, although I am not the spokesman 
for the European Union. On the 
contrary: some of my views depart a 
little bit from the political correctness of 
the European Union common position 
on Myanmar, so please take my 
offerings with a grain of salt. 
 
European Interests in Southeast Asia 

 
Now what are German and European 
interests in Myanmar and Southeast 
Asia? Of course I agree with Mike 
Green that we are also interested in 
political stability, development, and 
democracy. But we know our limitations 
to bring this about from afar.  The 
Europeans are a soft power in Asia. 
They have no aircraft carriers and they 
are known for not throwing their weight 
around. Our tools of influence have 
rather been technology transfer, trade, 
investment, political consultation. For 
reasons of geography and strategic 
weight, the Europeans are not as 
important in Southeast Asia as the 
United States, the ASEAN members, 
China and India. But still, I always say 
that even if we do not have strategic 
weight there, we do have strategic 
interests and those we will pursue. 
 

 
 
 

EU Policy in Myanmar 
 
When it comes to Myanmar, the 
Germans also have a record of being, 
after Japan, the most important donor to 
the Myanmar government until 1988. 
There is a particular German emotional 
attachment to Myanmar and we are 
concerned about its development. Mike 
Green did ask for a common front and 
united position on Myanmar and I think 
that generally we have maintained such a 
common and united position. I think that 
after the United States the EU has 
maintained the second strictest sanctions 
regime. But as my Australian colleague 
just said, the Australians do not follow 
each American position step by step. So 
the EU common position on Myanmar 
also maintains some nuances where we 
differ from the U.S. Generally, like in 
our China policy, we are a little bit less 
missionary than the United States. I 
think that Myanmar policy in the United 
States is highly personalized and that the 
State Department is not the most 
important player. In Europe the debate 
on Myanmar is less personalized and 
emotional than in the United States.  

 
Sanctions Policy 

 
I think that most European countries 
have come to the conclusion that the 
sanctions have not achieved their 
political objective and are hurting the 
population rather than the military 
government. But it would be painful for 
Europe to now admit that the sanctions 
were a mistakeÑ after all, it was such a 
nice, moral, feel-good policy!Ñ and that 
the course should be changed. So even if 
the Europeans seem to have second 
thoughts on the sanctions policy, they 
leave them intact. Doing away with the 
sanctions would also be cumbersome, 
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because now 25 nations (soon 27) would 
have to agree on that.  But in order to 
mitigate some of the results of the 
sanctions the EU has also seriously 
increased its humanitarian help to 
Myanmar and opened up the possibility 
for member states to become active in 
projects relating to health, education, 
environment, and capacity building in 
Myanmar. 
 
Is Myanmar a Threat to the Region? 

 
I disagree with some of the political 
analysis of the United Nations Security 
Council debate that was put forward 
here. Myanmar was and is not a question 
of peace and security that should have 
been debated in the Security Council.  
After both the United States and Europe 
have isolated themselves from Myanmar 
and deprived themselves of the chances 
to influence developments there, the 
debate in the Security Council was an 
act of frustration because these powers 
had no other way of  ÒgettingÓ at 
Myanmar. The premise that Myanmar is 
a threat to its neighbors seems a little bit 
far-fetched. If you ask China, India, 
Laos, Bangladesh, and Thailand whether 
they feel threatened by Myanmar you 
would get a sound ÒnoÓ for an answer. 
Even if they worry about MyanmarÕs 
instability these powers compete for 
MyanmarÕs attention.  
 
Mike Green asserted the Myanmar is a 
threat to ASEANÕs security and 
integration. I would not go that far. I 
would say that it is a black stain on 
ASEANÕs reputation because even 
ASEAN members seemingly have no 
great influence on Myanmar, but 
Myanmar will not hinder integration 
policies. I think that ASEAN can cope 
with Myanmar and is presently engaged 

in that task. As ASEAN members have 
often pointed out to us Europeans in the 
negotiations we had when Myanmar, 
Cambodia, and Laos wanted to join 
ASEM (Asia-Europe Meeting) in 2004: 
ÒPlease donÕt push us to the brink with 
your refusal to admit Myanmar. You 
know the situation where there is one 
black sheep in the family. If you 
pressure us too much you will find that 
there is a certain solidarity which also 
has to be extended to that black sheep.Ó 
 
Let us return to the debate about the 
usefulness or the damage of the 
sanctions policy. I think we have now 
seen more than a decade of sanctions, 
but they still have not produced the 
intended objective, i.e. ensuring 
democracy in Myanmar. We ought to 
think about whether we should reassess 
them. Maybe we should engage the 
military government in a critical 
dialogue?  If Òstaying the courseÓ is also 
the slogan on the sanctions policy and 
nothing will be changed, then I think we 
are acting a little bit foolish. You 
Americans have a saying: ÒIf you are in 
a hole, stop digging.Ó Well, maybe we 
should stop digging. The sanctions have 
not been universal, they have hurt the 
people of Myanmar, and I think we are 
being very cynical if we accept this as 
the necessary and unavoidable collateral 
damage that comes with a sanctions 
regime. I would be interested to know 
what the NLD leadership and the exile 
community really think about the 
sanctions. When I was in Myanmar 
during the time of the recent United 
Nations Security Council debate, the 
NLD immediately came out with the 
statement that the debate was the right 
thing to do and that even more 
international pressure should be put on 
the Myanmar government. That is 
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something that I think ought to be 
debated. 
 

Geostrategic Considerations 
 
Ambassador Tsumori has put forward 
three broad, general suggestions. One 
was to also look at Myanmar with a 
geostrategic consideration. Well, IÕve 
asked for that for a very long time. The 
WestÕs Myanmar policy is a perfect 
example of an exclusively moral policy. 
We have been able to live with China, 
Vietnam, Laos, and even North Korea 
(all of them not exactly Westminster 
democracies!), but we have focused our 
moral outrage against Myanmar. How 
good it is to have the moral high ground!  
 
When Myanmar is discussed in the 
West, a simple, anti-intellectual, 
Manichean black and white thinking 
process operates: only if you are for the 
sanctions are you for democracy in 
Myanmar. But if you are skeptical of 
their use and convinced about their 
damage to the Myanmar population and 
to our own foreign policy options, then 
you must be chummy with the generals. 
If you use the term ÒBurmaÓ you are 
progressive, if you use ÒMyanmarÓ then 
you are reactionary. I do not accept this 
black and white thinking any longer. 
 
 If we really look at Myanmar with a 
geostrategic consideration, then maybe 
some compromises on our policies are 
necessary. I very much support the line 
that Ambassador Tsumori gave us about 
the Security Council, i.e. that it should 
not handle this in a confrontational 
manner. We are still waiting for the 
results of the visit Special Emissary of 
the UN Secretary General, Mr. Gambari, 
coming up in several days or so. I would 
also very much like to point out to you 

the very constructive statements of the 
British Ambassador after the recent 
Security Council debate. 
 
The possibility of a humanitarian 
intervention has been mentioned here. 
Well, how about a humanitarian 
intervention in North Korea? Have you 
thought about that? We are opening a 
PandoraÕs box here. Why would we do a 
humanitarian intervention in Myanmar? 
Would this be a corrective action to our 
own policies? MyanmarÕs social and 
economic conditions are mainly 
homegrown, but by our sanctions, by our 
denial of trade privileges and economic 
aid, by blocking them off from 
international financial institutions, we 
have contributed to the sad state of 
Myanmar. We should think about this 
point. 
 
I would like to go into Mike GreenÕs 
recommendations because he was the 
only one to bring forward some 
suggestions where all of us could agree. 
He said that it had to be a give and take 
and I think thatÕs the sensible way to do 
it. We have to give something and the 
other side has to give something. What 
we all want from Myanmar is the release 
of Aung San Suu Kyi, the release of the 
almost 1,200 political prisoners and the 
recent detainees of the Õ88 generation, 
and of course the full participation of the 
NLD and other democratic forces in the 
National Assembly, the Constitution 
making process, and in the promised 
multiparty elections. We would all like 
to see a firm commitment of the 
Government to the Seven Point Road 
Map to democracy and to national 
reconciliation. Instead of only asking for 
a timetable for the implementation of the 
Road Map, we should maybe also start 
discussing a timetable for the end of the 
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sanctions. Then the sanctions policy 
could fall, economic aid would be 
possible, and we would welcome 
Myanmar back into the world 
community. But the question mark 
remains whether the Myanmar 
government would engage with us on 
such a bargain. 
 
Mike Green said that basically we could 
give them a guarantee of their borders. I 
must say that if you look at the European 
Union statement on the sanctions, it has 
already assured Myanmar that of course 
we reaffirm the territorial integrity of 
Myanmar. Are we withholding this now 
and will only give it to Myanmar if they 
agree to a step by step process which we 
have prescribed? In the European view, 
we have already made that concession, if 
you call it a concession at all. We call it 
a reassurance. We meant that as a sort of 
reassurance to the generals that we had 
no desire to destroy the unity of 
Myanmar. The Myanmar government is 
presently engaged in highly complicated  
negotiations to end  the long-standing 
armed struggles of  different 
nationalities against the central 
government. National reconsolidation 
and  power sharing with these national 
minorities  in a future Union of 
Myanmar is high on their priority list. 
This deserves more attention and 
possibly better understanding. 
 
Mike GreenÕs most important proposal 
was to get together a community of 
nations, basically the United States, the 
ASEAN countries, India, and possibly at 
a later stage, China, to negotiate a 
package with Myanmar. My preference 
would be an ASEAN initiative. 
Myanmar is an ASEAN family member 
and Myanmar would be more 
comfortable with an ASEAN lead. Given 

the mutual distrust between Myanmar 
and the United States it would be very 
difficult for the United States to be 
involved in this process. Let ASEAN do 
itÑ it is their responsibility to bring 
Myanmar in from the cold. My idea has 
always been to look for a retired 
ASEAN general or an authoritarian 
figure on the world stage, like 
SingaporeÕs senior statesman Lee Kuan 
YewÑ somebody who has international 
credentials and can talk to Myanmar, to 
take the lead.  
 
The general recommendation I would 
like to make is that for the moment we 
keep the sanctions, but couple them with 
a critical  dialogue to slowly move to a 
policy of engagement. I think sanctions 
and dialogue can coexist. As an 
example, look at the  European UnionÕs 
North Korea policy. Each and every 
year, although we really play a very 
minor role there, we have sent a troika 
mission to talk to them about the nuclear 
question irrespective of the internal 
repression system of that regime.  So we 
should start a dialogue with the 
Myanmar government and at least probe 
whether they would be receptive. It may 
be that we get turned away, but I think 
that just sitting here and expecting that 
everything has to move on our terms will 
not get us any farther. After sixteen 
years we havenÕt achieved very much 
with the sanctions and maybe we should 
try another course. Thank you very 
much. 
 
Steinberg: Ambassador Hauswedell, 
thank you very much. Dr. Kyaw Yin 
Hlaing. 
 
Kyaw Yin Hlaing: Well almost 
everything I wanted to say has been 
covered by all of these people, so I really 
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donÕt have much to say. Like my co-
panelists, I am here on my own and will 
be speaking representing only myself, 
not the Burmese government, the 
opposition, the National University of 
Singapore, or the East-West Center, 
which I am associated with at the 
moment. IÕve been working on Burmese 
politics for the last ten or fifteen years, 
and have done a lot of research on that 
and have done a lot of survey research 
on Burmese attitudes toward the political 
situation within the country.  
 

Pro-U.S. Public Opinion in Burma 
 
David told me about this conference 
when we met in Singapore in June. He 
was telling me about the relationships 
between Western countries and 
Myanmar or Burma and how we should 
re-evaluate these policies. So right after 
that meeting I went to Yangon and 
talked to some of my friends and asked 
them to ask their friends to answer a set 
of questions. ItÕs kind of scary to inform 
you all that President Bush is more 
popular in Rangoon than he is in the 
United States at this time. Because of my 
sample size and given the political 
situation there, I cannot really do very 
scientific survey research. I focused on 
about eighty middle class people, but not 
in terms of wealth. If you talk about the 
middle class in terms of wealth, those 
are the people who are very close to the 
military government. No, IÕm talking 
about lawyers, writers, teachers, and 
government officials. These people 
support the U.S. invasions of Iraq and 
Afghanistan. Some people even said to 
me that itÕs good that the Taliban got 
punished because they dynamited the 
huge Buddha statues over there, which 
upset many Burmese Buddhists. There 
are also a number of people, influential 

writers, who say that the Burmese 
people should not be relying on the U.S. 
at all, or shouldnÕt be expecting too 
much from the United States. These 
people donÕt really have the full freedom 
to write what they want, so one eminent 
writer and journalist, I think I can 
mention his name, Ludu U Sein Win, a 
very respectable person, a pro-
democracy activist, no one in Burma 
will question his commitment to the 
movement, he was a bit annoyed by 
peopleÕs over reliance on the U.S. He 
wrote some articles that were somewhat 
critical of the U.S. government and some 
of his former students came back and 
said Òyou have started sounding like 
Kapiya Kan Kaung,Ó the pseudonym 
used by some Burmese officers for 
writing propaganda articles. I am not 
saying that a large majority of the 
Burmese people shares this view, but I 
have focused on some influential people 
in urban areas, both in Mandalay and 
Rangoon. These people really hate the 
government, and will support whoever is 
criticizing the government in any 
circumstances and whichever way they 
do it. If they heard Mike GreenÕs 
presentation, he would be one of the 
most popular figures in the country. 
What IÕm talking about is the public 
grievances toward the regime. 
 
ÒAfter  Diamonds There Wi ll Be GoldÓ 
 
Having said that, when you really look at 
what the United States is doing over 
there and sit down and talk to individual 
people, they are very frustrated with 
U.S. policy. They think that there should 
be some hard-line positions and they say 
sanctions are okay. What are we 
supposed to do after the sanctions? 
ThereÕs also what Ambassador Bolton 
did at the Security Council. A lot of 
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people over there, like the NLD, 
supported it as well as many people I 
spoke with in Rangoon. The problem is 
that they expected a lot more from it. 
They thought that the U.S. would invade 
Burma right after that. Right after the 
U.S. invasion of Iraq there was a joke 
circulating in Rangoon: ÒAfter diamonds 
there will be gold.Ó Saddam Hussein, 
sein in Burmese means Òdiamond.Ó And 
so after dealing with Òdiamond,Ó the 
U.S. would go after Than Shwe, shwe 
means ÒgoldÓ in Burmese. So there are 
things like that. Burmese people expect a 
lot from the U.S. government and IÕm 
sorry to say that they will be 
disappointed. They have been 
disappointed, privately they will tell you 
this, although publicly they will not say 
it. IÕve been known as an anti-sanctions 
activist, but here I am not going to talk 
about sanctions. When I criticize 
sanctions I am not suggesting that there 
should be no pressure on the 
government, but there needs to be 
pressure on all parties involved in this 
political process. But at the same time, 
as Ambassador Hauswedell said, current 
western sanctions are not working.  
 

Sanctions and Civil Society 
 
I work on the political economy of 
Burma, state-society relations and state-
business relations. I closely monitor the 
activities of major business enterprises 
and businesspeople in Rangoon, 
Mandalay, and other outlying areas. The 
number one businessman right now in 
Burma is Te Za. If you want to know 
more about him check out the feature 
article in Irrawaddy magazine.1 U.S. 

                                                
1 EditorÕs note: June 2005 issue. 
Available online at: 

sanctions have had a serious impact on 
the government, but people like him 
manage to find ways to do business. 
They have business connections in 
Singapore, Malaysia, and Thailand, and 
some people, believe it or not, even do 
business in Cambodia and Laos by not 
registering their real names. Sanctions 
definitely undermine the government, 
but not to the extent that it would 
collapse. I am not suggesting that there 
shouldnÕt be any sanctions or any 
pressure. But the current sanctions 
undermine civil society more than they 
undermine the government. Sanctions 
will work when civil society can take 
advantage of the weakening position of 
the government. Our civil society 
organizations like Metta and so on are 
working hard but are not there yet. If 
you donÕt talk about humanitarian 
assistance or support measures to 
promote civil society within the country, 
then itÕs not that sanctions wonÕt work 
and contribute to the collapse of the 
government. They will. Sooner or later 
the economy will become stagnant and 
in the long run the government will go 
bankrupt. That will take at least another 
five to ten years. Burma is blessed and 
cursed with many natural resources. In 
political economy literature, countries 
with plentiful natural resources often lag 
behind in terms of development because 
they are relying on natural resources too 
much. WeÕve still got enough natural 
resources for the military leaders to keep 
themselves in power. Once the regime 
collapses, the country will be left with 
destitute people with diseases and so 
many environmental problems. ThatÕs 
why when people like me talk about the 
sanctions issue or humanitarian 

                                                                 
http://www.irrawaddy.org/article.php?art
_id=4761 
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assistanceÑ letÕs not argue about it too 
much because they are already done and 
the Western countries are not going to 
lift those sanctions easily and quickly 
anyway.  
 

Humanitarian Assistance 
 
LetÕs talk about humanitarian assistance. 
The EU, the U.S., Japan, and Australia 
all need to think seriously about it. We 
like to raise moral questions all of the 
time; we have already agreed that these 
military leaders are immoral. When we 
are dealing with immoral people, why do 
we have to keep talking about moral 
issues? They will not listen to it. They 
are not going to endorse any sort of 
values that run counter to their interests. 
We know that. We need to find a way to 
get things done, to help people out. 
Sooner or later they will have to go. I 
used to be cautiously optimistic, but now 
I am pessimistic too. At the same time, 
being Burmese, we have to live in hope. 
We have four major countries, the U.S., 
Australia, the EU, and Japan; you have 
to keep trying to help. The German 
government is the only government that 
is still giving scholarships to Burmese 
government officials. If you really want 
to change them and talk to them about 
moral issues, you need to change their 
mindset and try to understand the way 
they think. If you just keep them over 
there, they will never understand your 
moral values. I have talked to so many 
government officials who did graduate 
studies in Germany, and they changed a 
lot. When I was doing my dissertation 
research, I talked to many government 
officials and they couldnÕt understand 
why the Malaysians were trying to get 
rid of Mahathir. ÒOh come on, Mahathir 
has done a good jobÓ they say. They 
canÕt understand that Malaysian people 

might have wanted a better leader. They 
cannot think outside of the box. So if 
you really want to help them out, you 
donÕt penalize those people. We talk 
about political science theories all the 
time, and when they look at these 
government officials, they treat the 
Burmese government as a unitary actor. 
All Western countries, with no 
exception, fail to exploit this major 
power struggle within the government. 
Khin Nyunt and his people tried to reach 
out to the State Department, they sent 
out letters, and I have read some of 
them. They tried to reach out to people 
and they werenÕt acknowledged at all. 
IÕm not suggesting that people should 
help them, but at least recognize that this 
is a possible gain. So, try to exploit that. 
It is one of the missed opportunities.  
 

ASEANÕs Role 
 

I, for one, donÕt think much of ASEAN. 
To me, ASEAN is a Cold War-type 
organization. ASEAN canÕt deal with 
many of these issues, not because they 
donÕt want to, but because it lacks a 
proper mechanism to deal with the issues 
going on in Burma. If you have to talk 
about forced labor or authoritarian rule, 
you look at Laos. The use of forced 
labor is rampant in Laos. I also work on 
LaosÑ I went there, did research, and 
interviewed a lot of NGO people. 
ASEAN is making a big fuss about 
Burma mainly because Western 
countries are pressuring them to do it. I 
bet that if Western countries stopped 
pressuring ASEAN countries, they 
wouldnÕt do anything. That doesnÕt 
necessarily mean that ASEAN shouldnÕt 
play a role in this political process in 
Burma. But ASEAN should play their 
role differently than how Western 
countries should play theirs. I donÕt 
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think that there should be a unified 
approach, but there should be a 
coordinated approach, on which IÕll 
elaborate a little later. The Seven Point 
Road Map emerged partly because of 
ASEAN. ASEAN leaders privately 
talked to Khin Nyunt. I talked to a 
Burmese political analyst who used to be 
very close to the Khin Nyunt people and 
he was very sure about this and wrote 
about it in one of his articles, one that 
IÕm editing now. ASEAN played a big 
role in that. 
 
Ambassador Hauswedell also talked 
about this time frame issue. While 
Western countries are pressuring the 
government to liberalize further, 
ASEAN countries should be pressuring 
the regime to set a time frame. There has 
to be some kind of division of labor 
between the different countries and 
conceptual clarity. Mike Green talked 
about this common, unified approach. 
When we talk about humanitarian 
assistance, we donÕt really have a unified 
understanding of it either. For Japan, 
renovating the airport in Mingaladon is 
part of this humanitarian assistance. The 
EU countries have a unified definition 
under Article V, defined quite clearly. 
The U.S. also understands humanitarian 
assistance differently. Then there is the 
role of China. China only talks about 
stability and national reconciliation. In 
Western countries, when people talk 
about national reconciliation, the only 
way to that end is through political 
liberalization. For the Chinese 
government, national reconciliation is 
not about political liberalization. Why 
would the Chinese government want a 
pro-Western democratic government at 
its doorstep? They have to choose, and 
they wonÕt choose that. That is why I am 
very pessimistic about this common 

approach, but there should be a 
coordinated approach. A coordinated 
approach would have some countries 
being more critical and other countries 
being less critical, but at the same time I 
agree with Ambassador Tsumori that 
you need to address the needs of the 
people over there. Whatever you do 
from the outside will have less impact on 
the regime unless you can promote civil 
society inside of the country. I could be 
wrong, but thatÕs what I believe. So if 
you keep doing things that undermine 
both civil society and the regime, weÕll 
have to wait for a long, long time. If you 
donÕt change the policy and come up 
with a new approach, then somewhere 
down the road, in maybe 2016, Burma 
will become another Ethiopia or 
Somalia. I would bet that. Thank you. 
 
Steinberg: Thank you very much. Does 
anybody on the panel want to respond 
very quickly to anything that anybody 
else said? Mike Green. Then weÕll open 
it up to the floor. 
 
Green: Well, I didnÕt hear anything that 
fundamentally changed my view from 
what I said at the beginning, but I heard 
some very helpful fine-tuning and 
tactical corrections as to how you might 
have a more effective multilateral 
approach. I think what I heard from 
everyone is that sanctions are not 
working but they are necessary. 
Necessary, but not sufficient. Because 
sanctions are not working does not 
logically mean that the Bangkok process, 
or constructive engagement, is working. 
The main point that I was trying to make 
is that separately none of our approaches 
are having the results we want and that 
what we need to do is construct a 
common toolkit and approach. I agree 
that the Chinese view of this will be 
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different. China does not want to support 
the development of democratic 
institutions and principles on its borders. 
China has an interest in stability and in 
stopping drugs and trafficking of women 
and so forth, things that cause security 
problems for them, which is why we 
need to start with the U.S. and ASEAN. 
I believe that ASEAN should be at the 
core, although I heard two different 
views about how central ASEANÕs role 
should be. I agree that a unitary 
approach in these multilateral diplomatic 
efforts is almost impossible. If you look 
at the Milosevic Contact GroupÑ which 
was effectiveÑ the United States, the 
EU, NATO, and the Russians, we did 
not have a unified approach but we 
coordinated it very closely before we all 
made our separate initiatives. I think that 
can be effective. I donÕt think I heard 
anybody say that the United Nations or 
the Secretary GeneralÕs envoy can play 
that role. My view is that the Secretary 
GeneralÕs envoy can play a useful role in 
other respects, in very specific cases 
such as getting a doctor to Aung San Suu 
Kyi, but coordinating these powers 
cannot be done by the UN Secretary 
General. Maybe Ban Ki-moon can bring 
a different approach to this, but I doubt 
it. So it has to be done by governments 
at senior levels. The last presentation 
was quite impressive and I agree with 
one of the main points that we need 
smarter sanctions. One of the things that 
I learned in the Six-Party Talks with 
North Korea is that when you have an 
impasse in your own government but can 
bring together a common view, thereÕs a 
Japanese word, gaiatsu, external 
pressure, and sometimes the U.S. needs 
gaiatsu too. I think that the fact that 
ASEAN and Japan have pursued a 
different approach has given room for 
the U.S. Congress to pursue its own 

approach, which has been a very tough 
sanctions approach. To the extent that 
we have some common principles and a 
common approach, my sense from 
talking to members of Congress is that 
theyÕre in turn going to be more open 
and flexible about the nature of U.S. 
pressure. ThatÕs all I would say, some 
very helpful interventions and critiques, 
but I feel that what I heard reinforced my 
sense that we need to think about how to 
do this in concert. Thank you for letting 
me comment. 
 
Steinberg: One of the things about 
sanctions is that they are very easy to 
impose but politically theyÕre very 
difficult to get rid of in the country 
concerned. Andrew, you had wanted to 
make some comments. 
 
Selth: Just one brief comment. Dr. 
Kyaw Yin Hlaing I think mentioned that 
Burma may end up like Sudan or 
Somalia in 2016 if we didnÕt do 
anything. I guess I just wanted to pick 
that point up. If we look at Burma in 
1988 and look at it now, I think you 
could make a pretty strong case that in 
political, economic, strategic, 
diplomatic, and military terms, Burma is 
now stronger than it was in 1988, despite 
all of the measures that have been taken 
against it by all the countries that have 
been trying to bring about change in 
Burma. Socially, in terms of health and 
education, it is in an appalling state, 
worse than in 1988. But in all those 
other measures of the stateÕs strength, I 
think you could claim that it is indeed 
stronger. So IÕm not sure that weÕre 
going to be looking at a failed state in 
2016. I think that what we are going to 
be looking at if things donÕt change, is a 
state that, structurally and in terms of 
raw power, will be able to survive and 
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still be quite strong, and has allies in the 
world that it can use to resist pressure 
from other countries. The real tragedy in 
Burma in 2016 will be that the people of 
Burma will be suffering, not the 
government. 
 
Steinberg: Mr. Ambassador, go ahead. 
 
Education, Investment, and Tour ism 

 
Hauswedell: I think I have not shaken 
Mike GreenÕs stand on the sanctions, so 
let me tell you another story. IÕll give 
you one example of sanctions policy that 
really hurts our own interests. One part 
of the sanctions regime is the visa ban. 
Any major stakeholder in the Myanmar 
Government, any military personnel 
from the rank of Brigadier General 
upwards, is blacklisted for a visa to the 
United States, the European Community, 
and I think Japan and Australia as well. 
Also, the spouses and the children of 
these people are on the visa ban list. So 
by doing this we are making sure that 
they are not studying at our universities. 
You just heard from Dr. Hlaing that 
maybe it is a good idea to have 
exchangesÑ maybe it will change 
peopleÕs minds. It would be very helpful 
if they would study at our universities, 
but we have foreclosed that avenue. 
 
Then there is also good testimony about 
how shortsighted we are to ban 
investment in and to stigmatize tourism 
to Myanmar. It comes from an 
impeccable source, the Nobel Peace 
Prize winner Ramos Horta, now Prime 
Minister of Timor-Leste, formerly 
Foreign Minister. When he came to 
Berlin, he discussed our attitude on 
sanctions. As you all know, he is against 
sanctions, which he has clarified in 
several op-ed pieces in the Wall Street 

Journal. When he was in Norway in 
1996 to receive his Nobel Prize, he also 
talked to officials from Statoil, the big 
Norwegian oil company. Outside there 
were Norwegians protesting Statoil, 
objecting to their investing in oil 
exploration in the Timor Gap. So the 
Statoil representative reminded him 
about the consequences of stopping an 
investment decision. If they made the 
investment now, East Timor would reap 
the benefits after it had gained 
independence. Or they could refrain 
from it, and only do it much later, but 
then East Timor might lose eight years 
on its development. So he was very 
convinced that allowing investment was 
the way to go to benefit his own country. 
 
Concerning the discouragement of 
tourism, he told us that when he was in 
Spain at the ASEM foreign ministers 
meeting in 2002, he discussed with 
Spanish officials the Western ostracism 
of tourism in Myanmar. The Spanish 
officials told him ÒIf we hadnÕt had the 
tourists in the fifties and the sixties then 
Franco would have stayed in power ten 
more years.Ó So one can have very 
different opinions on an investment ban, 
and on the jobs and capacity building it 
builds, and also on the tourists. I think 
that every tourist in MyanmarÑ and 
Myanmar gets quality tourism, educated 
tourism, green tourismÑ is an agent of 
change. I think we should not discourage 
that kind of tourism. Thank you. 
 

ASEAN Leadership? 
 
Pavin: I would like to share my thoughts 
on the issue of ASEAN, to add on to 
what Dr. Kyaw Yin Hlaing has said, and 
to perhaps pose a question to Mike on 
what would be the role of ASEAN. I 
have learned from my colleagues at the 
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ASEAN secretariat that they have been 
working toward promoting the image of 
the grouping. What they found out was 
that member countries have focused 
mainly on positive issues, such as the 
need to produce the ASEAN Charter and 
to achieve political, economic, and 
social integration. None of them has paid 
enough attention to the political 
development of Burma. This is taking 
place at a critical time when bilateral 
tensions between member states have 
arisenÑ Singapore and Thailand in the 
case of the Shin-Temasek deal, or 
Singapore and Malaysia in their dispute 
over the building of a new causeway 
bridge. When Mike opined that ASEAN 
should step up to play a core role in the 
Burma issue, I donÕt see how this will 
happen. 

 
Decline in the Standard of L iving 

 
Kyaw: I just wanted to respond to 
AndrewÕs comment and clarify what I 
said. Of course no generals are going to 
die of starvation. When I talk about 
Somalia or those African countries it is 
in terms of the intensity of poverty and 
the problems within the general public. I 
did some research over the last few years 
and asked some 50 families in the 
outlying areas of Yangon to record what 
they eat. The quality of food they eat 
declined even within two years time, 
which shouldnÕt be the caseÑ two years 
is a short period of time. So when you go 
to the outlying areas, I was in Chin state 
a couple months ago, things are really 
getting worse. My research focuses on 
the society, so I am talking from that 
perspective. In terms of economic 
development, letÕs face it, there are all of 
these economically successful people, a 
handful of people who are relatively 
close to the military government. But in 

general, people are less well off than 
before in terms of PPP. 
 
Steinberg: This is true that people are 
less well off, but Andrew is also right 
that the government is stronger. If you 
look at the foreign exchange holdings of 
the government in 1988, they were about 
$30 million, which was a couple of 
weeks worth of imports. According to 
the Economist, they are now about $750 
million and are going to go up when the 
Arakan offshore gas is exploited.  So itÕs 
not a failed state; it may be a state where 
the quality of life is going down, but that 
is a very different matter. Now we want 
to throw this open to the floor. 

 
Q& A 

 
Questioner : My question is for Mike 
Green and for Ambassador Hauswedell. 
In a democratic society, we can have 
different points of view, either a soft or 
hard approach, whether we agree with 
sanctions or not, right? What I see as a 
Burmese citizen is that for eighteen 
years we have not had a coordinated 
strategy to change the system. No matter 
how we approach it, we need to be 
realistic. In this energy insecure society, 
gas is a very important factor, especially 
with the natural gas that is just coming 
out. They have a source of income for 
their survival. We talk in the West in 
intellectual terms and about theories, but 
what the Burmese generals think about is 
how to maintain their raw power. We 
also have to take into consideration that 
they are playing against time and space. 
They closed the space for the opposition 
and stretched the time and that is how 
they isolated the whole opposition and 
put it in a corner. I am very glad to hear 
Ambassador HauswedellÕs suggestion, 
but I must disagree with you in saying 
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that Europeans are in the front as a 
power. The key thing in this is China 
and America; they are the two major 
powers that can really bring about a 
solution. My point of view is, I wrote a 
paper about having engagement, not in a 
ÒconstructiveÓ way, but in a solid way 
like in the Six-Party Talks and led by the 
U.S. Without coordination between the 
U.S. and China, we would only be 
dreaming, there would never be a 
solution because the generals know how 
to play using the space between these 
powers. We need to come into a 
coordinated forum and negotiate. The 
danger here is that the legitimacy of the 
1990 election is gone. We havenÕt talked 
about how we are going to face it when 
we reach that stage. My perspective is, 
how can we change the fact that the U.S. 
only has a tactical policy? It doesnÕt 
have any strategic planning or policy. 
My question to Mike Green is, although 
Burma is low on the totem pole of 
interests for the United States right now, 
how can the U.S. at least have a 
reassessment of policy toward 
engagement. IÕm not talking about 
constructive engagement, but 
engagement through strength.  
 
Steinberg: Mike, would you like to 
speak to that? 
 
Green: Well, I agree with you that the 
U.S. and frankly every other country 
involved is being far too tactical and not 
strategic enough in part because we are 
distracted by great power rivalries and 
other issues like energy that dominate 
Burma policy for many in the region. 
Human rights and democracy are an 
important priority for us. The Burma 
issue does have the attention of the 
President and the First Lady, who have 
met with dissidents and have called 

briefings with senior State Department 
and NSC officials. There is a definite 
high-level interest in this and I think for 
that reason that a sustained approach is 
possible. I think the way to structure it, 
and these are tactical process issues, is to 
have a senior envoy from ASEAN and I 
donÕt mind the suggestion of a former 
general. I think Lee Kuan Yew probably 
doesnÕt want to do it, but thereÕs no 
shortage of former authoritarians in 
Southeast Asia who can fit that bill. It 
would have to be someone credible, an 
Ali Alatas; IÕm not saying heÕs an 
authoritarian, but someone of that caliber 
who is respected in the United States as 
well.  
 
The U.S. needs, and this will be 
unpopular with the State Department, a 
special envoy or senior coordinator on 
Burma. The East Asia Bureau is very 
focused on this and very serious, but 
they have a lot on their plate and itÕs 
useful to have a high level person who is 
respected in a bipartisan way to work on 
effecting changes in U.S. policy in 
concert with changes of other countriesÕ 
policies; I think theyÕre a set, you have 
to do them all together. There needs to 
be a sustained dialogue among the 
various senior coordinators and people 
focusing on this about what the change 
agents are within Burma. I think if you 
could make a credible argument, and 
weÕve heard some here, to change 
sanctions to allow more aid to civil 
society and so forth, I think you could 
make a persuasive case to the U.S. 
Congress as long as itÕs a part of a larger 
package of thinking of change. For 
example, a very careful look at what 
kind of code of conduct we might have 
for foreign direct investment because 
much of the deprivation and societal 
problems in Burma result directly from 
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large scale infrastructure projects that 
lead the Burmese military to displace 
and brutalize people. So we all could 
have a better tactical and more refined 
and more effective approach if we think 
about what change agents we should be 
targeting. Procedurally, I think that a 
senior ASEAN person as Ambassador 
Tsumori suggested, and then a special 
U.S. coordinator-envoy would be useful. 
When I was in the NSC, we conceptually 
discussed this with our ASEAN 
colleagues and there was some interest. 
We never really got too far. Jim Kelly, 
the Assistant Secretary, had some 
interest in trying to explore this, but itÕs 
not something the NSC can do, the NSC 
is not operational, and the East Asia 
Bureau at State has a lot on its plate. I 
think this is why you need someone 
specially designated for this. 
 
Steinberg: If the U.S. has a special 
envoy, it must be high level enough to 
influence the Congress, because who 
makes policy in the United States now 
about Myanmar or Burma? 
 
Green: Yes, someone whoÕs credible 
with the Congress, thatÕs right, and can 
brief them. 
 

Investment and Infrastructure 
 
Questioner : Thank you. If you accept 
what Dr. Hauswedell has said, which I 
do, that engagement is crucial and 
sanctions have been one of the major 
causes of the deprivations, I think if you 
look then at the attitude from several of 
the speakers that seems to assume that 
China and India are somehow the bad 
guysÑ the odd men outÑ perhaps itÕs the 
other way around that the West is the 
odd man out. If Sean Crispin is right in 
his recent article, the foreign investment 

in Burma went up from $200 million 
two years ago to $6 billion plus this past 
year. I know some people say Òoh, well, 
that only helps the regimeÓ and some 
people even go so far as to say that 
infrastructure development is oppressive, 
which I find to be absurd. The point is, I 
think, that exactly this kind of 
development, the opening up of roads to 
India, China, and Thailand, the tourism, 
the opening up through economic 
development, is not something that 
simply helps the regime but is going to 
transform the country. IÕd like to have 
some responses to that. 
 
Steinberg: Who would like to respond? 
 
Kyaw: Politics is not a black and white 
issue. Whether China and India are 
either good or bad, I wouldnÕt go into 
that sort of debate. But at the same time 
when we talk about China and India, of 
course all of us here understand the 
importance of national interests, we 
cannot pressure them to play the type of 
role that Western countries should play. 
What should India and China do? They 
can do some things, especially China. 
They can pressure the Burmese military 
government to be lenient towards 
political opposition. In terms of 
infrastructure development, I wouldnÕt 
buy the type of argument you just 
mentioned either. I travel around the 
country all the time and it is much easier 
now than it was previously and that is 
very good for people. ItÕs not a good or 
bad kind of thing. When we start 
thinking about a coordinated strategy or 
approach, we need to discuss what kind 
of role these countries should be playing. 
Those are the kind of questions we 
should be raising, not about good or bad. 
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Steinberg: On the question of 
infrastructure, there seems to be a 
broader question. The military is capable 
of building infrastructure, theyÕve built 
more than any other government since 
independence, I donÕt think thereÕs any 
question about that. However, they view 
the building of infrastructure as an 
element, or perhaps the element, of their 
legitimacy in a way. When the Council 
on Foreign Relations did their study on 
Burma, I raised the point at the meeting 
that we should talk about the 
infrastructure because it is 
underappreciated outside of Burma and 
the military has mentioned this to me 
specifically. I said we can discuss 
whether the building of infrastructure 
means youÕre printing more money, 
using more corvŽe labor, whether these 
are the wrong priorities, and whether 
you should be putting more money 
toward social services and so forth. 
These are legitimate questions. But I was 
told at the Council, by the Chair, that we 
will not say anything that could be 
construed as at all favorable to the 
military, or show that they have had any 
accomplishments. I think this was an 
oversight. But the issue of infrastructure 
then becomes very important in the eyes 
of the Burmese military themselves. 
 
Questioner : I am interested in 
Ambassador HauswedellÕs comments 
about ASEAN taking the lead role and to 
have some kind of a senior envoy. You 
suggested Lee Kuan Yew who is 
constantly offending neighbors with his 
comments, and also somebody suggested 
Ambassador Ali Alatas. President 
Yudhoyono did try to make overtures to 
the SPDC and that fizzled out, it was 
rebuffed. We saw a shift, seeing them 
preferring to engage with the UN and the 
West. At least within that circle it seems 

to the rest of us in ASEAN that they 
prefer to engage with the glamorous 
West instead of second-class ASEAN. I 
am interested to hear how you think 
ASEAN can play that role. You also 
mentioned ASEAN with the U.S. and 
China later on, and even ASEAN is 
saying at this stage that China and India 
should play a more active role rather 
than ASEAN. Thank you. 

Hauswedell: LetÕs wait until the second 
Gambari visit occurs. If he gets access to 
Than Shwe and to Aung San Suu Kyi, I 
think then we will have seen a deliberate 
track record on their side that they would 
prefer to deal with the United Nations 
rather than with ASEAN. But letÕs see 
how this works out. I think that now they 
are angry about the moral censuring in 
the Security Council, knowing full well 
that in the General Assembly the United 
States would have never got a majority 
to condemn Myanmar. They are also  
upset that Japan changed its position and 
was suddenly giving its support to the 
debate.  

Concerning the best man to talk to 
Myanmar, my preference is still for 
Minister Mentor Lee Kuan Yew to take 
on that job. He is a world figure, a wise 
man about Asia, and if you want 
anybody to talk to Than Shwe on the 
same level with the same kind of self-
esteem, then I would say he simply is the 
best. But there certainly may be others; 
as Mike pointed out there is no shortage 
of authoritarian personalities in 
Southeast Asia. Sometimes I think that a 
military man can talk best with another 
military man. That is why I have always 
admired the United States, because they 
have kept their military attachŽ in 
Myanmar whereas we in Europe 
immediately withdrew all our military 
attachŽs after the events of 1988. 
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Tsumori: Ambassador Hauswedell just 
said that the Japanese government has 
changed its position concerning putting 
Myanmar on the agenda of the Security 
Council. I have to say that is not correct; 
the Japanese government has not 
changed its position. It has been thinking 
about what to do concerning this matter. 
I think you mean that the Japanese 
Ambassador in New York said 
something about the negative remarks 
concerning these issues. I donÕt know 
why he said it this way, at that time I 
was not a government official, I knew 
that the Japanese Foreign Ministry was 
seriously thinking about the matter. 
When our former Foreign Minister 
Machimura visited Yangon in March, he 
gave a warning to Myanmar, saying that 
if things are going this way, it cannot 
defend Myanmar any more. 

Pavin: How to handle Burma is a tricky 
issue for ASEAN. Malaysia is known for 
its strong support for the drafting of 
ASEANÕs first constitutionÑ the 
ASEAN Charter, but member states are 
uncertain whether the Charter will be 
able to compel Burma to urgently carry 
out political reforms. The solution so far 
rests on the speculation that once the 
Charter is completed, ASEAN members 
may have to evict a stubborn Burma 
from the grouping if the country fails to 
comply with the rules. But I am not sure 
if this is the best solution. I still think 
that someone from China, considering 
ChinaÕs strategic and economic 
importance for the region and the extent 
to which Burma relies on Beijing, would 
be the best envoy. 

The Name Controversy 

Questioner  (Daw Yin Yin Myint, 
Embassy of Myanmar): I have been in 
the Foreign Service for twenty-five years 

and came to Washington a year and a 
half ago. At this seminar I canÕt help but 
want to respond to the issues raised by 
the various discussants, but since I donÕt 
have time I have to deal with issues that 
I think are most important. First of all, I 
want to deal briefly with the name issue, 
Burma or Myanmar. Even now when we 
speak we say Bamar and when we write 
we say Myanmar. ItÕs just a phonemic 
difference of literary versus spoken. At 
least, we should have the right to choose 
our own name. The British had their own 
pronunciations, Rangoon instead of 
Yangon, Pegu instead of Bago. This 
brings back all of the memories of the 
colonial era. On this matter I believe we 
should have the right to choose our own 
name. 

Perception Gap 

Here at this seminar, which is more of an 
academic exercise, instead of defending 
in my official capacity, I would like to 
share my thoughts on certain issues so 
that I have more leeway and freedom to 
address the issues. First of all, I feel and 
believe there is a big gap of 
misunderstanding and misperception 
between my people and the outside 
world. Sometimes the outside world just 
takes it for granted that they just know 
everything, but they do not understand 
our views on certain issues and it really 
astounds me sometimes. As a small 
example, when I mentioned that I 
wished that my people would be well 
educated, one of my American friends 
said, ÒDo you think that if your leaders 
or civil servants in the ministries were 
educated it would be different?Ó I would 
definitely say yesÑ well educated and 
well exposedÑ but because of all kinds 
of restraints we have difficulty in 
communicating with the outside world 
and seeing certain things. I am a product 
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of U.S. training in the 1980s and that 
gave me an opportunity to adjust my 
outlook vis-ˆ -vis the views of the outside 
world. At that time, our training was 
such that we could decide what was right 
or wrong. The education was not just a 
kind of brainwashing; we had already 
acquired a certain state of maturity and 
experience and with the education 
outside of the country we were able to 
decide what is good and best for our 
country. We are serving the interests of 
our people; we are civil servants. 

Human Rights in Myanmar 

Let me briefly touch on the human rights 
abuses. The outside world believes that 
there are rampant human rights abuses in 
Myanmar and that they are the result of 
the policy of the military government. 
Here it is very important to make clear 
whether this results from the policy of 
the government or whether the 
government condones these actions or 
whether we are serious in taking action. 
The government is seriously aware of 
these issues and knows that it is in our 
interest to tackle these issues. With the 
help of some countries that understand 
our needs, we are training our people 
and are sensitizing them to human rights. 
For example, we had human rights 
workshops and training programs 
conducted by Australia and New 
Zealand and have been using them in 
tackling transnational issues. Since I 
worked in the capacity of director for 
East Asia, I know that Myanmar police 
personnel are cooperating with the 
police attachŽ in the Australian Embassy 
in tracking down human traffickers. This 
unit is very efficient. Even the 
Australian ambassador noted the 
efficiency of this unit. We are trying to 
make use of all avenues of assistance in 
tackling all of these allegations of human 

rights abuses. Our Geneva mission is the 
prime source of communications with 
the United Nations.  

In the context of human rights, our 
country has a sad history. We have been 
beset with a long history of insurgency 
and we need to address the root causes 
of these problems. That is why the 
leadership laid down plans to develop 
the border areas. The Foreign Ministry 
pushed for the presence of the ICRC in 
these regions. Right now, the Foreign 
and Home Ministries are very serious 
about promoting awareness and training 
these people to be sensitive. Our 
ministers are trying to let the diplomatic 
corpsÑ including from the United States 
EmbassyÑ go to the sites and see for 
themselves the measures we are taking 
in addressing these issues. I am not 
saying that we have an unblemished 
record on human rights, but we are 
trying to tackle it as best as we can with 
the help of the outside world. With 
narcotics trafficking, we have different 
kinds of treaties with China, India, 
ASEAN, and with specialized UN 
agencies. When I first came to the 
United StatesÑ at my very first meeting 
with State Department officialsÑ we 
talked about cooperation in the 
surveying of opium cultivation. This will 
also give us the opportunity to show that 
we are very serious in tackling these 
issues. When Dr. Michael Green 
mentioned that the government is 
practicing ÒFour CutsÓ, I think yes, this 
is referring to the military operations. It 
has a negative impact on the people in 
the area. But this doesnÕt mean that it is 
deliberately meant for the minority 
people in these local areas. When there 
is a military operation against 
insurgency, all the people including 
Bamars are affected. 
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Addressing these issues, our mission in 
Geneva is trying to cooperate with all 
kinds of special rapporteurs. We also 
want due credit for our effortsÑ if only 
the bad things are highlighted, we will 
have difficulty convincing our own 
people that cooperation with the UN is 
good. We also have to fight this 
internally.  

Myanmar and the Region 

It is not true that we keep using China 
and India. We are stuck between two 
giant countries, and our other neighbors 
are big countries as well. We try our best 
to keep our own identity. The Foreign 
Ministry took a leading role in projecting 
an independent foreign policy, but now 
because of unfortunate circumstances we 
are pushed closer to China. We are 
trying to deal with this by developing 
more ties with India and ASEAN. 
Basically we are trying to develop good 
relations with our neighbors and they in 
turn reciprocate. When one of the 
discussants questioned whether our 
leaders would be open to outside advice, 
I would say yes. We very much 
appreciate the advice from ASEAN and 
our neighbors, but we really hope that 
the advice given is not a result of the 
pressure from the West but because our 
neighbors are advising us in the interests 
of Myanmar and the region.  

The issue regarding Myanmar being a 
threat to international peace and security. 
I appreciate the views of all the 
discussants in that they are talking out of 
genuine concern for Myanmar. 
However, we have never been a threat to 
international peace and security. For the 
HIV issue and avian flu, the FAO 
representative in Myanmar is Chinese 
and we are cooperating with all of these 
representatives from specialized 

agencies and trying to combat these 
diseases of concern to the Security 
Council. 

Steinberg: Thank you very much. 

Questioner : Thank you. I just want to 
compliment the panel because these are 
the most nuanced views that we have 
heard so far, especially about sanctions, 
which we have been talking about here 
in D.C. since at least 2001. My question 
to the whole panel is, do you plan to go 
from here to a more fine tuned stick and 
carrot policy or strategy? We all know 
that everything has been tried before and 
I agree with Michael Green that we are 
good and stuck. It doesnÕt bode well that 
even the panel cannot agree, and theyÕre 
not even government representatives. 
Another question for all of you, how do 
you square this with the PBS Frontline 
piece just a few days ago that included a 
shot of the remains of a dissidentÕs 
cracked head who was beaten to death in 
front of everyone? This morning on 
CNN there was a piece that showed clips 
from the wedding of General Than 
ShweÕs daughter. Who could even 
estimate the value of that chest full of 
diamonds? 

Steinberg: Anybody want to respond? 

Green: Maybe I am an eternal optimist; 
I think that there is more convergence on 
the panel than not, but there are clearly 
differences. On Than ShweÕs daughterÕs 
wedding and the Frontline piece, that is 
journalistic evidence that backs up a lot 
of documentary evidence that there are 
some serious problems in terms of 
displacement and suppression of people, 
brutality, et cetera. I appreciate very 
much what the Minister said, I think it 
was very nuanced and heartfelt, and I 
agree with some particular points, but I 
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think the evidence is pretty strong that 
the government at high levels and the 
junta is culpable and is pursuing a 
strategy of suppression and there is 
massive displacement from 
infrastructure projects. The 
documentation is quite strong. When this 
Than Shwe wedding happened, my wife 
(I got married last year) was in Jakarta 
and called me and said, ÒDid you see 
that video? I only got one ring!Ó It has 
caused me an immediate personal crisis 
and I told her we donÕt know whether 
those were plastic or not. SheÕs in the 
region, and whatÕs being discussed 
among scholars in Jakarta and elsewhere 
is why this video was leaked in the first 
place and how it got out. I think it is 
evidence of some serious doubt about 
Than Shwe. I take AndrewÕs point about 
some of the strength of the regime, but 
one of the really fundamental 
weaknesses right now is the leadership 
and its lack of legitimacy. The fact that it 
moved the capital based on, reportedly, a 
soothsayerÕs advice, this wedding video, 
there are a lot of signs that there are 
serious problems with the leadership and 
doubts within the leadership about Than 
Shwe, and it bears further watching in 
my view. 

Steinberg: I think one of the issues on 
the question of leadership is that the 
hierarchical structure of the society and 
the military command system mean that 
the leader cannot be questioned by his 
own close associates. There is no 
imperial Chinese censorate, if you will, 
to tell the emperor, ÒHey wait a minute, 
thatÕs not a good idea,Ó or ÒBe carefulÓ 
or ÒThatÕs not in the national interest.Ó 
This is very important, and a free press 
in a modern society plays that role, but 
of course in Myanmar there is no free 
press. ThereÕs a question way in the 
back. 

Questioner : I lived in the jungle for 
nearly eight years with different ethnic 
groups that have been oppressed by the 
regimeÕs troops. I witnessed the 
brutalities of the military regime over the 
past sixteen years. I have two questions, 
one for Ambassador Hauswedell and one 
for the panel. If I understood your 
statement correctly, you said that Burma 
doesnÕt pose a threat to any countries in 
the region. I would like to know how 
you would explain what Martin Luther 
King Jr. said, ÒInjustice anywhere is a 
threat to justice everywhere.Ó A few 
weeks ago, one of my friends died in a 
prison, and a lot of my friends have died 
in prison before, and some contracted 
HIV. You donÕt need to go to Burma to 
get the facts on what the regime is doing 
to people, just go to the Thai-Burma 
border where you will see a lot of people 
that are in trouble.  

Most of you say that sanctions donÕt 
work and therefore we need to give 
humanitarian assistance to Burma. Look 
at China, Russia, and Vietnam where the 
regimes are getting stronger and stronger 
and we have seen no changes in 
government or economic structures. 
How would you like to explain the 
policy of the West, giving humanitarian 
assistance to those countries? Look at 
Russia and China, they are becoming 
stronger and people there will not have 
equal rights or fundamental freedoms. 
Thank you. 

Steinberg: Mr. Ambassador? 

EU Humanitarian Aid 

Hauswedell: Let me start with the last 
question. The European Union, in its 
common position, has listed a number of 
exceptions for member states where 
humanitarian aid, which could also be 



 37 

considered pre-development aid, can be 
given in the fields of environment, 
health, education, and capacity building. 
But despite this authorization, member 
states still make too little use of it 
because aid, even humanitarian aid to 
Myanmar, is still being stigmatized by 
parts of the exile community as being 
helpful to the Òregime.Ó And the exile 
communities in Europe certainly play 
their role to prevent any change of 
policy. Politicians in Europe are also 
wary about making decisions in this 
matter because they no longer have first-
hand knowledge about Myanmar. It is 
largely forgotten that the visa ban 
against Myanmar was also accompanied 
by a travel ban that kept EU membersÕ 
higher officials from visiting Myanmar. 

I think that humanitarian aid and pre-
development aid for Myanmar should no 
longer be stigmatized but should be seen 
as helpful for laying the social and 
economic foundations for democracy 
there. So anybody who criticizes this aid 
should be aware of the consequences for 
the people of Myanmar. So I am 
interested to know what the real position 
of the exile community and the NLD is 
on this issue. Is it that such help is not 
wanted because on balance it also might 
strengthen and legitimize the Myanmar 
government? Since there is a very strong 
influence of the NLDÕs expectations and 
opinions on Western policymaking on 
Myanmar, it is very easy to discourage 
aid. But the consequences will be felt by 
the Myanmar population, and the exile 
community must shoulder the burden of 
responsibility for this. 

A Regional Threat? 

Relating to your first question that in my 
view Burma does not pose a threat to its 
neighbors, I would like to say the 

following: Myanmar does not pose a 
danger to its neighbors any more than 
other weaker countries in that 
neighborhood pose. There is smuggling 
over all the long borders in inaccessible 
territory in the region, and governments 
have either been unwilling to or 
incapable of stopping it completely. On 
controlling narcotics production and 
introducing substitute crops, you 
actually have to give the Myanmar 
government some credit. Of course, the 
Myanmar government is interested in 
cutting the narcotics trade because it is 
the major source of financing for some 
of the ethnic minorities who have taken 
up arms against the government. So 
from the interest structure, you could say 
that the government would not be 
interested in cultivating the trade.  

I reemphasize that we should be careful 
not to criticize the Myanmar 
Government for some social problems to 
which we have contributed through our 
policies. For fifteen years now we have 
deprived them of any major 
development aid and have deprived them 
of access to the Asian Development 
Bank and major World Bank programs.  

The Power of Aung San Suu Kyi 

Steinberg: On the question of 
humanitarian aid and the position of the 
NLD, when I had lunch with Aung San 
Suu Kyi in about 1995, she was 
adamantly against any form of 
humanitarian aid. When I saw her in 
2002, I told her I was glad she had 
changed her position on humanitarian 
aid. She said, ÒNo, I havenÕt changed my 
position, I have always been in favor of 
the right kind of humanitarian aid.Ó But I 
would argue that in effect, it is Aung San 
Suu Kyi who makes U.S. policy or the 
policy of the West in general. The 
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military has called her the axe handle of 
the imperialists, meaning the United 
States. I would argue that this is not 
accurate, that the United States is in fact 
the axe handle of Aung San Suu Kyi. 
We are the supporters and she controls 
it. To give you an example, if you look 
at Section 1106 of the Foreign Affairs 
and Restructuring Act of 1998, which I 
believe is still accurate, it requires that 
UNDP projects be approved by Aung 
San Suu Kyi and the NLD. I would 
argue that this is a violation of the UN 
Charter, and how this was passed in the 
U.S. Congress without the scrutiny of 
international lawyers I will never know. 
It indicates very much that if the United 
States has something to give, it has to be, 
under the present circumstances, that 
Aung San Suu Kyi has made an 
indication of approval. LetÕs say with the 
1990 election, which the United States 
has continuously, at least almost always, 
referred back to and said that has to be 
honored, she would have to change that 
policy, which seems unlikely at the 
present time. So we are in a real 
dilemma when it comes to humanitarian 
aid and what to do with changes in 
policy. Mike, go ahead. 

Green: I do not believe that Aung San 
Suu Kyi or the NLD are opposed to the 
reforms of humanitarian aid. There have 
been efforts to mount various kinds of 
targeted humanitarian aid that have been 
defeated by the junta, thatÕs the first 
point. The second point I would make is 
that it is entirely appropriate that, given 
the coup and the unwillingness of the 
junta to get back on a measurable track 
for the restoration of democracy, the 
Western powers calibrate their policies 
and approaches to try to assist and aid 
those within Burma who are trying to 
restore democracy. That seems to me 
perfectly sensible as well. 

The UNSC and Chapter  7 

Finally, on the Security Council debate 
on Chapter 7, I will acknowledge that it 
is a grey area, not black and white, and 
as Ambassador Tsumori said, very open 
to interpretation. ÒInternational SecurityÓ 
in the UN Charter is not precisely 
defined and norms on this issue have 
changed over time. ThereÕs a little bit of 
irony, in my view, that the U.S. is 
arguing that these transnational threats 
are a threat to international security 
while many in Asia are saying they are 
not. I say this is ironic because in most 
discussions where we try to define 
security as a norm with our ASEAN 
friends, they say that security is 
transnational threats and human security. 
There is a certain irony there that as an 
academic I find entertaining. The main 
point I would make is that the definition 
of security, that norm is one thatÕs 
shifting. I think that there is a broader 
acceptance in the international 
community that transnational threats, 
especially if they are permitted, if not, as 
I think, actively utilized by a regime, I 
think thatÕs a norm thatÕs coming into 
acceptance, but it is a gray area. The 
utility of the Security Council debate, 
the ambassador put it slightly differently 
than I would, I donÕt think we are doing 
it because we are frustrated, I think itÕs a 
little more strategic than that. I think it is 
useful to put the regime on notice that 
the international community and the 
Security Council view its behavior as 
problematic even if we canÕt agree on 
how we define it in terms of security 
norms. I think thatÕs propelled 
discussion on how we can better work 
together to have a more effective 
approach. I donÕt personally see a point 
where we vote Chapter 7 and the 
Security Council takes those specific 
acts, unless things in Burma become 
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very, very bad. But I think itÕs useful 
that itÕs there, it keeps a certain focus 
and pressure that is helpful. Those are 
the three points I wanted to make, 
thanks. 

Questioner : Thanks. I have a quick 
observation and two questions. My quick 
observation is that Professor Steinberg 
had said that there were some people not 
represented on the panel including the 
Burmese government and the United 
Nations. I also wanted to note that there 
was nobody representing the Burmese 
people, nobody from the National 
League for Democracy on the panel. I 
think it would have been useful to have 
heard a rigorous defense of sanctions, 
not because they are some sort of a 
panacea or are perfect or are going to 
deliver everything we need to Burma, 
but they actually have done a lot of 
good. The time period before there were 
sanctions on Burma, I heard someone 
say that there have been sanctions for 
eighteen years, well, sanctions only 
really went into effect in 1997. There 
was a little bit of diplomatic work before 
then, but the investment and trade bans 
really went into effect in Ô97 and 2003. 
In the nine years before then was when 
you saw huge refugee flows out of 
Burma, out of areas where there were 
infrastructure projects going on from 
investment in Burma. IÕm not on the 
panel so IÕm not going to defend that, 
but I think it would have been useful to 
have heard some of the good positive 
points about sanctions that have taken 
place. 

Two quick questionsÑ first of all, I was 
very interested to hear the representative 
from the Burmese military regimeÕs 
embassy here in Washington, D.C. 
acknowledge publicly that they are using 
the Four Cuts campaign against ethnic 

people in Burma, because that relates to 
my question. Should the United States 
and other countries pursue an 
International Criminal Court case against 
BurmaÕs military regime? TheyÕve 
burned down 3,000 villages in Eastern 
Burma, over a million refugees have fled 
the country, theyÕre using rape as a 
weapon of war, these are all things that 
are well documented by highly 
respected, credible human rights groups, 
not by the ethnic groups themselves 
along the border. So is it time to move 
something to the International Criminal 
Court, especially since it is now being 
acknowledged that they are doing this? 

The Need for Secur ity Council Action 

My second question is, about a year ago, 
Desmond Tutu and V‡clav Havel 
released a report where they said the UN 
Security Council should get involved 
and pass a resolution on Burma. One of 
the reasons, they pointed out, was that 
there have already been a stream of 
envoys over the years, four from the 
commission on Human Rights, two from 
the Secretary General, who has gotten 
involved himself. There have been a 
series of these Southeast Asian 
strongmen or tough guys who have tried 
to get the military regime to change 
already. Mahathir took a delegation of 
300 businessmen when he was the leader 
of Malaysia. Maybe heÕs not quite as 
tough as Lee Kuan Yew, but I donÕt 
think he was seen as a resounding 
democrat by anyone in the region. 
Yudhoyono also was involved from 
Indonesia, Fidel Ramos has met with the 
Burmese military junta. What Havel and 
Tutu pointed out was that we donÕt 
necessarily need another envoy, the 
problem is the mechanism, itÕs the 
system. We can throw in another envoy 
and maybe theyÕll be even tougher than 
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the last guys, but unless thereÕs a 
framework with consequences put forth 
by the Security Council, it doesnÕt 
matter who goes to Burma because the 
regime will always be able to undermine 
what they are trying to do.  

Hauswedell: On the International 
Criminal Court, of course the United 
States would have a much better position 
if it changed its attitude on the 
International Criminal Court. IÕll leave it 
at that. 

The Right K ind of Pressure 

Steinberg: Good point. On the Havel-
Tutu report by two internationally 
respected individuals, read the footnotes. 
They didnÕt write the report. There is not 
a footnote in that report that is not from 
an advocacy group. So basically itÕs a 
footnote supporting a position already 
taken. ThereÕs no attempt in that report 
to try and deal with any of the multitude 
of academic writings, for example, on 
these very important issues. ThatÕs not to 
say that there has not been a deprivation 
of rights, but that the report seems 
skewed for a political purpose and 
should be interpreted that way. One of 
the other issues that hasnÕt come up that 
I think relates very strongly to the issue 
of Burma is the question of the public 
versus the private pressure. I agree that 
pressures are necessary, but the Six-
Party Talks with the Chinese and the 
nuclear problem is an interesting thing. 
The Chinese didnÕt announce, ÒHey, 
weÕre going to cut off the oil to North 
Korea.Ó They just cut off the oil to North 
Korea, sending the appropriate message. 
There are ways of applying pressure that 
give a government an opportunity to 
save face and make changes, if the 
pressures are sufficient. Once theyÕre 
public, then you will get the nationalistic 

response, whether itÕs Kim Jong Il or 
General Than Shwe or whoever is in 
power in Iran at the moment and so 
forth. This is something we ignore when 
we think about how to negotiate some of 
these issues.  

Pragmatic Progress 

ThereÕs also the question of practicality 
and justice. There are very few cases 
where you are going to get real justice, 
including in South Africa where you had 
the Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission that looked into the past 
and made some compromises, not in the 
name of justice, but in the name of 
humanity quite broadly in that society. 
That was very effective. WeÕve seen 
cases in South America where the 
military has left power and people are 
unsatisfied because justice has not been 
served, but the lot of the people, 
politically at least, has improved.  

So I donÕt think we can ask for the 
ultimate in values here. We need to 
move forward as much as we can with 
real humanitarian aid, and how we 
define humanitarian aid is a question. I 
must say this with my colleague here, 
the Japanese ambassador. When I 
negotiated the reentry of USAID into 
Burma in 1979, the first question asked 
of me by the Deputy Prime Minister was 
whether we would rebuild the Rangoon 
airport. I said no, that is not Òbasic 
human needs.Ó We didnÕt use 
Òhumanitarian assistanceÓ in those days, 
we used Òbasic human needsÓ as an 
equivalent. I didnÕt even refer that to 
Washington because that was clearly 
outside the scope of what we had 
thought we should be doing in that 
particular society. We need to define 
what humanitarian aid really is so that 
we have a definition that crosses our 
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bilateral aid programs or indeed the 
multilateral aid programs. 

Questioner  (Daw Yin Yin Myint): I 
just need to clarify to put the record 
straight. I did not acknowledge in any 
way that my government is pursuing the 
ÒFour Cuts.Ó I said that Dr. Michael 
Green must have been referring to 
military operations against insurgency. 
These operations are not unique to 
Myanmar. Thank you. 

Steinberg: Any more? Yes. 

The Constitutional Convention 

Questioner : I have three 
comments/questions. Number one, we 
talk about democracy promotion in 
Burma and the whole idea of democracy, 
but we havenÕt put enough emphasis on 
what type of democracy. Even right now 
the military government is using the 
slogan of democracy. While weÕre 
having this conference, as you know, in 
our country the national convention is 
going on and people are talking about a 
constitution. The people who come to 
the constitutional conventions are not 
fully representative. What I would like 
to ask of the panel as well as the people 
from the audience is: right now with all 
of the different political systems that we 
have, I am convinced that given the 
history and sociological setup of my 
country that democracy is the most 
appropriate political system. Maybe the 
military government would mention 
Singapore and Vietnam, which are not 
really democratic. Vietnam and 
Singapore have a different history and 
sociology in their countries and are able 
to deliver public services, for example 
education and health care. Look at 
Thailand, it was under a military 
government for nearly 60 years and now 

the military is playing a role in restoring 
democracy. I look at the university 
system in Thailand and since the 1960s 
they have been able to develop their 
educational system enormously, but itÕs 
a different story for my country. So what 
kind of constitution are we talking 
about? The military government is 
talking about the unitary state and not 
the local government. Among the 
panelists, as international actors, what 
kind of advice would you give the 
government on their national 
convention? 

Infrastructure 

Number two is about infrastructure. 
When we talk about infrastructure we 
only talk about building highways, 
roads, dams, et cetera. I want to 
emphasize education and health. I went 
to high school in Taunggyi, which is the 
capital of Shan State, and I remember 
that we didnÕt have enough textbooks. 
ItÕs not a matter of economic status; 
even if you have enough money there 
were not enough textbooks, so we would 
have to buy them from the black market. 
If you look at university campuses in 
Burma, once it was vibrant and today it 
is sad to see how the Rangoon 
University campus has become so quiet.  

AustraliaÕs Counter terrorism 
Assistance 

The last thing is about the Australian 
government providing counterterrorism 
training in the country. If you do not 
know, the military government has 
accused the NLD and other opposition 
groups of being terrorists. So I hope the 
Australian government realizes who 
terrorists are in the mind of the military 
government. Thank you. 
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Selth: Australia is providing 
counterterrorism training. ItÕs not doing 
it within Burma, but at the Jakarta 
Center for Law Enforcement 
Cooperation in Indonesia as a part of a 
region-wide program to educate and 
train the law enforcement officials of all 
regional countries, not just ASEAN, it 
goes wider than ASEAN. The training 
thatÕs being given, and I specifically 
asked this question before I left Australia 
because I thought I might get a question 
about it, relates specifically to things like 
post incident responses, the forensic 
examinations of bomb sites to see what 
happened and what kind of bomb it was, 
that sort of thing. I have absolutely no 
doubt whatsoever that the Australian 
government does not consider a lot of 
the groups labeled by the Burmese 
government as terrorists to actually be 
terrorists. We have a fairly clear idea of 
who terrorists are and I donÕt think a lot 
of Burmese groups would fit in that 
category. I hope that clarifies what might 
have been a bit confusing in what I said 
earlier. 

Steinberg: On the question of 
democracy, what kind of democracy. 
The government has said that they want 
a Òdisciplined flourishing democracyÓ to 
quote General Than Shwe. Whether it is 
democracy or discipline that is 
flourishing is unclear from the language. 
It seems evident that they would have a 
multiparty system, but it will be more 
like a Suharto in Indonesia multiparty 
system, which is basically captive to the 
government. It will be somewhat 
different, but the government will have 
that control. On the national convention, 
all of the minorities and the NLD have 
talked about having a federal system. 
But General Ne Win in 1962 and 
Brigadier General Aung Gyi in 1963 
said federalism is on the road to 

secession and we will not have any 
federal system. For an American, a 
federal system makes very good sense 
with significant degrees of autonomy at 
the local level. I frankly do not see the 
military agreeing to that. The convention 
is tightly controlled, heavily scripted, 
and the military will remain in control 
when that convention ends, in my view. 

Hauswedell: I think we all agree that it 
will be almost be impossible for 
Myanmar to become a Westminster-type 
democracy overnightÑ if ever. The 
social and economic conditions, the 
historical experiences donÕt exist that 
would support such a structure. As 
David has said, what they envisage is 
what they call a Òdisciplined 
democracy.Ó Of course the dice were 
loaded for the working conditions at the 
National Convention. But at least one 
has to say that if they really complete the 
Seven Point Road Map they do have a 
chance to achieve constitutional 
government in Myanmar, which would 
certainly be an improvement over the 
present situation. I think once they put 
the Constitution to a referendum, the 
people of Myanmar may have a choice 
between keeping the present 
configuration with 100% military 
government control, and a new 
constitution and government where the 
military has reserved about 25% of the 
seats in the parliamentary assembly as 
well as commanding heights in national 
security and defense, and maybe the 
requirement that only somebody from 
the military can become president. Still, 
the people will possibly support this in a 
referendum because at least it is a form 
of constitutional government.  

For the West, the most important aspect 
should be whether Myanmar will have 
free multiparty elections. This was in the 
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original Seven Point Road Map proposal 
that the former PM Khin Nyunt revealed 
in August 2003. The acid test for this 
process will come when the NLD makes 
a decision whether to take part or stay 
out of the elections. One can imagine 
that some of the configurations in the 
whole election process and in the 
democratic order will have probably 
been designed to restrict the NLDÕs 
influence. Despite these handicaps, it 
might be better for the NLD to compete 
and enter the political process. This is a 
question that needs to be decided with 
the interests of the population and the 
future of the political system as a whole 
in mind. If the NLD decides not to 
participate in the elections, then the 
West will most likely say that these 
elections are not legitimate and just a 
sham.  

Steinberg: We are running over time 
now, so we will turn back to the panel 
and ask if any of them have any final 
comments, starting with you Kyaw and 
coming back this way. 

Kyaw: Whatever comes out of this 
whole national convention will be well 
short of what people want. At the same 
time, this is the only game in town so 
people might want to join it and as 
Ambassador Hauswedell said, you can 
just pull the emergency brake. You can 
create more problems by being inside 
than outside, thatÕs for sure, so you 
might as well join it and make your 
position clear both to the public and the 
international community. Unless 
something extraordinary or miraculous 
happens, like two or three of the top 
military officers dying at the same time, 
I donÕt think that Burma will become a 
politically open country in the near 
future, which is a sad thing to say. 
Having said that, a Thai colleague and I 

were talking about what Southeast 
Asians do when they leave their 
countries and go abroad. Thai people 
like to complain about food because 
Thai food is very good. Okay, what do 
Burmese people do? Oh, you talk a lot 
because it is not safe to talk that much at 
home. So I think I talk too much, too. 
People here are present in their 
individual capacity. So please 
understand that people like us in our 
position all love our country and we all 
want democracy. We may not be able to 
do this in the same way that some of you 
do, but that is because we are in a 
different situation. Thank you. 

Pavin: Just briefly. IÕm not sure whether 
Thailand could be a good example as a 
perfect democratic defender, and the 
coup of 19 September could have 
already sent the wrong signal to the 
Burmese government. Thailand is being 
put in a very unique position here when 
compared with the EU, the US and Japan 
regarding policy toward Burma. 
Thailand has been criticized as the only 
country in the region to have lent 
political and economic support to the 
Burmese government during the past 
five years, at the expense of the real 
issues behind this bilateral relationship. 
As long as the line between national and 
private interests is not drawn clearly and 
this continues to be exploited by Thai 
leaders, relations between Thailand and 
Burma will remain unhealthy, and this 
will affect the region as a whole.  

Green: On the democracy point, when I 
was in the government and would travel 
with Secretary Rice and she would meet 
with students in Beijing or other places, 
they would say, ÒHow can you say that 
you have the perfect democracy?Ó and 
she would respond, ÒWell, IÕm not 
saying that we do and it took a long time 
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to get this right. Our founding fathers 
decided that my ancestors were only 
worth two-thirds of a human being in 
our Constitution.Ó She would make the 
point that whatÕs important to the United 
States is a process towards 
democratization. The story in Asia is 
generally very good. In 1945, on the 
other side of the Pacific there were two 
democracies, Australia and New 
Zealand. Now, although some of them 
have problems from time to time, there 
is clearly a good story to tell about the 
growth of democratic principles and 
institutions in Asia, to the point where it 
has become one of the core themes in the 
new ASEAN Charter.  

The Direction of Change 

I think that at a time when you have 
huge debates in the region about what 
kind of East Asian community to build, 
it is a U.S. interest, but itÕs important for 
Japan and Singapore and other countries 
in the region, to not define our norms 
and expectations down in the case of 
Burma. That is one reason why I think a 
multilateral approach is important. We 
need to make it clear that it is our 
common agenda for the region that we 
expect steadily improving standards of 
democratic institution building, civil 
society, and rule of law. The United 
States has quite good relations with 
Vietnam, the presidentÕs going to 
Vietnam in a few weeks. VietnamÕs not 
a democracy, hasnÕt had elections. One 
of the reasons heÕs going there is 
because the Vietnamese government 
made the decision to open up and be 
more flexible on religious freedom, to 
move forward with reforms, itÕs moving 
in a good direction. We have a good 
relationship with China, although they 
are not a democracy and the President as 
well as the previous Administration 

talked openly with the Chinese. The 
important thing is the direction.  

The problem with Burma is that it is 
going in the wrong direction, not that 
there is the status quo, but that the junta 
is going in the wrong direction on these 
issues, the national convention is worse 
than fake. ItÕs not realistic to expect that 
the election results be restored overnight 
or new elections held, so we need to be 
realistic about what increments to 
expect. But we need, collectively, to get 
Burma back on a positive track, not just 
for the people of Burma but for the 
entire region, where we have an interest 
in setting these norms and using them as 
part of our agenda for regional 
community building. 

Hauswedell: How to get them on a 
positive track?  Certainly not through 
sanctions. I would say the best thing 
would be to engage them with increased 
trade, investments, and tourism.  

Selth: I first went to Burma in 1974 and 
have been studying it in one way or 
another ever since. The more I learn 
about Burma, the more I feel like I really 
donÕt know very much about it. I think it 
was Socrates who said, ÒThe more I 
learn, the more I realize how little I 
know.Ó This prompts me to make a final 
plea before this session closes. This is 
that while we do know a great deal about 
Burma in some areas, in fact we know 
very little about some critical aspects of 
Burma, and some other areas are really a 
black hole to us. Mike mentioned earlier 
the tensions within the Burmese military 
leadershipÑ this is an area about which 
we know very little. We know very little 
about the Burmese leadership and why it 
approaches particular issues in particular 
ways, and the way they think and look at 
the world. That ignorance is a bit of a 
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trap for us. So my plea is that in looking 
at these issues that we canvassed this 
morning, that we try very hard to apply 
intellectual rigor to the problems and 
look carefully for the hard facts before 
we decide where to go. If we donÕt, and 
we rely on the myths and rumors and 
stories that we hear, which are 
unverifiable in one way or another, then 
we wonÕt come up with good analysis, 
policy, or outcomes. I guess my final 
plea is that we really try to get to the 
hard facts of these issues and apply 
rigorous analysis to them so that we can 
in fact come up with good policies and 
good outcomes. 

Tsumori: Thank you. Let me make two 
comments. I think today we have 
reconfirmed the necessity to coordinate 
the positions of the countries and 
particularly on humanitarian assistance. 
These are very urgent issues that need to 
be addressed in the interest of 
MyanmarÕs people. We have to try our 
best to coordinate on this particular 
point. Secondly, concerning the Security 
Council, I agree that we have to attach 
great importance to strategic 
implications. At the same time, I repeat, 
we have to focus on human security in 
view of the very dire situation of people 
in Myanmar. Thank you very much. 

Steinberg: Thank you. I, too, know that 
we donÕt live in a perfect democracy; 
IÕve been inundated by these political 
ads here. We still have a few more days 
before the election and itÕs almost 
driving one crazy. There are some 
defects to our democracy that are quite 
apparent at least to me. Andrew, you 
quoted Socrates, let me quote Confucius, 
ÒTo know what you know and know 
what you donÕt know, that is indeed 
knowing.Ó So you know more than you 
think you know. I agree with many on 

our panel that isolation does not work, 
that we do need to coordinate, and that 
human resources and security are 
absolutely crucial issues.  

The panel as a whole, I think, has 
demonstrated something that Mike said 
at the beginning, that there are 
differences but there are many more 
similarities. There are certainly 
differences in tactics, but goals are very 
clear. I think that all of us and all of our 
institutions are aiming at the same goal, 
which is the betterment of the life of the 
people. When we do disagree, I would 
like to quote the old Chinese proverb 
that there is a strange couple who are in 
the same bed with different dreams, but I 
would say that we are in different beds 
with the same dreams, because we 
always want the same thing, which is the 
betterment of the lives of the people. I 
think that this has been a very useful set 
of dialogues on a variety of issues. One 
could go on, of course. I would like to 
thank the audience for staying here 
through this and to thank the panel for 
their presentations and we all hope that 
if we do this again in a year or two that 
we will have more optimistic 
possibilities. Thank you very much.  


